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CEQA Environmental Checklist

Dist.-Co.-Rte. P.M/P.M. E.A.
07-LA-60 PM R23.3/R26.5 279100
7-LA-57 PM R4.3/R4.5 & R4.5/R4.8

This checklist identifies physical, biological, social, and economic factors that might be affected
by the proposed project. In many cases, background studies performed in connection with the
projects indicate no impacts. A “no impact” answer in the last column reflects this determination.
Where there is a need for clarifying discussion, the discussion is included either following the
applicable section of the checklist or is within the body of the environmental document itself. The
words “significant” and “significance” used throughout the following checklist are related to CEQA,
not NEPA, impacts. The questions in this form are intended to encourage the thoughtful
assessment of impacts and do not represent thresholds of significance.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less-than-
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

I. AESTHETICS: Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista |:|

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within
a state scenic highway

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality |:|
of the site and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

XX OKX
00O 0ol
0O XU

Il. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES: In
determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation
as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture
and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest
resources, including timberland, are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding
the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and
Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment
Project; and the forest carbon measurement methodology
provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air
Resources Board. Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of |:| |:| |:| |X|
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared

pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the

California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract? |:| |:| |:| |X|
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest |:| |:| |:| |X|

land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)),
timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526),
or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to |:| |:| |:| |X|
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non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use?

]

[

]

X

Ill. AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance criteria
established by the applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the
following determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to
an existing or projected air quality violation?

¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non- attainment
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people?

OO

L] O

1 0O O
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X X X

X X

OO
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands
as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation

Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

N I I R N I

[]
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X
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[
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in §15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unigue geologic feature?

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside

HpEREEN

XXX KX

HpEREEN

HpEREEN
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of formal cemeteries?

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS: Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued
by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42?

i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
iv) Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of
the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to
life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where
sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?

[

O 0O ogdo

[]

O X XKXXXKX

X
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[
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VIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

0 O

0 O

X X

0 O

VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Would the
project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter
mile of an existing or proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous

materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in

0O o o d o

O O X X X K

0O o o d o

X X 0O O 0O O
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the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury
or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed
with wildlands?

[
[

X
L]

[
[

[
X

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a
net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells
would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or
planned uses for which permits have been granted)?

¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream
or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream
or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which
would impede or redirect flood flows?

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury
or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the
failure of a levee or dam?

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow

O

O oo g o o o

X

O o 0o X X O

O

X XO OX O O X
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X. LAND USE AND PLANNING: Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community?

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation plan?

N

N

X

LI
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the
state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral

resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan,
specific plan or other land use plan?

[]
[]

[]
[]

[]
[]

X
X

XIl. NOISE: Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

O ODoggd O

O OXxXxod O

O DOXKX X

X XOOO O

XlIl. POPULATION AND HOUSING: Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses)
or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

[]

O

[l

] O

X

O

[]

X X

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES:

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

i) Fire protection?

i) Police protection?
iii) Schools?

iv) Parks?

v) Other public facilities?

HiNEInIn

HiEIninn

HiNEInIn

XN
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XV. RECREATION:

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might
have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

[

[

L]

X

[

[

X

[

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC: Would the project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of
the circulation system, taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel
and relevant components of the circulation system, including but
not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program,
including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel
demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?

¢) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a change in location, that results in
substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g.,

sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding

public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?

I R I R I

N R I T R

XX X O X

I R I B =

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities,
the construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

¢) Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste?

I e e N R N I

I 0 I B (R B

XX 0O X O OO

OO0 X OO O XK
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XVIIl. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of |:|
the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or

wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range

of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or

prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, |:|
but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable"

means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable

when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the

effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable

future projects)?

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause |:|
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

X

[
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Improve the State Route 57 and State Route 60 Confluence at Grand Avenue (State Route 57 Post Mile R4.3 to Post Mile R4.5;
Post Mile R4.5 to Post Mile R4.8 and State Route 60 Post Mile R23.3 to Post Mile R26.5)

State Route 57/State Route 60 Confluence Project
Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation

07-LA-57-PM-R4.3/R4.5 and R4.5/R4.8
07-LA-60-PM-R23.7/R26

EA 279100

Submitted Pursuant to:
49 USC 303
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Department of Transportation as assigned

Date of Approval Dawn Kukla
Senior Environmental Planner

January 2013

&

oftrans

The environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in accordance with applicable
federal laws for this project is being, or has been, carried out by Caltrans under its assumption of
responsibility pursuant to 23 USC 327.



Summary

This Section 4(f) evaluation has been prepared in accordance with 49 United States Code
Section 303 and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) regulations for Section 4(f)
compliance codified at 23 Code of Federal Regulations Part 774. This study evaluates the effects
of two build alternatives, a combination cloverleaf/diamond interchange configuration alternative
and a partial cloverleaf interchange configuration alternative, on a public golf course, Diamond
Bar Golf Course. The combination cloverleaf/diamond interchange configuration alternative
(Build Alternative 2) would require direct use of Diamond Bar Golf Course because of the
permanent loss of approximately 7.3 acres of golf course property. The partial cloverleaf
interchange configuration alternative (Build Alternative 3) would result in direct use of Diamond
Bar Golf Course because of the permanent loss of approximately 10.1 acres of golf course
property. The acquisition of land from the golf course would require compensation, either an
in-lieu payment or replacement property of equal value. Additionally, several improvements and
enhancements are proposed for the golf course, which would improve overall playability at the
golf course. With these added benefits, the project would meet the criteria of FHWA’s

Section 4(f) Evaluation and Approval for Transportation Projects That Have a Net Benefit to a
Section 4(f) Property (2005a). The lead agency (California Department of Transportation) has
been in consultation with the County of Los Angeles (owner of Diamond Bar Golf Course)
regarding potential effects on this Section 4(f) property (Diamond Bar Golf Course) as well as
enhancements and measures to minimize harm. The County has agreed to the enhancements and
measures to minimize harm and has concurred that the project would not result in any adverse
environmental impacts that would permanently impair use of the publicly owned golf course.

Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation January 2013
State Route 57/State Route 60 Confluence at Grand Avenue Project S-1



Table of Contents

PAGE
SUMMAIY 1ttt ettt stt ettt sttt e s st e ettt e s b bt e ek e e ba e e eR b e e e ekt e e ea b e e e a ke e eb e e ek et e b b e e eab e e e nbbe e e Rt e e e nbe e e nbbeennbeeentnaens S-1
Chapter 1 INEFOAUCTION ...ttt 1-1
1.1 Yot o] T ) T LRSS S 1-1
111 Nationwide Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluations............cccccoevvvninenenns 1-2
Chapter 2 PrOPOSE ACTION ...ttt 2-1
2.1 oo L= oo AN T T SR 2-1
2.1.1 PrOJECE PUIPOSE. ... ei ettt sttt 2-1
2.1.2 o 0] 1= 0 L= o PSR 2-1
2.2 e 0] [T A I L= XY 1o o o SR 2-1
221 Alternative 1: No-Build ARErnative..........ccocoeoeiiiieiiiieee e 2-4
2.2.2 BUITA AIEINALIVES ... 2-4
2.2.3 Construction Activities and Staging..........ccoeovvririineieneeseee e 2-7
Chapter 3 Description of Section 4(f) RESOUICES........ccviiiiiee ettt 3-1
3.1 Historic and ArchaeologiCal SIteS.........ccvviiiiiiiiiiiie s 3-1
3.2 Public Parks and Recreational Lands............ccccveveriiiieienieiiiese e e 3-1
321 Diamond Bar Golf Course — Description and Significance of Property ......3-1
Chapter 4 Effects on Section 4(F) RESOUICES.......ccviiieie e see et e e 4-1
4.1 Effects under Build AIEIMALIVE 2 ..........ooveiiiiiiiii e 4-1
4.2 Effects under Build AILErNatiVe 3 ........cocooiiriieeceeese et 4-2
Chapter 5 Applicability of Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation for Projects with Net
BNETIT .. ettt sttt nrenre s 5-1
5.1 Alternative 1: NO-BuUild AREINALIVE ......cccoeviiiciee e 5-1
52 BUITA AEINALIVES ..ottt ettt neeseesreeneesreeneas 5-1
5.2.1 Build Alternative 2: Combination Cloverleaf/Diamond Interchange
Configuration AITEINATIVE .........ccooviiiiieccee e 5-1
522 Build Alternative 3: Partial Cloverleaf Interchange Configuration
ARBINALIVE ...ttt 5-2
5.3 Applicability of Nationwide Programmatic Section 4(f).......c.cccoovviveviiiviiciive e, 5-3
5.4 Avoidance Alternatives and Other FINdiNgS.........covriieiiiiiiineeceece e 5-5
54.1 Do-Nothing ARErNAtIVE........ccoveie e 5-5
54.2 Improvement without Using Adjacent Section 4(f) Lands............cccceevenne.n. 5-6
54.3 Alternatives on NeW LOCALION...........ccocveveiiiiese e 5-7
55 Measures to Minimize Harm to the Section 4(f) Property.........ccccccooeveionoeiiencnseeeneens 5-7
55.1 Other ENNANCEIMENTS ........coviiiieieie e 5-9
5.6 (O70T0] (o[ pT- 11 o] o I TP S PR PRVRTP 5-9
5.7 Section 6(F)(3) CONSIARIALIONS.......ccveieeie et seeereenes 5-9
Chapter 6 References and Personnel CommuniCation..........ccccovvviviiieieesecsec e 6-1
Appendix A List of Preparers
Appendix B Section 4(f) Consultation
Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation January 2013

State Route 57/State Route 60 Confluence at Grand Avenue Project TOC-i



Table 1
Table 2

Figure 1
Figure 2
Figure 3

Figure 4
Figure 5
Figure 6
Figure 7

Caltrans
CEQA
CFR
EA

EIR

EIS
FHWA
FTA
HOV
LOS
MOU
NEPA
SAFETEA-LU

SCAG
SHPO
SR
TCEs
THPO
usc
uUsDOT

List of Tables and Figures

PAGE
Section 4(f) Properties—Public Parks and Recreational Lands.............ccccceeevviveniernnnne. 3-1
Potential Effects on Section 4(F) RESOUICES.......cccuviveiieeii e see e 4-3

PAGE
Regional VICINILY IMaD.......ccoiiiiiiii it s te e reesneesre e e 2-2
Project LOCAtION IMAP.......ciiieeie ettt sttt sneenee e enes 2-3
Build Alternative 2, Combination Cloverleaf/Diamond
Interchange Configuration ............cccoov v [FoLLows paAGE] 2-4
Build Alternative 3, Partial Cloverleaf Interchange Configuration .......... [FoLLows PAGE] 2-4
Existing Layout of Diamond Bar GOIf COUISE ..o 3-3

Diamond Bar Golf Course Reconfiguration, Build Alternative 2
Diamond Bar Golf Course Reconfiguration, Build Alternative 3

............ [FoLLows PAGE] 5-2
............ [FoLLows PAGE] 5-2

List of Abbreviated Terms

California Department of Transportation
California Environmental Quality Act
Code of Federal Regulations
environmental assessment
environmental impact report
environmental impact statement
Federal Highway Administration
Federal Transit Administration
high-occupancy vehicle

level of service

memorandum of understanding
National Environmental Policy Act

Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act of 2003:
A Legacy for Users

Southern California Association of Governments
State Historic Preservation Officer

state route

temporary construction easements

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer

United States Code

U.S. Department of Transportation

Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation
State Route 57/State Route 60 Confluence at Grand Avenue Project

January 2013
TOC-ii



Chapter 1 Introduction

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, codified at 49 United States Code
(USC) Section 303, declares that “[i]t is the policy of the United States government that special
effort should be made to preserve the natural beauty of the countryside and public park and
recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites.”

Section 4(f) specifies that “[t]he Secretary [of Transportation] may approve a transportation
program or project . . . requiring the use of publicly owned land of a public park, recreation area,
or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local significance or land of a historic site
of national, state, or local significance (as determined by the federal, state, or local officials
having jurisdiction over the park, area, refuge, or site) only if

1. There is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land, and

2. The program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park,
recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from the use.”

Section 4(f) further requires consultation with the Department of Interior and, as appropriate, the
involved offices of the Department of Agriculture and the Department of Housing and Urban
Development, as well as relevant state and local officials, in developing transportation projects
and programs that use lands protected under Section 4(f).

A Memorandum of Understanding between the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) took effect on October 1, 2012
continuing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Assignment program that was the
Pilot program. This MOU is in effect until 18 months after the implementation of regulations
pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327(b)(2). Therefore, Caltrans will be the administrator of Section 4(f) for
this project.

The proposed project (and alternatives) is a transportation project that may receive federal
funding and/or discretionary approvals through the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT)
(i.e., FHWA); therefore, documentation of compliance with Section 4(f) is required.

This Section 4(f) evaluation has been prepared in accordance with FHWA regulations for
Section 4(f) compliance codified at 23 CFR Part 774. Additional guidance has been obtained
from FHWA Technical Advisory T 6640.8A (1987) and the revised FHWA Section 4(f) Policy
Paper (2005b).

1.1 Section 4(f) “Use”

As defined in 23 CFR Section 774.17, the use of a protected Section 4(f) resource occurs when
any of the following conditions are met:

e Land is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility through partial or full
acquisition (i.e., “direct use”);

Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation January 2013
State Route 57/State Route 60 Confluence at Grand Avenue Project 1-1



Chapter 1. Introduction

e There is a temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the preservationist
purposes of Section 4(f) (i.e., “temporary occupancy”); or

e There is no permanent incorporation of land, but the proximity of a transportation facility
results in impacts so severe that the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify the
resource for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired (i.e., “constructive use”).

1.1.1 Nationwide Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluations

USDOT and FHWA have determined that certain highway projects may comply with the
requirements of Section 4(f) under a nationwide programmatic evaluation rather than an
individual evaluation. Five nationwide programmatic Section 4(f) evaluations are available. One
covers projects that use historic bridges. The second covers projects that use minor amounts of
land from parks, recreational lands, or wildlife and waterfowl refuges. The third covers projects
that use minor amounts of land from historic sites. The fourth covers bikeway projects. The fifth
applies when there is a net benefit to a Section 4(f) property. As detailed below, the proposed
project meets the applicability criteria found in FHWA’s Section 4(f) Evaluation and Approval
for Transportation Projects That Have a Net Benefit to a Section 4(f) Property.

Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation January 2013
State Route 57/State Route 60 Confluence at Grand Avenue Project 1-2



Chapter 2 Proposed Action

This section describes the proposed action that was developed to meet the identified need while
avoiding or minimizing environmental impacts. A description of the project alternatives follows
in Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2.

2.1 Purpose and Need
Below is a summary of the purpose and need for the proposed project.
2.1.1 Project Purpose

The five primary objectives of the proposed project are as follows:

e Relieve congestion and delays on Grand Avenue from Golden Springs Drive to the
interchange at SR-60.

e Relieve congestion and delays at the Grand Avenue interchange.
e Relieve congestion and delays on the SR-57/SR-60 freeway mainline.

e Improve safety by reducing weaving movements and increasing weaving distances along the
SR-57/SR-60 confluence.

These primary objectives address the need to improve the operational deficiencies of the
freeways at the Grand Avenue interchange.

2.1.2 Project Need

Forecast population and employment growth between 2008 and 2035 in the vicinity of the

State Route (SR) 57 and SR-60 confluence is expected to result in traffic volumes that will be
approximately 10% to 25% higher than existing volumes for SR-57/SR-60, including the
recently constructed high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, according to traffic forecasts from the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) travel forecasting model. Forecast
2035 traffic volumes would result in further deterioration of freeway operation and the estimated
level of service (LOS) for both westbound and eastbound travel.

Improvements to the SR-57/SR-60 confluence are needed to address operational deficiencies at
the Grand Avenue interchange. Therefore, improvements are proposed for the SR-57/SR-60
confluence to accommodate expected traffic growth.

2.2 Project Description

The proposed project would reconfigure the approximately 2-mile confluence of SR-57 and SR-60,
which would entail the addition of auxiliary lanes and associated on-ramp/off-ramp reconfigurations.
SR-57 and SR-60 are major inter-regional freeways that link cities in the San Gabriel Valley and the
Inland Empire with Los Angeles and Orange counties (see Figures 1 and 2).
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Figure 1. Regional Vicinity Map
! [
Azusa  Citrus Gllendora
i il cl t
Vincent Charter Oak UGVere Sl
—
P Y /
@‘ R M ==
o Eovina San Dimas
'3 Z
B . s
.//
Y .
X___ Pomona 3

West Covina

Valinda

La Puente
,Z_South San Jose Hills

Industry

71

l_Chino

2 (1428

g

3 Chino Hills

O -

S (l

g @ Habra Heights ‘ﬁ‘\

g

% La Habra

8 O

2 7al

= N

g A

= m

= i ] 1 2 Miles

4| : !

2f | Source:ESRI (2008) \ N

z JEUleron___ | Placentia roTTEToT
Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation January 2013
State Route 57/State Route 60 Confluence at Grand Avenue Project 2-2



Chapter 2. Proposed Action

Figure 2. Project Location Map
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2.2.1 Alternative 1: No-Build Alternative

The No-Build (or No-Action) Alternative would result in no structural or physical changes to
SR-57, SR-60, or the Grand Avenue interchange. Existing deficient capacity and congestion
conditions due to short weaving distances on SR-57, SR-60, and Grand Avenue would not
change under this alternative.

2.2.2 Build Alternatives

Two build alternatives are being considered (i.e., Alternative 2: Combination Cloverleaf/
Diamond Interchange Configuration and Alternative 3: Partial Cloverleaf Interchange
Configuration). Figures 3 and 4 illustrate the alignments for the build alternatives. Common
elements of the two build alternatives are described below.

Under both build alternatives, a new bypass off-ramp is proposed for eastbound SR-60 west of
the southern/western SR-57/SR-60 junction. The bypass off-ramp would be barrier separated
from SR-57/SR-60 traffic until passing the SR-57 diverge to the Grand Avenue off-ramp.
Northbound SR-57 traffic would exit to Grand Avenue by using an optional exit from the third
SR-57 lane. The off-ramp lane would add to the one-lane eastbound SR-60 bypass off-ramp. The
off-ramp would widen to three lanes at the final approach to the intersection at Grand Avenue.

Currently, the third lane on SR-57 ends at the Grand Avenue off-ramp, then begins again
4,200 feet to the east. The build alternatives would both add this lane between the Grand Avenue
off-ramp and the additional lane near the SR-57 diverge at the east end. An auxiliary lane would
be added adjacent to the added through lane to serve traffic entering from Grand Avenue.

At the east end of the confluence, a bypass connector would be built to connect the

Grand Avenue eastbound on-ramp auxiliary lane with eastbound SR-60. This connector would
require a new overcrossing structure at Prospector Road and Diamond Bar Boulevard as well as
realignment of the Diamond Bar Boulevard on-ramp.

In the westbound direction, the dropped southbound SR-57 lane would be extended 2,500 feet to
the realigned westbound SR-60 off-ramp to Grand Avenue, creating a two-lane exit ramp. The
exit ramp would expand to five lanes at the intersection.

Operational improvements along Grand Avenue include widening the roadway from two through
lanes in each direction to four through lanes in each direction under both build alternatives.
Grand Avenue would be widened easterly, encroaching on the existing westbound loop on-ramp.
Grand Avenue would be realigned approximately 50 feet east of the existing centerline to avoid a
right-of-way acquisition from a vacant automobile dealership on Grand Avenue north of SR-60.
The centerline shift of Grand Avenue would require the westbound off-ramp to be relocated
approximately 100 feet north of the existing intersection on Grand Avenue. The intersection
relocation would also require realignment of the two-lane westbound loop on-ramp as well as
Old Brea Canyon Road (to be renamed Grand Crossing Parkway).
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Chapter 2. Proposed Action

The widening of Grand Avenue would continue south to Golden Springs Drive. Golden Springs
Drive would be widened to allow additional through lanes, double left-turn lanes, and one right-
turn lane on three legs of the intersection of Grand Avenue and Golden Springs Drive. One right-
turn lane would be provided on Grand Avenue at the northbound approach to Golden Springs
Drive. Street widening would occur on the north, east, and west legs of the intersection.
Approximately 600 feet of northbound Grand Avenue south of the intersection at Golden Springs
Drive would be restriped to three lanes.

A continuous pedestrian walkway is currently provided on the west side of Grand Avenue
between Golden Springs Drive and Old Brea Canyon Road. However, on the east side of
Grand Avenue, no pedestrian walkway is provided north of the overcrossing. Under both
alternatives, 8-foot-wide walkways on both sides of Grand Avenue would be constructed from
Golden Springs Drive to Old Brea Canyon Road. Neither build alternative would affect
pedestrian walkways on other local roads.

The existing Grand Avenue overcrossing does not have sufficient length to accommodate an
added northbound SR-57 through lane or sufficient vertical clearance over SR-60 to allow for
widening. Therefore, it would be replaced. The replacement bridge would be longer and deeper,
resulting in a raised profile along Grand Avenue.

2.2.2.1 Build Alternative 2: Combination Cloverleaf/Diamond Interchange
Configuration Alternative

Alternative 2 would maintain the existing interchange configuration (compact diamond) for the
eastbound SR-60 on- and off-ramps. The interchange configuration at Grand Avenue for
Alternative 2 would remain a combination partial cloverleaf for the westbound SR-60 on- and
off-ramps. An auxiliary lane would be added, connecting the new three-lane on-ramp at Grand
Avenue to the new connector, which would bypass the north/east SR-57/SR-60 interchange.

As discussed in the common design features section below, the existing Grand Avenue
overcrossing does not have sufficient length to accommodate an added northbound SR-57
through lane or sufficient vertical clearance over SR-60 to allow for widening. Therefore, it
would be replaced. Under Alternative 2, the existing Grand Avenue overcrossing would be
replaced by a 10-lane, 148-foot-wide structure over SR-60. The longer span would require a
deeper structure, raising the Grand Avenue profile by about 4 feet. The bridge would contain
eight through lanes and two 450-foot-long double left-turn lanes from southbound Grand Avenue
to the eastbound on-ramp.

With implementation of Alternative 2, the new interchange configuration would require the
eastbound on- and off-ramps to be relocated to the southeast by approximately 90 feet, which
would require permanent acquisition of portions of the northern edge of the golf course both east
and west of Grand Avenue. In addition, as part of Alternative 2, the Grand Avenue overcrossing
would be replaced with a wider structure, and minor street improvements would be made along
Golden Springs Drive, requiring further permanent acquisitions of golf course property along both
the eastern and western edges of Grand Avenue as well as the northern edge of Golden Springs
Drive. These acquisitions would result in 6.8 acres of golf course property being permanently
incorporated into the proposed project. However, the facility would remain an 18-hole golf course,
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with only minor changes made to the configuration, fairway distances, and par at holes 1, 2, 8, and 9.
After implementation of Alternative 2, course par would be slightly less than what it is under
existing conditions (i.e., 71 rather than 72). Total yardage would also be slightly less than it is
under existing conditions (i.e., 6,660 yards rather than 6,801 yards).

In addition to the permanent acquisitions, temporary construction easements (TCESs) totaling
approximately 2.8 acres would be required at the golf course to accommodate construction of the
on- and off-ramps for the SR-57/SR-60 confluence, widen the Grand Avenue overcrossing, and
make street improvements along the north side of Golden Springs Drive west of Grand Avenue.
Construction work would last approximately 36 months, during which time vegetation clearing,
excavation, and grading would take place on those portions of the golf course that would be
permanently acquired or temporarily acquired under construction easements.

To accommodate construction activities and minimize any potential effects that construction
may have on golf course users, a screened construction zone with restricted access would be
established. If construction at the golf course were to occur in two phases, with only half of
the course closed at any one time (nine holes), a total of 14 months would be required for
construction (7 months to reconfigure nine holes [per phase]). If the entire golf course (all
18 holes) were to be reconfigured at the same time, the closure would last 9 months. Upon
completion of construction, the required TCEs would be returned to the county, and the
course would be restored to a condition that would be comparable to its existing condition.
The facility would continue to serve as an 18-hole golf course but with some changes to its
configuration because of the permanent acquisitions required for the newly configured on-
and off-ramps, the widened Grand Avenue overcrossing, and the street improvements along
Golden Springs Drive.

2.2.2.2 Build Alternative 3: Partial Cloverleaf Interchange Configuration
Alternative

The main difference between Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 is the configuration of the eastbound
SR-60 interchange at Grand Avenue. Under Alternative 3, the existing eastbound on- and off-
ramps at Grand Avenue, which form a compact diamond interchange, would be reconfigured to
form a partial cloverleaf interchange. The new intersection at Grand Avenue and the new
eastbound on- and off-ramps would be located approximately 500 feet south of the existing
intersection (i.e., midway between the freeway and Golden Springs Drive). The new eastbound on-
ramp from southbound Grand Avenue would be a loop on-ramp that would join SR-60 as a new
eastbound auxiliary lane. The existing eastbound on-ramp would be realigned to accommodate the
widened Grand Avenue and merge into the eastbound auxiliary lane created by the new loop
on-ramp from southbound Grand Avenue to eastbound SR-60. The auxiliary lane would connect to
the new connector that bypasses the north/east SR-57/SR-60 interchange.

As discussed above, the existing Grand Avenue overcrossing would be replaced by a new
structure over SR-60. However, unlike Alternative 2, a double left-turn lane from southbound
Grand Avenue to the eastbound on-ramp would not be required because vehicles traveling
southbound on Grand Avenue would access northbound SR-57 and eastbound SR-60 by way of
the new loop on-ramp on the west side of Grand Avenue. The new Grand Avenue overcrossing
would be widened to accommodate eight through lanes and a center divider/median (a total
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width of 136 feet). A longer span would be required to accommodate the third SR-57 through
lane and the loop on-ramp auxiliary lane. The longer span would require a deeper structure,
raising the Grand Avenue profile by about 4 feet.

With implementation of Alternative 3, the new loop on-ramp and off-ramp intersection would be
constructed approximately 500 feet south of the existing intersection, which would require
permanent acquisition of portions of the northern edge of the golf course both east and west of
Grand Avenue. In addition, as part of Alternative 3, the Grand Avenue overcrossing would be
replaced with a wider structure, and minor street improvements would be made along Golden
Springs Drive, requiring further permanent acquisition of golf course property along both the
eastern and western edges of Grand Avenue as well as the northern edge of Golden Springs
Drive. These acquisitions would result in 10.1 acres of golf course property being permanently
incorporated into the proposed project. However, as with Alternative 2, the facility would remain
an 18-hole golf course, with only minor changes made to the configuration, fairway distances,
and par at holes 1, 2, 3, 8, and 9. After implementation of Alternative 3, course par would be
equal to the existing par of 72. Total yardage would be increased to 6,848 yards compared with
6,801 yards under current conditions.

In addition to the permanent acquisitions, TCEs totaling approximately 3.4 acres would be
required at the golf course to accommodate construction of the on- and off-ramps for the
SR-57/SR-60 confluence, widen the Grand Avenue overcrossing, and make street improvements
along the north side of Golden Springs Drive west of Grand Avenue. Construction work would
last approximately 36 months, during which time vegetation clearing, excavation, and grading
would take place on those portions of the golf course that would be permanently acquired or
temporarily acquired under construction easements.

To accommodate construction activities and minimize any potential effects that construction may
have on golf course users, a screened construction zone with restricted access would be
established. If construction at the golf course were to occur in two phases, with only half of the
course closed at any one time (nine holes), a total of 14 months would be required for
construction (7 months to reconfigure nine holes [per phase]). If the entire golf course (all

18 holes) were to be reconfigured at the same time, the closure would last 9 months. Upon
completion of construction, the required TCEs would be returned to the county, and the course
would be restored to a condition that would be comparable to its existing condition. The facility
would continue to serve as an 18-hole golf course but with some changes to its configuration
because of the permanent acquisitions required for the newly configured on- and off-ramps, the
widened Grand Avenue overcrossing, and the street improvements along Golden Springs Drive.

2.2.3 Construction Activities and Staging

The construction scenarios would be similar for both Alternative 2 and Alternative 3. The
construction phase of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in the fall of 2014 and end by
the fall of 2017. The proposed project would involve clearing, excavation, grading, and other site
preparation activities prior to structural work and paving. On-site construction staging would
occur just north of the westbound SR-60/southbound SR-57 Grand Avenue on- and off-ramps.
This area, which is east of Grand Avenue, is owned by the City of Industry.
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The project would be constructed in stages to limit local road closures, ramp closures, and
freeway closures. The Grand Avenue overpass would be constructed in two stages to maintain
four lanes of traffic throughout construction. Grand Avenue may be closed over several
weekends between stages and during removal of the existing bridge. Other overnight or weekend
closures would affect the westbound off-ramp, Golden Springs Drive at the SR-57 connector,
and the Diamond Bar Boulevard on- and off-ramps. Mainline SR-60 would be closed overnight
for demolition of the Grand Avenue overpass and erection of falsework over the freeway. All
freeway lanes would be open for weekday peak-hour traffic. Longer term ramp closures would
be required for the westbound loop on-ramp and the westbound direct on-ramp as well as access
from southbound Grand Avenue to the eastbound SR-60 on-ramp.
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Chapter 3 Description of Section 4(f)
Resources

As noted above, resources subject to Section 4(f) consideration include publicly owned lands
consisting of public park/recreational lands; public wildlife and waterfowl refuges of national,
state, or local significance; or historic sites of national, state, or local significance, whether publicly
or privately owned. There are no wildlife and waterfowl refuges in the project area, and there are
no significant historic sites in the vicinity. However, Diamond Bar Golf Course, a publicly owned
golf course, which is within the project area, is considered a Section 4(f) resource. For purposes of
this Section 4(f) evaluation, only those public park/recreational resources within approximately

0.5 mile of the project site have been identified for additional analysis.

3.1 Historic and Archaeological Sites

A cultural resources survey provided the basis for the determination that there are no significant
historic or archaeological sites within the area of potential effect (Archaeological Survey Report
and Historic Properties Survey Report dated January 2010).

3.2 Public Parks and Recreational Lands

One public golf course, Diamond Bar Gold Course, has been identified as a Section 4(f) resource
within 0.5 mile of the project site (see Table 1). A detailed description of the resource is
provided in the discussion of effects on Section 4(f) properties.

Table 1. Section 4(f) Properties—Public Parks and Recreational Lands

Map # | Name Size and Features Location and Owner

1 Diamond Bar Golf Course | Approximately 174 acres’ Location: City of Diamond Bar
(18 holes, par 72, 6,801 total yards) | Owner: County of Los Angeles

Operated by: American Golf
Corporation

" Information from personal communication with Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation
employee (Camille) in the Planning Section. February 2010.

Source: ICF International, 2010.

3.2.1 Diamond Bar Golf Course — Description and Significance of Property
3.2.1.1 Typel/Location/Size

Diamond Bar Golf Course is a publicly owned golf course located at 22751 Golden Springs
Drive in the City of Diamond Bar. The golf course has an area of approximately 174 acres and is
bounded by the SR-57/SR-60 confluence to the north and west, Golden Springs Drive to the
south and east, and a residential neighborhood (along Golden Prados Drive) to the east. In
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Chapter 3. Description of Section 4(f) Resources

addition, the golf course is intersected by Grand Avenue, which divides the property into western
and eastern halves (see Figure 5). The golf course was constructed in 1964 by the County of

Los Angeles and is currently managed by the American Golf Corporation under the direction of
the county. Diamond Bar Golf Course is a full 18-hole facility, with amenities that include a
restaurant and bar, a golf shop, chipping and putting greens, a driving range, and a clubhouse.

As is typical with golf courses, the fairways at Diamond Bar Golf Course are landscaped with
grass, and tall trees line each hole as well as the boundaries of the course. In addition, a large
man-made pond is located just east of Grand Avenue. A network of concrete pathways,
accessible by foot or electric golf cart, connects the fairways and the various amenities
throughout the course.

3.2.1.2 Access/Facilities/Usage

The parking lot at Diamond Bar Golf Course has 37 parking spaces (33 standard parking spaces
and four spaces for the handicapped). The lot is located on the northeast corner of Golden
Springs Drive and Grand Avenue (see Figure 5). Vehicular access to the parking lot is provided
from both Grand Avenue and Golden Springs Drive. Four Foothill Transit lines (lines 482, 492,
853, and 854) serve the area surrounding the golf course, and stops are provided along Golden
Springs Drive. In addition, Diamond Bar Golf Course rents banquet/special event rooms that can
accommodate 60 to 250 persons. The course is open to the public seven days a week from dawn
until dusk and from 5:00 a.m. until dusk on weekends. Course rates range from $14.50 to $28.00,
depending on the number of holes being played and the day of the week. Cart and club rentals
are also available.

In 2010/2011, 90,024 patrons used the golf course (Badel pers. comm.).
3.2.1.3 Relationship to Similar Facilities in the Area

The golf course stands alone and is not part of a larger park or golf course.
3.2.1.4 Ownership/Jurisdiction

Diamond Bar Golf Course is owned by the Los Angeles County Department of Parks and
Recreation.

3.2.1.5 Significance

Given the recreational needs of the community, as well as the relatively limited availability of
public golf course resources in the region, Diamond Bar Golf Course is considered a significant
Section 4(f) resource. Formal consultation with the county has confirmed that the resource in
question plays an important role in meeting the recreational needs of the community and the
county.

Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation January 2013
State Route 57/State Route 60 Confluence at Grand Avenue Project 3-2



El
~
=+
2
o
=
o
=
=
=
=T
il
i
&
L
E
&
]
o
=
o
fro]
=
=1
o
=
=
z
=]
e
=
=
fii}
(o)
=
i
=
=
(e
=1
[w]
)
)
=
&
-
9
5
fro)
=i
=
o
el
ri1
e
mf
o]
=
-
w1
=
Z

Figure 5. Existing Layout of Diamond Bar Golf Course
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Chapter 4 Effects on Section 4(f) Resources

The following discussion describes how the project alternatives would affect the Section 4(f)
resource. A summary of potential effects is provided in Table 2. Additional analysis pertaining to
the Section 4(f) resource then follows.

An assessment has been made to determine if permanent or temporary occupation of a property
would occur and if the proximity of the proposed project would disrupt access or cause noise,
vibration, or aesthetic effects that would substantially impair the features or attributes that
qualify the resource for protection under Section 4(f). The analysis of potential effects on the
Section 4(f) resource includes the following:

e A description of the Section 4(f) resource;

e A discussion of how the proposed project alternatives would affect the Section 4(f) resource
and whether the effects would result in use of the resource;

e An evaluation of any feasible and prudent alternatives to avoid use of the Section 4(f)
resource. An alternative is not feasible if it cannot be built as a matter of sound engineering
practice. A feasible alternative is not prudent if there are truly unusual factors present in a
particular case, if there are uniquely difficult problems, or if the cost or community
disruption resulting from the alternative reaches an extraordinary magnitude. A feasible
alternative that fails to satisfy the purpose of and need for the project is usually also not
prudent; and

e A discussion of measures to minimize harm to the Section 4(f) resource where a potential use
has been identified. When a Section 4(f) resource must be used, efforts to minimize harm,
including development of mitigation measures, must be undertaken in coordination with the
agency that owns and/or administers the resource.

4.1 Effects under Build Alternative 2

During construction, 4.1 acres of the golf course would be used for staging. Furthermore,
7.3 acres of the golf course would be permanently incorporated into the proposed project.
Property would be acquired along the northern edge of the golf course and along both the
eastern and western edges with Grand Avenue as well as the northern edge of Golden
Springs Drive. Generally, these acquisitions would result in the removal of trees lining the
edge of the course, and would affect some of the paved pathways running through the north
side of the course, and the along the east side of Grand Avenue. Hole 2 would be greatly
affected by Alternative 2 as portions of the fairway, paved paths, trees, and fencing along
the northern edge of the course would be removed. In addition, a small portion of Hole 8,
which includes the green, would also be permanently incorporated under this alternative.
Otherwise, the permanent acquisitions proposed under Alternative 2 would not
substantially reduce the usability of the other holes on the course. Typical construction-
period effects would include phased closure of parts of the golf course (e.g., some holes
may not be available for play). During site preparation, tree/vegetation removal and
material stockpiling would occur. Golf course parking would not be removed, but there
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Chapter 4. Effects on Section 4(f) Resources

may be lane closures on Grand Avenue, resulting in diminished access. Once construction
starts, noise would be generated by equipment, and fugitive dust would be present in areas
close to construction.

During operation, all 18 holes of the golf course will be available for play. A sound wall along
eastbound SR-60 would reduce noise levels, and enhancements to the clubhouse and snack bar
would result in facilities that are better than existing. All screening vegetation and trees removed
during construction would be replanted. Please see Section 5.5 for additional enhancements and
measures to minimize harm.

4.2 Effects under Build Alternative 3

During construction, 3.7 acres of the golf course would be used for staging. Furthermore,

10.1 acres of the golf course would be permanently incorporated into the proposed project.
Similar to Alternative 2, property would be acquired along the northern edge of the golf course
and along both the eastern and western edges of Grand Avenue as well as the northern edge of
Golden Springs Drive. The proposed cloverleaf ramp on the west side of Grand Avenue would
require acquisition of a large corner of the course including the entirety of the Hole 8 green and
associated paved pathways and rough along the northern edge of the course. However,
Alternative 3 would require less property from the Hole 2 area of the course, east of Grand
Avenue. Typical construction-period effects would include phased closure of parts of the golf
course (e.g., some holes may not be available for play). During site preparation, tree/vegetation
removal and material stockpiling would occur. Golf course parking would not be removed, but
there may be lane closures on Grand Avenue, resulting in diminished access. Once construction
starts, noise would be generated by equipment, and fugitive dust would be present in areas close
to construction.

During operation, all 18 holes of the golf course will be available for play. A sound wall along
eastbound SR-60 would reduce noise levels, and enhancements to the clubhouse and snack bar
would result in facilities that are better than existing. All screening vegetation and trees removed
during construction would be replanted. Please see Section 5.5 for additional enhancements and
measures to minimize harm.

Please see Table 2 for a comparison of potential effects under the two build alternatives.
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Chapter 4. Effects on Section 4(f) Resources

Table 2. Potential Effects on Section 4(f) Resources

Build Alternative 2: Combination Cloverleaf/Diamond

Build Alternative 3: Partial Cloverleaf Interchange Configuration

Resource Interchange Configuration Alternative Alternative
Use under Section 4(f)? Use under Section 4(f)?
Diamond Bar YES YES

Golf Course
(park and
recreational
resource)

Acquisition of 7.3 acres of the 174-acre golf course, which would
remove several holes from play if not reconfigured

Requires reconfiguration of holes 1, 2, 8, and 9.

Construction of new retaining walls along the freeway mainline
Construction of protective fence and noise wall

TCEs on 3.99 acres

Phased closure of parts of the golf course during construction
Limited holes available for play during construction

Partial removal of earth berm, existing trees, and screening
Disruption of existing cart path

Diminished local area access because of lane closures on
Grand Avenue during construction

Other nuisance impacts related to increased dust, the presence
of construction vehicles, etc.

Acquisition of 10.1 acres of the 174-acre golf course, which would
remove several holes from play if not reconfigured

Requires reconfiguration of holes 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 9.

Construction of new earth berms and retaining walls along the
freeway mainline, ramps, and Grand Avenue

Construction of protective fence and noise wall

Relocation of the golf course tunnel

TCEs on 4.42 acres

Phased closure of parts of the golf course during construction
Limited holes available for play during construction

Partial removal of earth berm, existing trees, and screening
Disruption of existing cart path

Diminished local area access because of lane closures on
Grand Avenue during construction

Other nuisance impacts related to increased dust, the presence of
construction vehicles, etc.

Source: WKE and ICF International, 2012.

Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation
State Route 57/State Route 60 Confluence at Grand Avenue Project

January 2013 '
4-3




Chapter 5 Applicability of Programmatic
Section 4(f) Evaluation for Projects
with Net Benefit

51 Alternative 1: No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would not change the physical environment in the project area, with the
exception of changes from other projects and programs that are already planned for development in
the area. Thus, there would be no Section 4(f) direct use under the No-Build Alternative.

5.2 Build Alternatives

Under both build alternatives, land from Diamond Bar Golf Course would be permanently
incorporated into the proposed project. The project proponent will compensate the Los Angeles
County Department of Parks and Recreation for any parkland used by providing lands of
reasonably equivalent usefulness and location and at least comparable value or make a payment
in lieu of providing such land. Also, the improvements and enhancements proposed for the golf
course would lead to improved playability. As documented below, Build Alternative 2 and Build
Alternative 3 meet the applicability criteria and required findings for programmatic Section 4(f)
evaluation for projects with net benefit.

5.2.1 Build Alternative 2: Combination Cloverleaf/Diamond Interchange
Configuration Alternative

With implementation of Build Alternative 2, the new interchange configuration would relocate
the eastbound on- and off-ramps to the southeast, which would require permanent acquisition of
portions of the northern edge of the golf course both east and west of Grand Avenue. In addition,
as part of Build Alternative 2, the Grand Avenue overcrossing would be replaced with a wider
structure, and minor street improvements would be made along Golden Springs Drive, requiring
further permanent acquisition of golf course property along both the eastern and western edges of
Grand Avenue as well as the northern edge of Golden Springs Drive. These acquisitions would
result in 7.3 acres of the golf course property being permanently incorporated into the proposed
project, a direct use under Section 4(f). However, once construction is complete, the project
would not adversely affect recreational activities, features, and attributes or interfere with the
recreational purpose of Diamond Bar Golf Course. The facility would remain an 18-hole golf
course, with only minor changes made to the configuration, fairway distances, and par at holes 1,
2, 8, and 9 (Figure 6). After implementation of Alternative 2, course par would be slightly less
than it is under existing conditions (i.e., 71 rather than 72). Total yardage would also be slightly
less than it is under existing conditions (i.e., 6,660 yards rather than 6,801 yards). However,
several enhancements are planned for the golf course, such as renovation of the tee and green
complexes, construction of a practice pitching green, replacement of the concrete drainage
swales with new subdrain systems, construction of a new noise attenuation wall along the
freeway, and a new protective fence along perimeter roadways. Please see Section 5.5 for
additional enhancements and measures to minimize harm.
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Chapter 5. Applicability of Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation for Projects with Net Benefit

In addition to permanent acquisitions from the golf course property, TCEs totaling approximately
4 acres would be required at the golf course to accommodate construction access to build the
new on- and off-ramps for the SR-57/SR-60 confluence, widen Grand Avenue, and make street
improvements along the north side of Golden Springs Drive, near the intersection at Grand
Avenue. Construction work would last approximately 36 months, during which time vegetation
clearing, excavation, and grading would take place on those portions of the golf course that
would be permanently acquired or temporarily acquired under construction easements.

To accommodate construction activities and minimize any potential effects that construction may
have on golf course users, a screened construction zone with restricted access would be
established. If construction at the golf course were to occur in two phases, with only half of the
course (nine holes) closed at any one time, a total of approximately16 months would be required
for construction (8 months to reconfigure holes 1, 2, 8 and 9 and renovate all other green
complexes and fairways). If golf course construction/renovation were to occur in a single phase,
the closure would last approximately 12 months. Upon completion of construction, the required
TCEs would be returned to the county, and the course would be restored to a condition that would
be comparable to its existing condition. The facility would continue to serve as an 18-hole golf
course but with some changes to its configuration because of the permanent acquisitions required
for the newly configured on- and off-ramps, the widened Grand Avenue overcrossing, and the
street improvements along Golden Springs Drive (Figure 6). However, because of the proposed
renovation of the golf course, these changes would not diminish the user experience at the golf
course. Although construction at the Grand Avenue overcrossing would result in minor temporary
changes with respect to vehicular access (i.e., temporary lane closures or detours), the overcrossing
would be constructed on an alignment that would be essentially identical to the existing condition;
therefore, both access and parking would be unchanged upon completion of construction.

5.2.2 Build Alternative 3: Partial Cloverleaf Interchange Configuration
Alternative

The partial cloverleaf interchange configuration alternative would require permanent acquisition of
portions of the golf course property along the SR-57/SR-60 confluence, both east and west of
Grand Avenue, as well as property at the Grand Avenue overcrossing and on the north side of
Golden Springs Drive. The total area of golf course property to be permanently incorporated into
the proposed project would be approximately 10.1 acres, a direct use under Section 4(f). However,
as with Build Alternative 2, the partial cloverleaf interchange configuration alternative would not
adversely affect recreational activities, features, and attributes or interfere with the recreational
purpose of the Diamond Bar Golf Course. The facility would remain an 18-hole golf course, with
changes made to the configuration, fairway distances, and par at holes 1,2, 3, 4, 5, and 9 (Figure 7);
renovations would occur at the other holes. After implementation of Alternative 3, course par
would be equal to the existing par of 72. Total yardage would be increased to 6,848 yards
compared with 6,801 yards under current conditions. Therefore, with respect to par,

Alternative 3 would equal existing conditions; with respect to yardage, it would be increased
compared with existing conditions. Improvements include renovations to 13 additional holes,
tees, fairways, and green complexes; construction of a new practice pitching green; replacement
of the concrete drainage swales with new subdrain systems; construction of new noise
attenuation walls along the freeway; and a new protective fence along perimeter roadways.
Please see Section 5.5 for additional enhancements and measures to minimize harm.
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Figure 6. Diamond Bar Golf Course Reconfiguration, Build Alternative 2
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Figure 7. Diamond Bar Golf Course Reconfiguration, Build Alternative 3
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Chapter 5. Applicability of Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation for Projects with Net Benefit

In addition to permanent acquisitions from the golf course property, TCEs totaling
approximately 4.4 acres would be required at the golf course to accommodate construction of
the on- and off-ramps for the SR-57/SR-60 confluence, widen Grand Avenue, and make
street improvements along the north side of Golden Springs Drive, west of Grand Avenue.
Construction work would last approximately 36 months, during which time vegetation
clearing, excavation, and grading would take place on those portions of the golf course that
would be permanently acquired or temporarily acquired under construction easements.

To accommodate construction activities and minimize any potential effects that construction may
have on golf course users, a screened construction zone with restricted access would be
established. If construction at the golf course were to occur in two phases, with only half of the
course (nine holes) closed at any one time, a total of approximately 16 months would be required
for construction (8 months to reconfigure holes 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 9). If the golf course
construction/renovation were to occur in single phase, the closure would last approximately

10 months. Upon completion of construction, the required TCEs would be returned to the county,
and the course would be restored to a condition that would be comparable to its existing condition.
The facility would continue to serve as an 18-hole golf course but with some changes to its
configuration because of the permanent acquisitions required for the newly configured on- and off-
ramps, the widened Grand Avenue overcrossing, and the street improvements along Golden
Springs Drive (Figure 7). However, these changes would not diminish the user experience at the
golf course. Although construction at the Grand Avenue overcrossing would result in minor
temporary changes with respect to vehicular access (i.e., temporary lane closures or detours), the
overcrossing would be constructed on an alignment that would be essentially identical to the
existing condition; therefore, both access and parking would be unchanged upon completion of
construction.

5.3 Applicability of Nationwide Programmatic Section 4(f)

For the reasons listed below, the proposed project’s minor use of a protected Section 4(f)
property satisfies the applicability criteria of FHWA’s Section 4(f) Evaluation and Approval for
Transportation Projects That Have a Net Benefit to a Section 4(f) Property.

Criterion 1: The proposed transportation project uses a Section 4(f) park, recreation area,
wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or historic site.

Response: Build Alternatives 2 and 3 would require use of Diamond Bar Golf Course, a
Section 4(f) resource.

Criterion 2: The proposed project includes all appropriate measures to minimize harm and
subsequent mitigation necessary to preserve and enhance those features and values of the
property that originally qualified the property for Section 4(f) protection.

Response: The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has been in consultation
with the county to ensure that the proposed project does not permanently impair use of the
golf course and that all the features and attributes that qualify the golf course as a recreational
resource are enhanced to the extent possible. Because portions of the course would be
incorporated into the project, measures to minimize harm to the property have been
developed in consultation with the County of Los Angeles (agency with jurisdiction). These
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measures are described in detail under section 5.5 and summarized as follows: reconfiguring
the golf course to provide a functional 18-hole user experience (1); a noise wall on the
eastern half of the course (2); reconstruction of cart paths (3); reconstruction of the practice
putting green (4); conversion of the hole #9 green to a practice pitching green (5); relocating
the practice range to provide a safer distance between the range and hole #2 (6); replacement
of the concrete channel surface drains with covered drainpipes (7); additional protective
netting and trees (8); compensation to the county in the form of replacement parkland (9);
compensation to the golf course operator for loss of revenue (10); restoration of the property
after construction (i.e., replanting of trees) (11); public notification of golf course closure
during construction (12); and general BMPs for construction impacts (13). Measures 1
through 7 are intended to minimize the harm to features of the course such as the 18-hole
configuration and 72 par. Because of recontouring on some of the fairways, the playability of
the golf course is expected to improve. Also, enhancements to the clubhouse would ensure
that the overall aesthetic appearance of the golf course would be improved. A golf course
consultant is working with the owner of the golf course, the County of Los Angeles, to
ensure that all functionalities of the golf course are maintained or enhanced. Additionally,
measures to minimize harm to the property from construction activities, and through
financial compensation to the owners and operators for loss of play during closure of the golf
course are also provided. Please see Section 5.5 for a list of measures to minimize harm and
enhance the features that qualify the property for Section 4(f) protection (see Appendix B for
a letter from Caltrans regarding the proposed minimization and enhancement measures and
the county’s concurrence that the project would not result in any adverse environmental
impacts that would permanently impair use of the publicly owned golf course).

Furthermore, Caltrans has prepared technical studies pertaining to air quality, noise,
hydrology and water quality, biological resources, and community and visual impacts. The
studies have not identified any substantial adverse impacts on golf course users. All feasible
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures have been proposed to ensure that impacts
on the environment will not be substantial.

Criterion 3: For historic properties, the project does not require the major alteration of the
characteristics that qualify the property for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
such that the property would no longer retain sufficient integrity to be considered eligible for
listing. For archeological properties, the project does not require the disturbance or removal of
the archaeological resources that have been determined important for preservation in place
rather than for the information that can be obtained through data recovery. The determination of
a major alteration or the importance to preserve in place will be based on consultation
consistent with 36 CFR part 800.

Response: Not applicable. The Section 4(f) property is not a historic resource.

Criterion 4: For historic properties, consistent with 36 CFR part 800, there must be agreement
reached amongst the SHPO and/or Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO), as
appropriate; FHWA; and the applicant on measures to minimize harm when there is a use of
Section 4(f) property. Such measures must be incorporated into the project.

Response: Not applicable. The Section 4(f) property is not a historic resource.
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Criterion 5: The official(s) with jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) property agree in writing with
the assessment of the impacts, the proposed measures to minimize harm, and the mitigation
necessary to preserve, rehabilitate, and enhance those features and values of the Section 4(f)
property and that such measures will result in a net benefit to the Section 4(f) property.

Response: Under both build alternatives, the existing 18-hole golf course would be
reconfigured (reconfiguration would be limited to a few holes under both alternatives) so
that it would continue to function as an 18-hole golf course, and the user experience
would not be diminished but improved. Impacts to the course and the proposed measures
to minimize harm of those impacts have been coordinated with the officials with
jurisdiction, namely the Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation.
Several meetings have been conducted with county staff to inform them of the project
and its potential impacts. Appendix B provides a letter from Caltrans regarding the
proposed minimization and enhancement measures and the county’s concurrence that the
project would not result in any adverse environmental impacts that would impair use of
the publicly owned golf course.

Criterion 6: The administrator determines that the project facts match those set forth in the
applicability, alternatives, findings, mitigation and measures to minimize harm, coordination,
and public involvement sections of this programmatic evaluation.

Response: Pending. Should this project move forward, a final programmatic evaluation
would be approved by Caltrans, acting as FHWA, pursuant to the MOUs under SAFETEA-
LU Sections 6004 and 6005, and continued under Section 1313 of Moving Ahead for
Progress in the 21% Century (MAP-21) (P.L. 112-141), which was signed by President
Obama on July 6, 2012.

54 Avoidance Alternatives and Other Findings

Pursuant to the requirements of the programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation, the following all-
inclusive list of alternatives would avoid any use of the protected Section 4(f) resource described
above: (1) do nothing, (2) improve the highway facility without using the adjacent Section 4(f)
resources, or (3) build an improved facility on a new location without using the Section 4(f)
resources. Given the findings below, none of these alternatives would be feasible and prudent
alternatives to the proposed project and the associated use of protected Section 4(f) land.

54.1 Do-Nothing Alternative

The programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation states that the Do-Nothing Alternative (also referred to
as the No-Project Alternative) would not be feasible and prudent if the following findings are
documented: ““(a) it would not correct existing or projected capacity deficiencies or (b) it would
not correct existing safety hazards or (c) it would not correct existing deteriorated conditions
and maintenance problems and (d) not providing such correction would constitute a cost or
community impact of extraordinary magnitude or result in truly unusual or unique problems
when compared with the proposed use of the Section 4(f) lands.”
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A Do-Nothing, or No-Build, Alternative would not be feasible and prudent because it would not
correct existing deficient traffic conditions in the project area. Not providing such correction
would constitute a community impact of extraordinary magnitude when compared with the
proposed minor use of Section 4(f) lands because traffic conditions would continue to deteriorate
along SR-60 and at the existing Grand Avenue on- and off-ramps. In addition, portions of the
project area have been identified as having higher than average rates of traffic accidents,
including rates of fatal accidents. These existing safety concerns at the interchange would not be
addressed by the Do-Nothing or No-Build alternative which may have unforeseen consequences
including increased traffic accidents as traffic deficiencies continue to worsen. As the purpose
and need statement for the proposed project indicates, the proposed project would 1) relieve
congestion and delays on Grand Avenue from Golden Springs Drive to the interchange at SR-60,
2) relieve congestion and delays at the Grand Avenue interchange, 3) relieve congestion and
delays on the freeway mainline, and 4) improve safety. The No-Build Alternative would not
accomplish any of these project purposes. Furthermore, failure to act could only be expected to
contribute to additional traffic congestion in the area.

The No-Build Alternative would not result in an impact on the Section 4(f) property; however, it
does not meet the purpose and need for the proposed project.

54.2 Improvement without Using Adjacent Section 4(f) Lands

The programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation states that “[i]t is not feasible and prudent to
avoid Section 4(f) lands by roadway design or transportation system management techniques
(including, but not limited to, minor alignment shifts, changes in geometric design standards,
use of retaining walls and/or other structures, and traffic diversions or other traffic
management measures) if the following findings are documented: implementation of such
measures would result in (a) substantial adverse community impacts on adjacent homes,
businesses, or other improved properties or (b) substantially increased roadway or structure
costs or (c) unique engineering, traffic, maintenance, or safety problems or (d) substantial
adverse social, economic, or environmental impacts or (e) the project not meeting identified
transportation needs and (f) the impacts, costs, or problems would be truly unusual or
unique or of extraordinary magnitude when compared with the proposed use of Section 4(f)
lands.”

It is not feasible and prudent to avoid Section 4(f) lands by roadway design or transportation
system management techniques. Modifications in the roadway design would most likely result in
substantial adverse impacts on adjacent properties, including residences along Palomino Drive
and Rock River Drive in the City of Diamond Bar. Commercial establishments such as the Best
Western Diamond Bar Hotel and Ayres Suites Diamond Bar may be more severely affected,
potentially resulting in relocation of these businesses. These impacts would be of extraordinary
magnitude when compared with the proposed project’s minor use and overall enhancement of
Section 4(f) lands.

Several scenarios were considered during development of project alternatives for the project
study report. Previously considered alternatives that would result in greater acquisitions of
Section 4(f) lands were not carried forward to the environmental assessment/environmental
impact report (EIR/EA). However, given the adjacency of the golf course to the Grand Avenue
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interchange, any construction at the interchange would result in an acquisition of golf course
property. Therefore, design features to minimize use of Section 4(f) lands have been included in
the build alternatives.

543 Alternatives on New Location

The programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation states that “[i]t is not feasible and prudent to avoid
Section 4(f) lands by constructing on a new alignment if the following findings are documented:
(a) the new location would not solve existing transportation safety or maintenance problems or
(b) the new location would result in substantial adverse social, economic, or environmental
impacts (including such impacts as extensive severing of productive farmlands, displacement of
a substantial number of families or businesses, serious disruption of established travel patterns,
substantial damage to wetlands or other sensitive natural areas, or greater impacts on other
Section 4(f) lands) or (c) the new location would substantially increase costs or engineering
difficulties (such as an inability to achieve minimum design standards or to meet the
requirements of various permitting agencies such as those involved with navigation, pollution,
and the environment) and (d) such problems, impacts, costs, or difficulties would be truly
unusual or unique or of extraordinary magnitude when compared with the proposed use of
Section 4(f) lands.”

It is not feasible and prudent to avoid Section 4(f) lands by constructing on a new alignment.
Construction at another location would result in the proposed project failing to meet a primary
objective, which is to improve the Grand Avenue interchange. Constructing an interchange at a
new location would result in greater impacts on the community due to takes of residential and
nonresidential property. Accordingly, the difficulties that would arise from constructing on a new
alignment can reasonably be considered to be of extraordinary magnitude compared with the
very minor use of property from the Section 4(f) resource.

5.5 Measures to Minimize Harm to the Section 4(f) Property

The following measures to minimize harm have been developed in consultation with the County
of Los Angeles. In its letter of March 5, 2012, the County of Los Angeles concurred that these
measures would minimize harm and enhance the golf course. All feasible and practicable
measures to minimize harm will be proposed to reduce impacts on the Section 4(f) property.
These will include the items outlined below.

1. Reconfigure the golf course so that it continues to function as an 18-hole golf course and the
user experience is not diminished. The reconfiguration will occur in consultation with the
agency having jurisdiction over the resource (Los Angeles County Department of Parks and
Recreation). Some of the features that will be reconfigured are as follows:

0 All 18 tee complexes shall be renovated or reconstructed;

o All 18 green complexes, including greenside sand bunkers, shall be renovated or
reconstructed; and

Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation January 2013
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10.

11.

12.

13.

o All fairway sand bunkers shall be renovated or reconstructed.”

0 The existing concrete gutters across the fairways shall be replaced with underground
pipes, and a complete subdrain system shall be placed at all tees, bunkers, and greens.*

A noise wall will be constructed on the eastern half of the golf course (along the perimeter)
as per the results of the project noise study report.

The wall-to-wall cart path system shall be maintained. However, there are areas where the
existing cart path must be demolished and removed and a new cart path installed because of
relocated holes.

The practice putting green shall be reconstructed.”

The existing hole #9 green complex shall be converted to a practice pitching green with sand
bunkers.

The practice range tee shall be located approximately 50 feet farther to the south to create a
safer relationship between the practice range and hole #2.

The concrete channel surface drains that bisect various holes throughout the golf course shall
be replaced with a drainpipe and covered with soil and grass.

Protective netting and trees shall be installed as required for safety and playability at the golf
course.

The project proponent shall compensate the Los Angeles County Department of Parks and
Recreation for any parkland used by providing lands of reasonably equivalent usefulness and
location and at least comparable value or make a payment in lieu of providing such land.

The project proponent shall compensate the golf course operator for any loss of revenue
during construction of the proposed project. The compensation will be based on
recommendations of the Caltrans right-of-way agent.

Contract specifications for construction contractors shall require the construction area to be
returned to a condition that is as good as the present condition or better upon completion of
construction activities. This will include replanting any screening vegetation or trees
removed during construction.

The public shall be notified about closure of the golf course through on-site notices and
postings on the county’s web site.

All feasible best management practices shall be implemented to reduce construction-period
impacts in accordance with Caltrans policy.

The measures listed above are in addition to the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
measures proposed in the draft EIR/EA technical analysis.

*These measures, which were developed in consultation with the Los Angeles County
Department of Parks and Recreation, would increase the total length of golf course
reconstruction.

Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation January 2013
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55.1 Other Enhancements

Other enhancements to the golf course to address any potential aesthetic impacts could include
minor architectural improvements on the exterior of the clubhouse and snack bar.

5.6 Coordination

Caltrans has held several coordination meetings with the City of Industry and the Los Angeles
County Department of Parks and Recreation. A list of meetings conducted so far with local
elected officials and public agency staff members is provided below.

e December 9, 2009: Meeting with County Supervisor Don Knabe and County of Los Angeles
Parks and Recreation staff to review the project alternatives and their impact on the
community.

e January 26, 2010: Meeting with representatives from the Los Angeles County Department
of Parks and Recreation and the cities of Diamond Bar and Industry to present the
reconfiguration options for the golf course.

e April 27, 2010: Meeting with representatives from the Los Angeles County Department of
Parks and Recreation to discuss the reconfiguration options in detail, with feedback received
at the January 26, 2010, meeting.

e October 13, 2010: Meeting with Supervisor Knabe and staff to discuss the reconfiguration
design’s progress.

e June 8, 2011: Meeting with representatives from the Los Angeles County Department of
Parks and Recreation to discuss the county’s March 15, 2011, letter regarding golf course
improvements.

e March 1, 2012: Meeting with representatives from the Los Angeles County Department of
Parks and Recreation to discuss the December 19, 2011, Caltrans letter regarding golf course
enhancements.

At these meetings, various design schemes for reconfiguration of the golf course were presented
to county representatives, after which their input was sought. The measures to minimize harm
presented in this report take into account feedback received from the county. Coordination letters
between the city and the county are provided in Appendix B.

5.7 Section 6(f)(3) Considerations

Section 6(f)(3) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (16 USC Sections 4601-4604)
contains provisions to protect federal investments in park and recreational resources as well as
the quality of those assisted resources. The law recognizes the likelihood that changes in land use
or development may make park use in some areas purchased with Land and Water Conservation
Fund assistance obsolete over time, particularly in rapidly changing urban areas, and provides for
conversion to other uses pursuant to certain specific conditions:

Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation January 2013
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Section 6(f)(3) — No property acquired or developed with assistance under this section shall,
without the approval of the Secretary, be converted to other than public outdoor recreation uses.
The Secretary shall approve such conversion only if he finds it to be in accord with the then
existing comprehensive statewide outdoor recreation plan and only upon such conditions as he
deems necessary to ensure the substitution of other recreation properties of at least equal fair
market value and of reasonably equivalent usefulness and location.

This requirement applies to all parks and other sites that have been the subject of Land and
Water Conservation Fund grants of any type and includes acquisition of parkland and
development or rehabilitation of park facilities.

A review of the grants database found no record of Land and Water Conservation Fund
assistance for property acquisition or development in the project area.’

! National Park Service. 2010. Land and Water Conservation Fund. Available: <http://waso-lwcf.ncrc.nps.gov/
public/index.cfm>. Accessed: January 25, 2012.

Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation January 2013
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Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation January 2013
State Route 57/State Route 60 Confluence at Grand Avenue Project 6-1



Appendix A List of Preparers

Shilpa Trisal, AICP

Lee Lisecki

Project Manager

M.A., Community Planning, University of Cincinnati; B.A., Planning,
School of Planning and Architecture, New Delhi, India.

Ms. Trisal has 8 years of experience in the environmental planning field,
with a focus on Section 4(f) assessments, community impact
assessments, framework plan/master plan formulation, visual analysis,
and socio-demographic research and writing.

Project Director, QA/QC

Masters, Transportation Planning, Cornell University Graduate School
of Engineering; B. Sc., Civil Engineering, Brown University.

Mr. Lisecki has 28 years of experience in preparing and managing
CEQA and NEPA environmental documents, including initial
studies/environmental assessments, negative declarations/FONSIs, and
EIRS/EISs for development projects, specific and master plans, highway
projects, and transit projects for state and local agencies.



Appendix B Section 4(f) Consultation

County of Los Angeles

Exhibit From Subject
Appendix | Joan A. Rupert, Section Head, Letter in response to notice of preparation of draft EIR/EA for
B-1 Environmental and Regulatory the SR-57/SR-60 Confluence at Grand Avenue Project (dated
Permitting, Los Angeles County September 17, 2009)
Department of Parks and Recreation
Appendix | Wei Koo, Project Design Manager Letter to Supervisor Don Knabe requesting project scoping
B-2 meeting regarding Diamond Bar Golf Course (dated December
15, 2009)
Appendix | Meeting Minutes Project scoping meeting for Diamond Bar Golf Course (dated
B-3 January 26, 2010)
Appendix | Meeting Minutes Project meeting for SR-60 Westbound On-Ramp at Grand
B-4 Avenue Project (EA 255100) and SR-57/SR-60 Confluence
Project (EA 279100) (dated April 30, 2010)
Appendix | Jorge A. Badel, Senior Golf Director, | Letter regarding SR-57/SR-60 confluence improvements at
B-5 Los Angeles County Department of Diamond Bar Golf Course (DBGC Impact — Remedial
Parks and Recreation Requirements) (dated June 24, 2010)
Appendix | John D. Ballas, City Engineer, City Letter to Supervisor Don Knabe requesting concurrence
B-6 of Industry regarding the minimization measures and enhancements for
Diamond Bar Golf Course proposed as part of the SR-57/SR-
60 Confluence Project (dated January 25, 2011)
Appendix | Don Knabe, Supervisor, Fourth Letter to the City of Industry and Caltrans requesting
B-7 District, Board of Supervisors, clarification regarding items listed in the January 25, 2011,
County of Los Angeles letter concerning the enhancements for Diamond Bar Golf
Course proposed as part of the SR-57/SR-60 Confluence
Project (dated March 15, 2011)
Appendix | Ron Kosinski, Caltrans District 7 Letter to Supervisor Don Knabe addressing the concerns
B-8 raised in the March 15, 2011, letter regarding the
enhancements for Diamond Bar Golf Course proposed as part
of the SR-57/SR-60 Confluence Project (dated December 19,
2011)
Appendix | Don Knabe, Supervisor, Fourth Letter to the City of Industry and Caltrans concurring with the
B-9 District, Board of Supervisors, measures to minimize harm and enhancements proposed in

the December 19, 2011 letter (dated March 5, 2012).
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

“Creating Community Through People, Parks and Programs”
Russ Guiney, Director

September 17, 2009 Sent via email: Ronald Kosinski@dot.ca.gov
Gary_lverson@dot.ca.gov

Mr. Ronald Kosinski

Deputy District Director

Division of Environmental Planning
Caltrans District 7

100 Main Street

Los Angeles, CA 9001

Dear Mr. Kosinski:

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
(DEIR) FOR THE SR-57/60 CONFLUENCE AT GRAND AVENUE PROJECT /
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA)

The Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the SR-
57/60 Confluence at Grand Avenue Project / Environmental Assessment (EA) (Project)
has been reviewed for potential impact on the Department’s facilities. The Project
Study Report (PSR) — Preliminary Environmental Analysis Report (PEAR) has also
been reviewed. The project will impact Diamond Bar County Golf Course (Golf Course)
and the following comments are submitted accordingly.

GENERAL

The County is a Responsible Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) because of the potential use of the Golf Course (County parkland) to
accomplish the project. Additionally, as a park, the Golf Course is afforded protection
under the State Park Preservation Act which must be complied with to the satisfaction of
the County. A Section 4(f) Evaluation should also be conducted in light of the Project’s
potential to have a significant adverse impact on the Golf Course and because it “is the
policy of the United States Government that special effort should be made to
preserve . . . public park and recreation lands . . .” (1966 Department of Transportation
Act, codified in Federal law at 49 U.S.C. Section 303)

For the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) should be written rather than an Environmental Assessment (EA) since each of
the alternatives in the PSR, with the exception of the “No Project” Alternative, would
have a significant adverse impact on the golf course thus rendering the potential
“Finding of No Significant Impact” (FONSI) required for an EA invalid.

Planning and Development Agency * 510 South Vermont Ave « Los Angeles, CA 90020-1975 « (213) 351-5198
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AIR QUALITY

The proposed project will contribute to existing air quality problems in a region where
the levels of ozone, carbon monoxide and particulate matter already exceeds federal
limits established to protect public health. Increased fraffic and congestion generated
by Project construction will generate fugitive dust, mobile emissions, and various
stationary source emissions. Certain Golf Course patrons are especially vulnerable to
the effects of air pollutants and are considered “sensitive receptors” under CEQA.
These patrons include the elderly, children and persons with pre-existing respiratory or
cardiovascular illness. Impacts to these individuals would be significant. Mitigation
measures that reduce the level of air quality impacts on Golf Course patrons should be
incorporated into the project.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

There are potential significant impacts to the Blue Line Stream that runs through the
Golf Course and terminates at the proposed Grand Avenue off-ramp. There is also
potential significant impact associated with loss of riparian habitat as well as impact to
raptors with the loss of tall, mature trees. Mitigation measures should include, but not
be limited to, the replacement of trees at a 3:1 ratio with a minimum size of 24 inch box.

LAND USE
If any part of the Golf Course is needed for the Project, there would be an inherent
conflict in land use in that the augmented proximity of the freeway would be

incompatible with an acceptable level of service delivery required for the operation of
the Golf Course.

NOISE

The Project will introduce significant noise impacts to an already elevated level of
ambient noise on the Golf Course where the ability to concentrate is essential to a
positive recreation experience. Again, Golf Course patrons such as the elderly and
children are considered sensitive receptors. Mitigation measures should include, but
not be limited to, the construction of sound walls to reduce the level of noise on the Golf
Course.

PUBLIC SERVICES/RECREATION

The proposed project will result in the Golf Course being located closer to the 57/60
freeway. The loss of Goif Course acreage could result in the use of manufactured
slopes at 2:1 or 1:1 ratios. Moreover, the use of earth retaining wall structures and
protective fencing at heights normally not used in County golf course designs could
result in a negative golf experience not normally experienced on other County golf
courses. The loss of Golf Course acreage will also have a significant impact on the
overall operation of the course as well.

There are two areas of the Golf Course since it is currently bisected by Grand Avenue.
There are six holes west of Grand Avenue and 12 holes east of Grand Avenue. The
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realignment or modification of any hole in either the west or east areas will have a ripple
effect on the layout of the rest of the holes due to the need for re-establishing adequate
safety setbacks and other design modifications for the protection of the golfers. Though
these two areas can function independently, the Golf Course must still function as a
whole and the redesign of the rest of the Golf Course or a portion thereof may be
required.

Additionally, due to the potential loss of playable acreage at the golf course, the design
of the course could be substantially altered such that the total length of the golf course
would be shortened. This would have a negative impact on the quality of the course
which could result in a reduction in the number of rounds of play and revenue.
Mitigation measures should include, but not be limited to, redesign of a part or the entire
Golf Course and related facilities.

TRAFFIC

The intersection of Grand Ave and Golden Springs Drive is close to the only ingress and
egress for the Golf Course. The Project could have a significant impact on the ability of
patrons attempting to enter the Golf Course parking lot. The Project could also result in
reduced parking for the Golf Course patrons, including patrons of the Golf Course
banquet facilities due to the widening of Golden Springs Drive and its encroachment
onto the Golf Course parking lot. The widening of Golden Springs Drive will also have a
significant impact as there is an extremely limited area to replace any lost parking
spaces. Mitigation measures should include redesign and reconstruction of this area so
that the existing number of parking spaces is maintained.

ECONOMIC EFFECT OF THE PROJECT

The Golf Course is operated under a lease agreement between the County and a
concessionaire both of whom have a vested financial interest in a quality recreational
facility that attracts golfers and others who may be interested in renting the banquet
facilities for private functions. The operation of this facility is a considerable source of
revenue to the County and the loss of any revenue would be directly attributable to the
physical changes in the environment resulting from the project.

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS (DPW)

Los Angeles County Public Works has noted that the proposed interchange
improvements are located in a potentially liquefiable area per the State of California
Seismic Hazard Zones Map — San Dimas and Yorba Linda Quadrangles. Geotechnical
reports addressing mitigation measures for any geotechnical hazards should be
included as part of the EIR. Public Works further notes that the proposed improvements
will be reviewed for traffic congestion mitigation, geometrics, and other concerns upon
review of the draft EIR, traffic data, and growth projections used in the analysis.

The contact person for DPW is Phil Doudar and he can be reached at 626-458-5926 or
by email at pdoudar@dpw.lacounty.gov.
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PROJECT MAILING LIST
Please add the attached list of names to the project mailing list.

Thank you for including this Department in the review of this notice. Should you have
any questions, please contact me at (213) 351-5126 or jrupert@parks.lacounty.gov.
Please note that our offices and DPW's are closed on Fridays.

Sincerely,

el

Joan A. Rupert
Section Head Environmental and Regulatory Permitting

JR/BM:tls/response to NOP
Attachment

c: Fourth Supervisorial District (C. Pedersen, E. Stibal, D. Simmons)
Department of Public Works (P. Doudar, D. Hunter, B. Winter, T. Duong)
Parks and Recreation (J. Wicker, N. E. Garcia, L. Hensley, J. Badel,

L. Lee, D. Mesa, B. Moscardini, M. Yamamoto)

Response to NOP.doc



ATTACHMENT

Please add the following people to the project mailing list:

Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors - Fourth Supervisorial District

Curt Pedersen, Chief of Staff

Fourth Supervisorial District

Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration, Room 822
500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, 90012

Erin Stibal, Deputy

Fourth Supervisorial District
Bellflower Field Office
10025 East Flower Street
Bellflower, CA 90706

Dick Simons, Deputy

Fourth Supervisorial District
Rowland Heights Field Office
1199 Fairway Drive, Suite 111
Walnut, CA 91789

County of Los Angeles - Department of Parks and Recreation

Russ Guiney, Director

County Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
433 South Vermont Ave.

Los Angeles, CA 90020

John Wicker, Chief Deputy Director

County Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
433 South Yermont Ave.

Los Angeles, CA 90020

Debbie Martin, Administrative Services Deputy Director
County Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
433 South Vermont Ave.

Los Angeles, CA 20020




Los Angeles County - Department of Public Works

Phil Doudar, Unincorporated Areas Liaison

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works

Programs Development Division

900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra CA 91802

DPW Contact - pdoudar@dpw.lacounty.gov Office 626-458-5926

Bill Winter, Assistant Deputy Director

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Programs Development Division

900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra CA 91802

Dennis Hunter, Assistant Deputy Director

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Land Development Division

Programs Development Division

900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra CA 91802

Mr. Toan Duong

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Land Development Division

CEQA Unit

900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra CA 91802

Names for project mailing Jist.doc




County of Los Angeles - Department of Parks and Recreation {continued)

Mika Yamamoto, Unincorporated Areas Liaison

County Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
433 South Vermont Ave.

Los Angeles, CA 90020

Kandy Hayes, Contracts-Chief

County Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
Contracts, Golf and Special Districts Division

301 N Baldwin Ave

Arcadia, CA 91007

Jorge Badel, Head of Golf Operations

County Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
Contracts, Golf and Special Districts Division

301 N Baldwin Ave

Arcadia, CA 91007

Larry Lee, Golf Director

County Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
Contracts, Golf and Special Districts Division

301 N Baldwin Ave

Arcadia, CA 91007

David Mesa, Architect-Golf

County Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
Contracts, Golf and Special Districts Division

301 N Baldwin Ave

Arcadia, CA 91007

Larry Hensley, Chief of Planning

County L.os Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
510 South Vermont Ave., Room 201

Los Angeles, CA 90020

Joan Rupert, Section Head-Environmental

County Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation

510 South Vermont Ave., Room 201

Los Angeles, CA 90020

Parks and Recreation Contact: jrupert@parks.lacounty.qov; 213-351-5126

Bryan Moscardini, Departmental Facility Planner |

County Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
510 South Vermont Ave., Room 201

Los Angeles, CA 20020
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[K- E Engineers & Planners

December 15, 2009

Honorable Supervisor Don Knabe
County Supervisor Fourth District

822 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Attention: Erin D. Stibal- Fourth District Field Deputy

Subject: 57/60 Confluence Project at Grand Avenue Interchange
Project Scoping Meeting on Diamond Bar Golf Course

Dear Supervisor Knabe:

The City of Industry appreciates being given the opportunity to present the 57/60 Freeway
Confluence Project to you and your staff last week. As a follow up of that meeting, the city is
requesting a scoping meeting with the County staff from the Parks and Recreation Department
and others who oversee the Diamond Bar Golf Course. The City golf course consultant Casey
O'Callaghan has prepared conceptual level design with features aimed at offsetting impact to
the golf course from the proposed freeway ramp for Alternative 3A. The intent of the scoping
meeting is to acquaint the county staff with the on-going preliminary freeway and golf course
designs, and to explore a range of design features that could be incorporated in the current
project to reduce impacts to the golf course. A preliminary agenda for this meeting is attached
herein.

Please kindly provide me a few options on time and date convenient to you and other county
staff. If possible, we would like to hold the meeting before mid January, 2010. We will be
inviting other key project stakeholders to this meeting; namely the City of Diamond Bar and
Caltrans. | will be responsible for coordinating with everyone outside the County to confirm for
this meeting.

400 North Tustin Avenue Sulte 285 o Santa Ana, CA Q2T
Fhone 714.953.2064605 Fax 714.9538 .64



57/60 Confluence Project December 15, 2009
Meeting with County Staff

We look forward to our scoping meeting with the County, and receiving written comments from
the County staff shortly following the meeting. We will work diligently with all our stakeholders
to bring this vitally important transportation project to fruition.

Sincerely
WKE, Inc.

Wei Koo, PE
Project Design Manager
57/60 Confluence Project

Cc: Dickie Simmons/ Fourth Supervisorial District- Field Deputy
Julie Moore/ Fourth Supervisorial District- Planning Deputy
Jorge Badel / County of Los Angeles
Phil Doudar/ LA County Department of Public Works
Joan Rupert/ County of Los Angeles, Environmental Planning
John Ballas/ City of Industry
David Liu/ City of Diamond Bar
Gary Iverson/ Caltrans
Jiwanjit Palaha/ Caltrans
Jatinder Gaur/ Caltrans
Casey O’Callaghan
Lee Lisecki/ICF
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MVKE

WKE Inc.

MEETING:

DATE:
TIME:

LOCATION:

MEETING MINUTES

Project Scoping Meeting (DB Golf Course)

WKE JN: 08009-17
Caltrans EA: 279100

SR-57/SR-60 Confluence Improvement (EA 279100)
Project Report/ Environmental Document Phase

January 26. 2010

FINAL

10:00 am to 11: 30 am

Diamond Bar Golf Course
Club House Banquet Room

City of Diamond Bar, CA

Date Prepared: 2/16/2010

Date Revised:

Attendees Organization Phone Number E-mail Address

Agustin Barajas Environmental CT (213)897-7665 agustin barajas@dot.ca.gov

Alissa Cope Sage Consulting (949)243-2282 acope@sageenvironmentalgroup.com
Bryan Moscardini  County Parks CLA (213)351-5133 bmoscardini@parks.lacounty.gov
Casey O'Callaghan Casey O'Callaghan Golf Course Cons (949)675-5650 casey@aqolfcoursedesign.net

David Doyle D. City Manager CDB (909)839-7012 david.doyle@ci.diamond-bar.ca.us
David Liu City Engineer CDB (909)839-7040 david.liu@ci.diamond-bar.ca.us
David Mesa County Parks CLA (626)821-4647 dmesa@co.la.ca.us

Dickie Simmons Board of Supervisor Of CLA (909)594-6561 Dsimmons@lacbos.org

Eduardo Pereira City Contract Manager CNC (626)333-0336x240 epereira@cc-eng.com

Erin Stibal Board of Supervisor Of CLA (562)804-8208 Estibal@lacbos.org

Gary Iverson Environmental CT (213)897-3818 gary iverson@dot.ca.gov

Grace Lee City of DB CDB (909)839-7081 grace.lee@ci.diamond-bar.ca.us
Greg Gubman Planning CDB (909)839-7065 greg.gubman@ci.diamond-bar.ca.us
Hank Nguyen Project Engineer WKE (714)953-2665x111 hnguyen@wke-inc.com

Jim DeStefano  City Manager CDB (909)839-7011 james.destegano@ci.diamond-bar.ca.us
Jiwanijit Palaha Project Manager CT (213)897-6926 jiwanijit palaha@dot.ca.gov

Joan Rupert Planning- County of LA CLA (213)351-5126 jrupert@parks.lacounty.gov

John Ballas City Engineer COl (626)333-2211 jdballas@cityofindustry.org

Jorge Badel County Parks CLA (626)821-4649 jpbadel@parks.lacounty.gov

Larry Hensley Planning- County of LA CLA (213)351-5098 Ihensley@parks.lacounty.gov

Larry Lee County Parks CLA (626)821-4646 llee@parks.lacounty.gov

Lee Lisecki Environmental ICF J&S (213) 627-5376 llisecki@icfi.com

Mario Anaya Environmental ICF J&S (213)627-5376 manaya@icfi.com

Patrick Campbell County Parks CLA (213)351-1980 pcampbell@parks.lacounty.gov
Rick Yee Project Engineer Diamond Bar (909)839-7043 rick.yee@ci.diamond-bar.ca.us

Roger Hernandez  Real Estate CLA (213)974-4208 rhernandez@ceo.lacounty.gov
Ryan McLean City of DB (909)839-7016 ryan.mclean@ci.diamond-bar.ca.us
Shilpa Trisal Environmental ICF J&S (213)627-5376 strisal@icfi.com

Wei Koo Project Manager WKE (714)953-2665 x 110  wkoo@wke-inc.com

Distribution

PDT Distribution List (Page 2)

accepted as a final version.

The following items presented summarize the substantive items discussed or issues reviewed at the above meeting to the best of the writer's
memory. The information presented herein is for specific direction from the Project Development Team. All attendees are requested to review
these minutes and respond in writing within seven (7) calendar days from receipt. If no responses or comments are received, these minutes will be

Attachments: Meeting Agenda

UFS File 223.01 Sign In Sheet
Golf course scoping meeting 1-26-10.xls




SR-60 Westbound On Ramp at Grand Avenue (EA 255100)
SR-57/SR-60 Confluence Project (EA 279100)
Meeting Minutes

No. Discussion
Item No.

Reference
No.

Subject

Description Status Opened | Due Date [ Complete

Action For

OR Meeting with LA County on Golf Course Redesign 1/26/10

1 PO9A-1

GC

JD Ballas (City of Industry, herein referred to as "City") introduced the project and the goals for info
the meeting. City of Industry is working with City of Diamond Bar to build the 57/60 Confluence

Project. This is a scoping meeting with the County of Los Angeles (CLA) who owns the

Diamond Bar Golf Course (DBGC). The design team will present the impact to DBGC and

solutions to mitigate those impacts. The meeting is to collect comments from CLA on golf

course design by Casey O'Callaghan. City is also sensitive to the concern about possible

impact on future revenues of DBGC due to the proposed improvements, and ask CLA to

provide suggestions on other potential improvements that could be considered for DBGC in

order to offset those impact to the golf course revenues.

2 PO9A-2

DES

) . . . . info
W. Koo went over the project alternative 3A. The engineering team has made several design

refinement from the previous version that was presented to CLA almost two years ago. The
current design for Alt 3A reduces the take in the course from the previous design for Alt 3B. In
addition, the engineering team is working with Caltrans to reduce the proposed bypass ramp
from 2 lanes to a single lane ramp, which further reduces the impact to the golf course. There
is no physical impact to the Ayres Suite Hotel adjacent to DBGC. But there will be a tall cut-
retaining walls next to the hotel. The emergency access on the north end of the hotel will
remain with no impact. The Holiday Inn Express on Gateway Center Dr. will not be affected by
the proposed ramp connector. The single-lane connector would avoid substantial impact to the
golf course east of Grand Avenue, and will avoid impacting the row of private properties east of
Diamond Bar Blvd. The traffic report by KOA resulted in changes in the lane striping at Golden
Spring and Grand Avenue. The street widening would take up an existing landscape buffer
between the street sidewalk and parking, but the parking will not be affected. W. Koo
mentioned that some of the feature (such as a single lane connector) requires a design
exception approval by Caltrans. Caltrans is currently reviewing the Fact Sheet.

3 PO9A-3

GC

Casey O'Callaghan presented the golf course reconfiguration for freeway alternative 3A of the info
SR-57/SR-60 Confluence project. The freeway widening will required the reconfiguration of the

golf course including hole numbers 1, 2,3, 8 and 9. Since the reconfigured Tees and Greens

will be built in areas not been used as part of the fairways, Casey believes all the

reconfigurations would be built while golf course remains operational. There might be a need to

build temporary green complexes at holes 1 and 2 while we build the permanent greens. All

golf course construction would be done and tees and green complexes moved before setting

up a construction fence for the freeway construction. Casey preliminary estimate for

construction duration for the golf course improvements is six months.

4 PO9A-4

GC

C.O'Callaghan provided another option for 9th green which places it closer to the pond. This Open 1/26/10
would reduce the elevation difference from the tee. This was done at the request of J. Badel.

Jorge also suggests for Casey to look at moving the 1st tee back into the existing practice

putting green area. This could increase the length of drive for hole 1 close to 500 yd, and bring

the modified course to a 72 par. This would make up for the loss of yardage shown in Casey's

design. C. O'Callaghan will look into these modifications for the golf course enhancements. J.

Ballas indicated that City is OK with CLA working directly with C. O'Callaghan to bring

these and possibly other enhancement ideas to Casey's design. It's the City's objective

that CLA does not suffer financial loss with a precipitous drop in the number of golfers due to

the proposed modifications to the qolf course.

C. O'Callaghan
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SR-60 Westbound On Ramp at Grand Avenue (EA 255100)
SR-57/SR-60 Confluence Project (EA 279100)
Meeting Minutes

Item No.

No. Discussion Reference
No.

Subject

Description

Status Opened

Due Date

Complete

Action For

PO9A-5

@
@]

The existing cart-path tunnel under Grand Avenue will have to be relocated. Current proposal
is to build a new tunnel that crosses Grand Avenue at a diagonal alignment about the location
of the proposed eastbound on and off ramp. W. Koo mentioned the alignment does not comply
to Caltrans Encroachment policy, and it would require an approval by Caltrans for a policy
exception. An alternative alignment for the cart-path tunnel to the south is not desirable.
Designers have communicated that to Caltrans already. D. Mesa asked if the proposed tunnel
could risk having ball hitting the cart. Casey said there is some risk for cart hearing east out of
the tunnel that could face #3 tee-off. Casey is proposing to erect a protective fence outside the
cart path for a short length as it emerges from the tunnel going toward #3 Tee box.

Info

PO9A-6

ENV

G. Iverson mentioned that SR-57/SR-60 Confluence project environmental evaluation process
will follow both CEQA and NEPA, and need to comply to Section 5400 and 5409 of the Public
Resource Code, Section 4F, and Parkland Preservation Act. Caltrans is the oversight for
CEQA, but a lead agency for NEPA documents. Part of the requirement of meeting Section 4F
is to keep the existing function as a public golf course. Regarding possible sound walls along
the golf course, G. Iverson indicated that golfers on golf course might not meet the NEPA
definition for "sensitive receptor” . W. Koo indicated that project will evaluate it as part of the
noise analysis

info

PO9A-7

ROW

J. Ballas stated the City is fully aware of its obligation to meet the Public Parkland Preservation
Act PPA). The City has retained OPC as their consultants in looking at various options to make
up for the lost of estimated 9 acres of parkland (from DBGC). City offers to perform the
search for possible replacement land for the 9 acre park. CLA will set the parameters of
which the project could consider in searching for additional acreage to offset for the loss. L.
Henseley will provide the parameters to the City. E. Stibal asked if CLA Park and Rec
could perform the search for the replacement acreage that would meet the requirement
of the PPA. J. Destefano asked if the replacement land needs to stay within the supervisorial
district of Don Knabe (District 04). There appears to be a consensus among the attendees that
the replacement park land should fall within the Supervisorial District 04 boundary.

Open 1/26/10

County Parks

PO9A-8

ROW

D. Mesa asked about Temporary Construction Easement (TCE) requirement. W. Koo
responded that it is anticipated that construction of the freeway widening would require TCE
from the golf course. Specific TCE requirements in DBGC have not been established It will be
the design team'’s objective to keep the TCE to the minimum to lessen impacting the golf
course.

info

PO9A-9

ENV

CLA would like to reduce or eliminate some of the concrete ribbon drains in the golf course. As
part of the golf course improvements for Holes No. 2 and 9, the existing ribbon drain around
the pond will be piped. CLA is asking if the ribbon drain inside the driving range and in # 1
fairway could be piped as well. A. Cope confirmed the ribbon drains are part of the jurisdiction
water. If we eliminate them with pipes, it will have to be mitigated. A. Cope will discuss the
possibility with the regulatory agencies (Fish & Games and possibly with Fish and
Wildlife Service).

J. Badel (County) added the following post meeting notes into the meeting records:

J. Badel indicated that if the ribbon drains (part of the blue line stream) is to be kept in the golf
course, the agreement needs to address the following:

- Anticipated time delays in golf play

- proposed playing are adjacent to the drain.

- Proposed playing area adjacent to stream area

- Additional maintenance cots

- Golf course take line for 50 year rain storm

- Consider naturalizing the bank and planting the creek.

- Address issues with silt removal

Open 1/26/10

A. Cope
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SR-60 Westbound On Ramp at Grand Avenue (EA 255100)
SR-57/SR-60 Confluence Project (EA 279100)
Meeting Minutes
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10

PO9A-10

ROW W. Koo distributed the acreage count inside the DBGC that would be displaced by the project.
A total of 8.5 acres is estimated that includes the new eastbound off ramp, the relocation of the
open trench drain along SR-60 to the west of the DBGC, the relocated eastbound slip ramp,
and widening of Grand Avenue.

info

11

PO9A-11

ENV  D. Mesa asked about the protective fencing. C. O'Callaghan stated the work has not been
done. Casey will work with a subconsultant to perform the trajectory study for
establishing the requirements for high protective fencing. Itis likely that existing high
fence would remain, or be replaced it is being displaced (such as the one next to the eastbound
off-ramp to Grand Avenue).

J. Badel (County) added the following post meeting notes into the meeting records:

County Golf Operation requesting the following items be added as design
considerations regarding the existing and new protective fencing layout and design:

- The protective fence consultant will prepare alternatives for the County review that would
meet the County's goal for mitigating errant balls without compromising integrity of the course.
- It may be that one alternative needs further modification or that we need to combine different
portions of alternatives to find the best solution

- Design to consider the option of building a new practice putting green in conjunction with the
reconstruction of number 1 tee (add drive length). Level the practice putting green and install a
retaining wall.

- Design to consider converting the existing number 9 green to a practice chipping green. New
protective netting and large trees should be considered for safety.

- Design to consider moving the new number 2 green at the edge of the lake (which may
require a new retaining wall)

- Trees should be replaced with matured trees wherever possible.

- The driving range, related to the new number 2 hole, needs to be thoroughly studied for
safety for the golfers on the second hole.

Open

1/26/10

C. O'Callaghan

12

PO9A-12

ENV  G. Ilverson reminded everyone that while it is appropriate to discuss the improvements as
mitigations to reduce the impact to the golf course, and to ensure DBGC will remain functional,
no dollar amount shall be discussed between the City and CLA over the golf course
improvements, right-of-way and cost to acquire the additional land to replace the 9 acres of
park land, etc.

info

13

PO9A-13

ENV  The main contact person for CLA on all DBGC issues is Jorge Badel
(Jbadel@parks.lacounty.gov). The main contact person from the City's consultant is Wei Koo
(wkoo@wke-inc.com)

info

14

PO9A-14

ENV  W. Koo asked participants to anticipate the meeting minutes in a few days, and to provide
comments to the meeting minutes within 2 weeks after receiving the email. W. Koo also
requested that additional comments that did not get brought up during the meeting can
be written in the meeting minutes as "postcript" notes. They will be annotated in the
final minutes as such.

Open

1/26/10 2/15/10

W. Koo
All attendees
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SR-60 Westbound On Ramp at Grand Avenue (EA 255100)
SR-57/SR-60 Confluence Project (EA 279100)
MEETING MINUTES

4/30/2010

Iltem No.

No. Discussion Reference

No.

Subject|

Description

Status Opened | Due Date

Complete

Action For

DIAMOND BAR GOLF COURSE MEETING 4-27-2010

1 L12-1

@
O

C.O'Callaghan went over the two golf course reconfiguration options that he has prepared. Both
options were drawn on Project Alternative 3A footprint. Golf Course Option 3A-1 would maintain
the basic configuration of the course and modify or reconstruct four fairways and five green
complexes. Existing cart path tunnel under Grand will be replaced with a new tunnel running
diagonally underneath Grand at the future eastbound on and off ramp intersection. Option 3A-
2 would require reconfiguring 7 fairways and green complexes. Option 3A-2 would also include
a new cart path tunnel perpendicular to Grand Avenue just south of the proposed EB on and off
ramp intersection. Both options could be constructed without having to shut down part or the
entire course. There will be temporary green complexes in place to allow the plays to continue.
G. Iverson indicated that CT would prefer the option to stage construct the course and to
maintain all 18 holes of play on this golf course through the golf course and freeway
construction.

Info

2 L12-2

GC

J.Badel indicated that County has received this information in a pre-meeting on the 21st. They
are reviewing the two options. County is aware that the team is trying to zero in on a "preferred”
option. The County Parks and Rec needs to check in with the Supervisor's office as well.
Jorge indicated that will take at least 4 weeks of discussions and reviews. They will get
back to the C. O'Callaghan on that when there is a decision.

Open 4/27/10 6/1/10

County

3 L12-3

GC

J. Badel stated in response to Caltrans that the County understands and indeed is supportive
of the freeway and the interchange project. The County and City will work through the mitigation
and golf course improvements to ultimately develop a plan that would keep the golf course in
operation during and post construction of the freeway project to the satisfaction of the County.

Info

4 L12-4

L09-9

GC

C. O'Callaghan indicated that he has developed a list of improvements in addition to the
reconfiguring the fairways and green complexes. J. Badel indicated the County has that list
from C. O'Callaghan, and will be reviewing the list when weighing on the golf course option. G.
Iverson asked the County and City to work on finalizing that list. The improvements on the
list could be considered directly related to the freeway and Grand Avenue construction, and
other improvements that are necessary in order to maintain the golf course to a playable
condition considering the lost of yardage, reduced driving range, areas lost, etc.

TDL 4/27/10

5 L12-5

DES

W. Koo went over the staging concept of the Grand Avenue cart path tunnel reconstruction.
The cart path tunnel will be constructed with the "cut-and-cover" method, and it would be
constructed in two stage while maintaining all six lanes on Grand Avenue. In order to do so,
Grand Avenue needs to be widened on both sides in either stages. Because of the tunnel
construction, part of the confluence project would be constructed in an early construction stage
which would fully construct Grand Avenue south of the proposed tunnel that includes the
widening of Golden Spring Drive. W. Koo indicated the total construction time for the tunnel
and street widening is estimated at 9 months. All the utility and drainage lines in the existing
tunnel will be routed to the new tunnel. Caltrans requires that the existing tunnel be
demolished and filled in afterward.

Info

6 L12-6

L12-4

ENV

J. Rupert asked the designer to provide an estimated construction schedule for the golf course,
Grand Avenue widening and the tunnel reconstruction. County needs the information to be
able to fully assess construction impact to the golf course. W. Koo and C. O'Callaghan will
develop the overall construction schedule.

TDL 4/27/10 5/5/10

W. Koo
C.O'Callaghan
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SR-60 Westbound On Ramp at Grand Avenue (EA 255100)
SR-57/SR-60 Confluence Project (EA 279100)
MEETING MINUTES

4/30/2010

Iltem No.
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7 L12-7

L09-7

o .
3 Subject|

J. Ballas stated that City of Industry would like to know the County's preference for the 10 acre
of replacement land in order for the Project to meet the requirements of the California Parkland
Preservation Act (CPPA). The City has started the initial step in identifying possible sites and
locations with land of similar values and zoning as the DBGC (been it is a low land and flood
detention basin). City of DB has indicated that they might offer to sell 10 acres of an old school
site in the City. (J. Badel requested for the location of that site, J.Ballas requests R. Yee
(City of Diamond Bar) to supply that information). J. Rupert indicated that County is
working on a memo which outlines the options for the project to meet CPPA. The memo is
being reviewed by District 4 Supervisor's office. County will send the memo to the City of
Industry when approved.

TDL

4/27/10

R. Yee
J.Rupert

8 L12-8

ROW

L. Tong suggested that the ROW Datasheet shall assume the 10 (+/-) acres of the golf course
will be acquired by Caltrans for the purpose of constructing the freeway improvements. The
additional 10 acres that the City needs to secure to replace the 10 acres could be handled
through an MOU between the County and the City. Caltrans needs not be involved with that
process.

Info

9 L12-9

ENV

G.Iverson said that Section 4(f) analysis could proceed with the two golf course options without
prejudice. The 4(f) analysis will require a concurrence letter from the County, and suggest the
City to work through the concurrence process with the County.

Regarding the improvements been proposed by the project team, all the proposed
improvements should be addressed in the environmental documents (EIR/EA). However, the
4(f) analysis (Federal document) should focus only on those work that are considered directly
impacted by the freeway and Grand Avenue project. G.lverson also suggests that a
"commitment letter" be prepared as part of the EIR/EA documents that outlines all the
improvements in the DBGC.

Info

10 L12-10

ENV

W. Koo to send to ICF the golf course plan for Alternative 2 that C.O'Callaghan had
previously prepared. The project team is now focusing only on Alt 3A as a technical superior
alternative. Section 4(f) will include Alt 2 and discuss it's impact. Additional clarifications may
be needed from C. O'Callaghan on Alt 2.

TDL

4/27/10 4/30/10

W. Koo
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

“Creating Community Through People, Parks and Frograms”
Russ Guiney, Director

June 24, 2010

Mr. Wei Koo, SE

WKW, INC
400 N. Tustin Avenue, Suite 295
Santa Ana, California 82705

Dear Mr. Koo:

SR-57/SR-60 CONFLUENCE IMPROVEMENTS
DIAMOND BAR GOLF COURSE (DBGC) IMPACT - REMEDIAL REQUIREMENTS

in regards to the above reference freeway project, its encroachment and impact on the DBGC,
the County of Los Angeles is requiring the following remedial action under Alternative 3A-2:

¢ Construct/reconstruct 18 tee complexes with sufficient area for what is traditionally
referenced as back, middie, forward and family tees.

Construct/reconstruct 18 green complexes, with bunkering.

Retention of “wall to wall” cart path.

Construct/reconstruct of fairway bunkers.

Construct/reconstruct existing practice putting green, currently located immediately
behind the 1 tee complex.

Conversion the existing 8™ green to a practice pitching green, with bunker.

Reconstruct of existing driving range tee-line.

“Burying” Blue Line stream.

Construct sound wall (with landscaping) separating the DBGC from the 57/60 freeway
interchange and its encroachment onto the course.

e Upgrades to exterior of existing clubhouse and snack bar facility.

» Protective screening and trees as required for safety and playability.

e & & @

* & o »

The above is a preliminary general scope and subject to adjustment by the County.
Should you have any guestions or comments, do not hesitate to contact me at (626) 821-4649.

Sincerely,

Jorge A. Badel
Senior Golf Director

¢: Erin Stibal, Parks Deputy, Fourth District
Joan Rupert, Parks and Recreation
File

Contracts, Golf, & Speciai Districts Division = 301 N. Baldwin Ave. - Arcadia, CA 91007-2697 « (626) 821-4600
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@ CITY OF INDUSTRY

A Incorporated June 18, 1957

January 25, 2011

Honorable Supervisor Don Knabe

County Supervisor Fourth District

822 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Attention: Julie Moore- Transportation Deputy

Subject: SR-57/ SR-60 Confluence Project at Grand Avenue Interchange

Dear Supervisor Knabe:

The California Department of Transportation (“Caltrans™) is proposing to reconfigure the 2.5-
mile confluence of SR-57 and SR-60 by adding auxiliary lanes and reconfiguring the on-and
off-ramps at Grand Avenue. Caltrans is the lead agency for the Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Assessment (EIR/EA) under preparation for this project. The City of
Industry is the project proponent. Due to the potential for permanent and temporary right-of-
way takes from Diamond Bar Golf Course (considered a public recreational area), application
of Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1996 at the federal level and Parks
Preservation Act of 1974 at the state level are triggered.

The following general environmental effects to the Diamond Bar Golf Course property have
been identified based on a preliminary assessment. Detailed impacts will be presented in the

Draft EIR/EA that will be ready for circulation in summer 2011:

e Permanent right-of-way acquisition of less than 12 acres of land from the Golf Course,
which would affect several holes from play [four (4) holes under Freeway Alternative 2,
and seven (7) holes under Freeway Alternative 3]

e Temporary construction easement of less than 5 acres

e Construction of new retaining walls along the freeway mainline, Grand Avenue and
Golden Springs Drive (mostly at top of the slopes)

e Relocation of a cart path tunnel under Grand Avenue

e Phased closure of portions of the golf course during construction

e Intermittent disruption of play during construction

e Removal of some earth berms, screening trees and high net fences

e Disruption of existing cart paths

e Local access interruption due to construction of Grand Avenue and Golden Springs Drive
widening

P.O. Box 3366, City of Industry, California 91744-0366 * Administrative Offices: 15625 E. Stafford St. = (626) 333-2211 = Fax (626) 961-6795



Supervisor Don Knabe
January 25, 2011
Page Two

e  Other nuisance impacts related to increase in noise, dust, presence of construction
vehicles, etc

As part of an ongoing effort to minimize adverse effects on the Diamond Bar Golf Course
property, a plan for reconfiguration of the golf course has been prepared. In September, 2008,
the City of Industry hired a golf course consultant, Casey O'Callaghan Golf Course Design,
Inc., who had extensive experience working with the County on similar golf course projects.
Since that time, Casey O'Callaghan Golf Course Design, Inc. has been working on various
schemes for reconfiguration and looking at ways to minimize playability effects on the golf
course, which included a design option where seven holes would be directly affected. During
the preparation of this plan, Casey O'Callaghan Golf Course Design, Inc., the City and
Caltrans have been in touch with the County and have taken their feedback into account. A
letter from the County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation dated June 24,
2010 (attached herein) provided the basis for the redesign of the golf course improvement.
Attached is the latest golf course plan dated December 7, 2010, which includes the following
features or measures to minimize harm:

o All eighteen tee complexes will be reconstructed

¢ All eighteen green complexes, including greenside sand bunkers will be reconstructed

e All fairway sand bunkers will be reconstructed

e The wall to wall cart path system will be maintained. There are areas where the
existing cart path must be demolished and removed and a new cart path installed
because of golf hole location changes

e The practice putting green will be reconstructed

e The existing hole #9 green complex will be converted to a practice pitching green
with sand bunkers

e The practice range tee will be located further to the south by approximately fifty feet
to create a safer relationship between the practice range and hole #2. Hole #2 will be
shifted further south

e The concrete channel surface drains that bi-sect the fairways throughout the golf
course will be replaced with under-drain pipes and the original ground will be grassed

e [Existing golf course features such as protective netting and trees displaced by the
project will be replaced as required for the safety, aesthetics, and playability of the
golf course

The proposed golf course modifications will allow the golf course to maintain a par 72. The
modifications will allow the golf course to increase from 6,801 yards to 6,848 yards.
Other enhancements to the golf course would also be undertaken to address aesthetic impacts,

these are:

o  Washing or repainting the exterior of the clubhouse facility and snack bar that may be
affected by construction dust



Supervisor Don Knabe
January 25, 2011
Page Three

Following the requirements of the California Public Park Preservation Act, the project will
also be responsible for replacing and/or remediating the permanent loss of golf course land in
order to construct the proposed freeway interchange project. The City of Industry, as the
project proponent, will work with the County in identifying potential sites for substitution of
lost park land, should it be necessary, in order to meet the requirements of the Park
Preservation Act. The acquisition of park replacement land will be conducted as part of the
right-of-way work, and it shall take place only should Project Approval be granted following
the approval of the environmental documents.

In addition, all feasible BMPs and standard protocols would be followed during construction
to reduce construction-period impacts in areas such as stormwater, water quality, air quality,
and noise. Detailed analysis of construction period impacts and measures to avoid, minimize,
and mitigate these impacts will be presented in the Draft EIR/EA, which will be made

available to the County for review.

At this point of the environmental process, Caltrans seeks the County’s concurrence on the
attached plan dated December 7, 2010. This would allow Caltrans to move forward and
analyze the impacts of this reconfiguration plan in its Draft EIR/EA.

By executing your signature below, you are not waiving any rights to comment on the Draft
EIR/EA. Thank you for your cooperation in this matter and if you have any questions, please
feel free to contact us at any time.

incerely, CO

ohn D. Ballas
City Engineer

Attachments:
Proposed Reconfiguration Plan for Freeway Alt 3
Copy of County Letter dated June 24, 2010

Ce:  Jorge Badel / County Los Angeles Department of P&R
Erin Stibal / County Supervisor Field Deputy
Dickie Simmons/ County Supervisor Field Deputy
David Liu/ City of Diamond Bar
Wei Koo/ WKE

Concurrence by County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation

Name and Title Agency Date

JDB:WK:mk
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

) 822 KENNETH HAHN HALL OF ADMINISTRATION / LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012
u'L Telephone (213) 974-4444 / FAX (213) 626-6941

l
‘ n; DON KNABE

SUPERVISOR, FOURTH DISTRICT

March 15, 2011

Mr. John D. Ballas

City Engineer

City of Industry

15625 East Stafford Street

City of Industry, California 91744-0366

Dear Mr. Ballas:

We are in receipt of your letter dated January 25, 2011, regarding the SR-57/SR-60 Confluence
Project at Grand Avenue Interchange and its impact on the Diamond Bar Golf Course (DBGC).
Per the Department of Parks and Recreation’s Ietter dated June 24 2010 omlssmns and
clarlficattons must be addressed: '

Park Preservation Act ' o .

Your letter questioned the necessity of identifying potential sites for the substitution of lost park
land. Please know that from the County's perspective, it is without question, that it will be
necessary to replace the loss of any and all parkland resulting from the proposed project.

Sound Wall
The expansion of the freeway and its encroachment onto the DBGC will negatively impact the

golfing experience as freeway traffic will now be situated even closer to the golfing public.
Installation of a sound wall separating the DBGC from the 57/60 freeway and its encroachment
onto the golf course is required to mitigate the increased noise impact associated with the
construction and operation of the project.

Clubhouse and Snack Bar
Improvements to the exterior of the existing clubhouse and snack bar facility will also be
required in order to provide balance between the redesigned golf course and the now outdated

clubhouse exterior.

Blueline Stream
As a point of clarification, please note that undergrounding the blue line stream will require that

Caltrans direct all surface water from the golf course (either irrigation water or nuisance water)
to existing Caltrans easements. All drainage for tees, greens and bunkers will be directed by
subgrade piping to existing Caltrans easements. The existing golf course soil condition does
not allow for normal percolation; therefore, collecting water in a drywell is not acceptable.




Mr. John D. Ballas
March 15, 2011
Page 2

Golf Course Plan

In concept, we agree that the golf course plan dated December 7, 2010, designed by Casey
O’'Callaghan could be used as one of the alternatives to the proposed project. At this point, with
respect to the playability and operation of the golf course, this design appears to meet the
needs of the public and the concessionaire, but will be watched closely for any changes.

Fiscal Impact
The proposed golf course renovation will cause a decline or possible elimination of revenue for

the County and its private concessionaire during the construction phase of the project. Itis
required that the County and or its concessionaire be compensated in full, for all lost revenues,
during the construction phase and for any period thereafter required for play to return to its pre-
construction levels.

Supervisor, Fourth District
County of Los Angeles

DK:co
Enclosures

c: Mr. David Liu, City of Diamond Bar
Mr. Wei Koo, SE, WKE
Mr. Jorge Badel, Department of Parks and Recreation
Ms. Joan Rupert, Department of Parks and Recreation
Mr. Rick Velasquez, Chief of Staff
Ms. Julie Moore, Deputy
Mr. Dickie Simmons, Deputy
Ms. Erin Stibal
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Supervisor Don Knabe
December 19, 2011
Page Two

(66 dBA or higher) for active sporting areas; four are located at the westerly side of DBGC, and ten are located at
the easterly side of DBGC.

The noise modeling conducted by the consultant using 12 foot high and 14 foot high sound walls indicated that
only one receptor on the westerly half of DBGC will receive a noise reduction of 5 dBA with a 12 foot high wall.
The analysis also concluded that seven of the ten receptors that exceed the NAC threshold on the easterly half of
DBGC will receive noise reduction of SdBA with a 12 foot wall. No additional receptors on either side of the
golf course were benefited by increasing the wall height from 12 to 14 feet. A copy of the Noise Analysis
Memorandum prepared by our consultant (ICF International) is attached herein.

The estimated construction costs for the noise walls are $932,000 and $1,060,000 for the westerly half and
easterly half of DBGC, respectively. For a noise wall to meet the “cost reasonableness” criteria, maximum per
impacted and benefited receptor is $55,000. Therefore, it is apparent that neither wall would meet the
reasonableness criteria. However, with all seven impacted receptors on the easterly half of the golf course
meeting the feasibility criteria (> SdBA noise reduction), we will be recommending that a 12 foot high sound wall
along the right edge of SR-60 for the easterly half of the golf course be constructed as part of the SR-57/SR-60
Confluence Project. The cost reasonable criteria may be met with local contributions (non Federal match) toward
the construction of that noise wall.

Clubhouse and Snack Bar

The County Parks and Recreations staff have clarified this item. We understand the County’s intention to “spruce
up” the existing building and the breezeway with architectural cladding around the steel posts of the existing
breezeway covers, and architectural fagade with lattice or similar architectural treatment on the exterior walls of
the clubhouse and the snack bars. The minor architectural improvements on the exterior of the clubhouse and

snack bar are expected to cost under $200,000. ,

Blueline Stream

The County Parks and Recreations staff have clarified this item. We understand the intent is to replace the
existing concrete gutters across the fairways with underground pipes, and a complete sub-drain system be placed
in all tees, bunkers and greens. The sub-drain pipes need to be connected to a drainage facility that eventually

drains to the drainage channel on SR-60.

Golf Course Plan

We appreciate the input from the County staff on redesigning the DBGC. The design by Casey O’Callaghan will
be the foundation for the design of the final freeway improvements on SR-60 and the Grand Avenue Interchange.
We will commit to keeping the County staff continuously informed of the latest golf course design and the
freeway improvements plans until the project is approved.

Fiscal Impact
City of Industry is fully aware that the freeway improvements will negatively impact the continuing operation of

the golf course throughout the construction of the freeway and the golf courses’ improvements.  Such
interruptions will result in reducing the number of golf course patrons and declining revenues to the
County and the golf course operator for several years. Caltrans will serve the role of the right-of-way agent for the
57/60 Confluence Project after the approval of the environmental documents. The fiscal impact will be part of
their appraisal process. Following the standard environmental process, those activities can take place only after
both NEPA and CEQA approval have been obtained for this project.

Caltrans has requested that we seek the County’s concurrence on the proposed improvements to the DBGC as
outlined in my previous letter on January 25, 2011 with the clarifications provided herein. Considering the overall

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”



Supervisor Don Knabe
December 19, 2011
Page Three

benefits that the improved SR-60 and SR-57 will bring to the County residents, we urge your concurrence. These
proposed improvements, developed through ongoing consultations with the County concerning the DBGC and the
proposed SR-60/SR-57 Confluence project, will be incorporateéd into the project design and/or included as
avoidance and minimization measures in the Draft EIR/EA, and included as measures to minimize harm (on the
DBGC property) under Section 4(f) of the United States Department of Transportation Act.

Please be reminded that by executing your signature below, the County only concurs with the proposed golf
course reconstructions and the associated improvements on the DBGC as described herein.

All future actions, including commenting on the Draft EIR/EA, and negotiating the right-of-ways and fiscal
impacts remain completely open, and are not considered as part of the concurrence action herein.

Thank you for your time and continuing support. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact

me at any time at (213) 897-0703.

Sincerely, :

M J @d ;f/‘ December 19, 20111

Ronald J.Kostiski, Deputy DireCtor—" Date

Caltrans District 7

Ce: Jorge Badel, County of Los Angeles Department of P&R
Erin Stibal, County Supervisor Field Deputy
Dickie Simmons, County Supervisor Field Deputy
David Liu, City of Diamond Bar
Wei Koo, WKE

Attachments:
Copy of January 25, 2011 letter from City of Industry
Copy of March 15, 2011 letter from County Supervisor Knabe
Noise Memo by ICF Jones and Stokes dated November 15, 2011

Concurrence by the County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreations:

Name and Title Agency Date

"Caltrans improves mobility across California”



Memorandum

Date: | November 15, 2011

To: | Wei Koo, WKE

From: | Jason Volk
Shilpa Trisal

Subject: | SR 57/SR 60 Confluence Project: Evaluating Golf Courses for noise
abatement in the Caltrans Protocol -

Diamond Bar Golf Course Noise Barrier Analysis

This memo contains a description of guidance regarding evaluation of golf courses for noise
impacts under the Caltrans Protocol (the Protocol), and preliminary noise modeling results for
the Diamond Bar golf course due to traffic noise from the SR 57/60 Confluence project.

A noise study report for the SR 57/SR 60 Confluence project was originally submitted in May
2010, when the 2006 version of the Protocol was still in effect. The May 2011 version of the
Protocol contains updated guidance on how to evaluate cost-reasonableness specifically for golf
courses. The change in Protocol guidance is described in the methodology section. The SR
57/SR 60 Confluence project will require re-evaluation under the May 2011 version of the
Protocol, due to significant traffic and alignment revisions.

Methodology

Under the Protocol, noise abatement is evaluated for areas of frequent human use that would
benefit from a lowered noise level. The Protocol provides the following description of noise
abatement reasonableness.

The overall reasonableness of noise abatement is determined by the following three factors.
e The noise reduction design goal.
e The cost of noise abatement.
e The viewpoints of benefited receptors (including property owners and residents of the
benefited receptors).

For a noise barrier to be considered reasonable from a cost perspective (cost-reasonable), the
estimated cost of barrier construction should not exceed the total reasonableness allowance. The
total reasonableness allowance is calculated by multiplying the cost-per-residence allowance by
the number of benefited residences. If the cost of construction exceeds the total reasonableness




allowance, the noise barrier is generally described in the Noise Abatement Decision Report
(NADR) as not reasonable.

In the case of evaluating individual residences, each residential outdoor area is considered an
outdoor area of frequent human use, and evaluated as a single noise-sensitive receptor. In order
to evaluate cost-reasonableness of noise abatement for outdoor sporting areas such as golf
courses, where human use is transitory rather than stationary, the Protocol guidance indicates
that such outdoor use should be evaluated in terms of an equivalent number of residential units.

Under the 2006 Protocol, golf courses are not specifically mentioned, but would be considered
active sporting areas, which correspond to Activity Category B land use (active sporting areas
were reassigned to Activity Category C under the May 2011 Protocol). The 2006 Protocol
specified that the noise impact evaluation considers noise sensitive receptors located within 500
feet of a highway project. Protocol 2006 guidance for calculating cost-reasonableness for non-
residential areas was described as follows:

Reasonableness allowances [for non-residential areas] may also be calculated... [such] that the
number of 100-foot frontage units is used instead of the number of residential units. A frontage
unit is the length of the frontage of the land use along the highway divided by 100 feet. The
frontage length is not necessarily the entire frontage length of the parcel under consideration,
but rather the length along the highway where there is frequent human use that would benefit
from a reduced noise level. Frontage units are always rounded up to the next whole unit.
(Caltrans Protocol 2006)

Using the frontage unit method, a golf course with two fairways along highway frontage with
total frontage area of 800 feet would be equivalent to 8 frontage units, or 8 residential receptors
for the purpose of calculating cost reasonableness.

Under the Protocol revised in May 2011, active sporting areas such as golf courses are
considered Activity Category C land use. The May 2011 Protocol uses a different method from
the 2006 Protocol which is not based on frontage units, in order to evaluate areas of outdoor use.
In addition, noise-sensitive receptors located more than 500 feet from the highway project should
be evaluated. The May 2011 Protocol specifies the following noise modeling guidelines to
evaluate golf courses:

One receptor must be placed for each hole of the golf course in an area (tee box, fairway, or
green) that best represents the highest expected traffic noise level for that hole. If other outdoor
activity areas exist within the course, such as practice areas, picnic facilities, restaurant outdoor
area, etc., each formalized activity area must be evaluated with a separate receptor. (Caltrans
Protocol 2011)

Each receptor in this case would be equivalent to one residential unit for the purpose of
calculating noise abatement reasonableness allowances.

Using the golf course with two fairways along highway frontage from the previous example,
each fairway would be represented by one receptor, located in the area where traffic noise levels



are expected to be highest. This would be equivalent to 2 residential receptors. However, the
modeling analysis of the area is not limited to those fairways located along highway frontage;
any additional outdoor activity areas such as those described above would be evaluated as a
separate receptor. The reasonableness calculations would also take into account any such areas
not adjacent to the highway project that could receive at least 5 dB of noise reduction from a
noise barrier. The total count of receptors in this example could be greater than 2 if there are
other fairways or other outdoor use activities in the area. However, since the achievable noise
reduction decreases with distance from the face of the barrier, acoustical benefits are limited at
distances of greater than 500 feet from the barrier.

What the change in Protocol guidance means for the Confluence Project

Due to the change in methodology guidance in the Protocol, the number of receivers at the
Diamond Bar golf course to be evaluated for reasonableness is unknown until the noise analysis
is updated. Under the 2006 protocol, if the golf course was treated as a frequent outdoor use
area, reasonableness would have been calculated using a constant number of 75 frontage units
(i.e. the golf course covers ~7,500 linear feet of highway frontage). Under the 2011 Protocol,
there is specific guidance for golf courses, and they are to be evaluated as outdoor use areas
(Activity Category C). One receiver would be located on each fairway, green, or tee of the golf
course. Based on noise modeling results, the number of receivers considered impacted under
Activity Category C (66 dBA or greater) are counted, and then the number of impacted receivers
that would receive at least 5 dB of noise reduction from a noise barrier is determined. To
summarize: under the 2006 Protocol using the frontage unit method, reasonableness would be
evaluated for 75 receptors. Under the 2011 Protocol, reasonableness is evaluated for each
individual outdoor use present in the area. In the case of the Diamond Bar golf course this would
correspond to one noise sensitive receiver for each hole on the course plus two additional
outdoor uses, for a total of 20 noise-sensitive receivers.

Protocol guidance indicates that the reasonable cost allowance per benefited receiver is based on
the annually-adjusted Construction Price Index published by Caltrans. A receiver is considered
benefited if it receives at least 5 dBA of noise reduction from a noise abatement measure such as
a noise barrier. In Year 2011, the allowance is $55,000 per benefited receiver.



Noise modeling results

The updated Diamond Bar golf course design was evaluated for noise-sensitive use, and traffic
noise levels were modeled using FHWA TNM and traffic volumes provided by KOA
Corporation. The location of noise-sensitive receivers is shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Layout of golf course and noise-sensitive receiver locations in TNM.

Three cases were evaluated in TNM for the golf course under future build conditions: No-barrier,
inclusion of 12-foot barriers (shown as the red lines in Figure 1), and 14-foot barriers. Barriers
were evaluated to determine the receiver locations that would get 5 dBA of noise reduction from
a barrier. A noise barrier with a total length of 2,220 feet was modeled for the western segment
of the course on the west side of Grand Avenue (Receivers R1 through R5). A noise barrier with
a total length of 2,970 feet was modeled for the eastern segment of the course on the east side of
Grand Avenue (Receivers R6 through R20). Barrier designs were assumed to be located with
footings at edge of shoulder. Per the Highway Design Manual, a 14-foot barrier height is the



maximum height that should be considered for this configuration. Preliminary traffic noise
modeling results are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Noise modeling results at the golf course

Receiver No Barrier ~ Noise Level Noise Does the Noise Level  Noise Does the
Location Noise Level  with a 12- Reduction 12-foot with a 14- Reduction 14-foot
(dBA Leq)  foot provided Barrier foot provided Barrier
Barrier by a 12- Achieve a Barrier by a 14- Achieve a
(dBA Leq)  foot minimum5 (dBA Leq)  foot minimum 5

Barrier dB of noise Barrier dB of noise
(dB) reduction? (dB) reduction?

RO1 75 69 6 Yes 68 7 Yes

RO2 68 65 3 No 65 3 No

RO3 66 65 1 No 64 2 No

RO4 67 66 1 No 66 1 No

RO5 64 64 0 No 64 0 No

RO6 63 63 0 No 63 0 No

RO7 81 72 9 Yes 70 11 Yes

RO8 66 65 1 No 65 1 No

R0O9 66 65 1 No 65 1 No

R10 64 64 0 No 63 1 No

R11 64 63 1 No 63 1 No

R12 76 68 8 Yes 67 9 Yes

R13 78 68 10 Yes 67 11 Yes

R14 72 66 6 Yes 65 7 Yes

R15 65 63 2 No 63 2 No

R16 64 64 0 No 64 0 No

R17 71 66 5 Yes 65 6 Yes

R18 76 69 7 Yes 68 8 Yes

R19 77 70 7 Yes 68 9 Yes

R20 67 66 1 No 66 1 No

Number of receivers that would get 5 dB of 8 Number of receivers 8
noise reduction from a 12-foot barrier: that would get 5 dB

of noise reduction
from a 14-foot

barrier:

Reasonable cost allowance based on 2011  $440,000 Reasonable cost $440,000
Caltrans CPI: allowance based on
2011 Caltrans CPI:

The results in Table 1 indicate that a 14-foot barrier west of Grand Avenue only provides benefit
to 1 of the 5 holes on the western segment of the course, and a 14-foot barrier east of Grand
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Avenue provides benefit to 7 of the 13 holes on the eastern segment of the course. The benefit of
a western barrier is therefore limited.

Barrier noise reductions across the entire golf course playing area were also estimated using the
noise contour calculation feature of TNM. The 5-decibel barrier noise reduction contours for 14-
foot walls along the SR 57/60 golf course frontage are shown in Figure 2. Note that this
information is provided only for the purpose of visualizing the predicted extent of noise barrier
benefit at the golf course. The noise modeling results shown in Table 1 are consistent with data
provided in the NSR and would be used for any consideration of noise barriers.

Under the Protocol, reasonable cost allowances are calculated based on the number of receivers
benefited. For any noise barrier to be considered reasonable from a cost perspective the
estimated cost of the noise barrier should be equal to or less than the total cost allowance
calculated for the barrier. The cost calculations of the noise barrier should include all items
appropriate and necessary for construction of the barrier, such as traffic control, drainage
modification, and retaining walls. The design of noise barriers presented in this memorandum is
preliminary only and has been conducted at a level appropriate for environmental review but not
for final design of the project.

References

Caltrans. 2006. Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol for New Highway Construction,
Reconstruction, and Retrofit Barrier Projects. August. Sacramento, CA.

Caltrans. 2011. Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol for New Highway Construction,
Reconstruction, and Retrofit Barrier Projects. May. Sacramento, CA.

KOA Corporation. 2011. SR-60 Year 2037 Traffic Conditions. Prepared for WKE, Inc.,
Engineers and Planners. September.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN Jr., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 7

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING

100 MAIN STREET, SUITE 100

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012-3606 Flex your poswer!
FAX (213)897-2593 Be energy efficient!
TTY (213) 897-4937

December 19, 2011

Honorable Supervisor Don Knabe

County Supervisor Fourth District

822 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012
Attention: Julie Moore, Transportation Deputy
Subject: SR-57/SR-60 Confluence Project at Grand Avenue Interchange

Dear Supervisor Knabe:

This letter is a follow up to your letter to the City of Industry dated March 15, 2011 regarding the few remaining
issues on the Diamond Bar Golf Course (DBGC) that required clarifications. City of Industry and City of
Diamond Bar, in cooperation with the State Department of Transportation (Caltrans) remain steadfast in
developing the SR-57/SR-60 Freeway Confluence Project and continuing to pursue approvals through the CEQA
and NEPA process. We appreciate the cooperative and engaging staff input we have been receiving from the
County throughout the project development process.

As result of the meeting between the City of Industry and the County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and
Recreation on June 8, 2011, we understand further progress has been made on clarifying and resolving the
remaining issues. We would like to summarize those discussions herein:

Park Preservation Act

As the project proponent, we understand that this project will have to satisfy the requirements set forth in the
California Park Preservation Act, including mitigation for the loss of acreage at DBGC with new properties
intended as replacement to the loss of the original park land. We will work with the County to identify sites that
are considered suitable as replacement land.

Sound Walls

Based on Caltrans new Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (the Protocol) dated May 2011, the golf course is
considered an outdoor area of frequent human use, requiring noise analysis as an Activity Category C land use.
Following the new Protocol, our consultant analyzed the noise level on the entire DBGC by assigning a receptor
for each hole of the golf course in an area (tee box, fairway, or green) that best represents the highest expected
traffic noise level for that hole. Additional receptors such as practice greens, the driving range, and the club house
were also included in the new noise analysis. A total of 20 receptors were assigned and analyzed.

Future build noise modeling results presented in the Noise Study Memorandum prepared by our consultant (ICF
International) dated November 15, 2011 indicate that DBGC would be exposed to traffic noise levels from SR-60
in the range of 61 to 81 dBA in design-year (2037). Out of 20 receptors measured for traffic noise levels, 14
receptors are predicted to approach or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) threshold of 67 dBA Leq(h)

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”



Supervisor Don Knabe
December 19, 2011
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(66 dBA or higher) for active sporting areas; four are located at the westerly side of DBGC, and ten are located at
the easterly side of DBGC.

The noise modeling conducted by the consultant using 12 foot high and 14 foot high sound walls indicated that
only one receptor on the westerly half of DBGC will receive a noise reduction of 5 dBA with a 12 foot high wall.
The analysis also concluded that seven of the ten receptors that exceed the NAC threshold on the easterly half of
DBGC will receive noise reduction of 5dBA with a 12 foot wall. No additional receptors on either side of the
golf course were benefited by increasing the wall height from 12 to 14 feet. A copy of the Noise Analysis
Memorandum prepared by our consultant (ICF International) is attached herein.

The estimated construction costs for the noise walls are $932,000 and $1,060,000 for the westerly half and
easterly half of DBGC, respectively. For a noise wall to meet the “cost reasonableness™ criteria, maximum per
impacted and benefited receptor is $55,000. Therefore, it is apparent that neither wall would meet the
reasonableness criteria. However, with all seven impacted receptors on the easterly half of the golf course
meeting the feasibility criteria (> SdBA noise reduction), we will be recommending that a 12 foot high sound wall
along the right edge of SR-60 for the easterly half of the golf course be constructed as part of the SR-57/SR-60
Confluence Project. The cost reasonable criteria may be met with local contributions (non Federal match) toward
the construction of that noise wall.

Clubhouse and Snack Bar

The County Parks and Recreations staff have clarified this item. We understand the County’s intention to “spruce
up” the existing building and the breezeway with architectural cladding around the steel posts of the existing
breezeway covers, and architectural fagade with lattice or similar architectural treatment on the exterior walls of
the clubhouse and the snack bars. The minor architectural improvements on the exterior of the clubhouse and
snack bar are expected to cost under $200,000. ,

Blueline Stream

The County Parks and Recreations staff have clarified this item. We understand the intent is to replace the
existing concrete gutters across the fairways with underground pipes, and a complete sub-drain system be placed
in all tees, bunkers and greens. The sub-drain pipes need to be connected to a drainage facility that eventually
drains to the drainage channel on SR-60.

Golf Course Plan

We appreciate the input from the County staff on redesigning the DBGC. The design by Casey O’Callaghan will
be the foundation for the design of the final freeway improvements on SR-60 and the Grand Avenue Interchange.
We will commit to keeping the County staff continuously informed of the latest golf course design and the
freeway improvements plans until the project is approved.

Fiscal Impact
City of Industry is fully aware that the freeway improvements will negatively impact the continuing operation of

the golf course throughout the construction of the freeway and the golf courses’ improvements.  Such
interruptions  will result in reducing the number of golf course patrons and declining revenues to the
County and the golf course operator for several years. Caltrans will serve the role of the right-of-way agent for the
57/60 Confluence Project after the approval of the environmental documents. The fiscal impact will be part of
their appraisal process. Following the standard environmental process, those activities can take place only after
both NEPA and CEQA approval have been obtained for this project.

Caltrans has requested that we seek the County’s concurrence on the proposed improvements to the DBGC as
outlined in my previous letter on January 25, 2011 with the clarifications provided herein. Considering the overall

“Caltrans improves mobility across California
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benefits that the improved SR-60 and SR-57 will bring to the County residents, we urge your concurrence. These
proposed improvements, developed through ongoing consultations with the County concerning the DBGC and the
proposed SR-60/SR-57 Confluence project, will be incorporated into the project design and/or included as
avoidance and minimization measures in the Draft EIR/EA, and included as measures to minimize harm (on the
DBGC property) under Section 4(f) of the United States Department of Transportation Act.

Please be reminded that by executing your signature below, the County only concurs with the proposed golf
course reconstructions and the associated improvements on the DBGC as described herein.

All future actions, including commenting on the Draft EIR/EA, and negotiating the right-of-ways and fiscal
impacts remain completely open, and are not considered as part of the concurrence action herein.

Thank you for your time and continuing support. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact
me at any time at (213) 897-0703.

Sincerely,
; J % December 19, 20111
Ronald J.Kostaski, Deputy Directer—" Date

Caltrans District 7

Ce: Jorge Badel, County of Los Angeles Department of P&R
Erin Stibal, County Supervisor Field Deputy
Dickie Simmons, County Supervisor Field Deputy
David Liu, City of Diamond Bar
Wei Koo, WKE

Attachments:
Copy of January 25, 2011 letter from City of Industry
Copy of March 15, 2011 letter from County Supervisor Knabe
Noise Memo by ICF Jones and Stokes dated November 15, 2011

Concurrence by the County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreations:

Los Aness O Ay

/Zw.,% Dineempn Der7 or Pares € fecrsanan 3-S—(~>

Name and Title Agency Date
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January 25, 2011

Honorable Supervisor Don Knabe

County Supervisor Fourth District

822 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Allention: Julie Moore- Transportation Deputy
Subject: SR-57/ SR-60 Confluence Project at Grand Avenue Interchange

Dear Supervisor Knabe;
P

‘The California Department of Transportation (“Caltrans™) is proposing to reconfigure the 2.5-
mile confluence of SR-57 and SR-60 by adding auxiliary lanes and reconfiguring the on-and
off-ramps at Grand Avenue. Caltrans is the lead agency for the Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Assessment (EIR/EA) under preparation for this project. The City of
Industry is the project proponent. Due to the potential for permanent and temporary right-of-
way takes from Diamond Bar Golf Course (considered a public recreational arca), application
of Section 4([) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1996 at the federal level and Parks
Preservation Act of 1974 at the state level are triggered.

The following general environmental effects to the Diamond Bar Golf Course property have
been identified based on a preliminary assessment. Detailed impacts will be presented in the
Draft EIR/EA that will be ready for circulation in summer 201 1:

* Pcrmanent right-of-way acquisition of less than 12 acres of land from the Golf Course,
which would affect several holes from play [four (4) holes under Freeway Alternative 2.
and seven (7) holes under Freeway Alternative 3]

e Temporary construction easement of less than 5 acres

e Construction of new retaining walls along the freeway mainline, Grand Avenue and
Golden Springs Drive (mostly at top of the slopes)

e Relocation of a cart path tunnel under Grand Avenue

e Phased closure of portions of the golf course during construction

e Infermittent disruption of play during construction

¢ Removal of some earth berms, screening trees and high net fences

¢ Disruption of existing cart paths

* Local access interruption due to construction of Grand Avenue and Golden Springs Drive

widening

PO. Box 3366, City of Industry. California 91 744-0366 « Administrative Offices: 15625 £ Staftord St o+ (6261 33322211 « Fas (626) 961 .07495



Supervisor Don Knabe
January 25, 2011
Page Two

¢  Other nuisance impacts related to increase in noise, dust, presence of construction
vehicles, ete

As part of an ongoing elfort to minimize adverse effects on the Diamond Bar Golf Course
property, a plan for reconfiguration of the golf course has been prepared. In September, 2008,
the City of Industry hired a golf course consultant, Cascy O'Callaghan Golf Course Design,
Inc., who had extensive experience working with the County on similar golf course projects.
Since that time, Casey O'Callaghan Golf Course Design, Inc. has been working on various
schemes for reconfiguration and looking at ways to minimize playability effects on the golf
course, which included a design option where seven holes would be directly affected. During
the preparation of this plan, Casey O'Callaghan Golf Course Design, Inc., the City and
Caltrans have been in touch with the County and have taken their feedback into account. A
letter from the County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation dated June 24,
2010 (attached herein) provided the basis for the redesign of the golf course improvement.
Attached is the latest golf course plan dated December 7, 2010, which includes the following
[eatures or measures to minimize harm:

e All eighteen tee complexes will be reconstructed

* All eighteen green complexes, including greenside sand bunkers will be reconstructed

e All fairway sand bunkers will be reconstructed

e The wall to wall cart path system will be maintained. There are areas where the
existing cart path must be demolished and removed and a new cart path installed
because of golf hole location changes

e The practice putting green will be reconstructed

o The existing hole #9 green complex will be converted to a practice pitching green
with sand bunkers

¢ The practice range tee will be located further to the south by approximately fifty feet
to create a saler relationship between the practice range and hole #2. IHole #2 will be
shifted further south

e The concrete channel surface drains that bi-sect the fairways throughout the golf
course will be replaced with under-drain pipes and the original ground will be grassed

» Existing golf course features such as protective netting and trees displaced by the
project will be replaced as required for the safety, aesthetics, and playability of the
golf course

The proposed golf course modifications will allow the golf course to maintain a par 72. The
modifications will allow the golf course to increase from 6,801 yards to 6,848 yards.
Other enhancements to the golf course would also be undertaken to address aesthetic impacts,

these are:

¢  Washing or repainting the exterior of the clubhouse facility and snack bar that may be
affected by construction dust



Supervisor Don Knabe
January 25, 2011
Page Three

Following the requirements of the California Public Park Preservation Act, the project will
also be responsible for replacing and/or remediating the permanent loss of golf course land in
order to construct the proposed freeway interchange project. The City of Industry, as the
project proponent, will work with the County in identifying potential sites for substitution of
lost park land, should it be necessary, in order to meet the requirements of the Park
Preservation Act. The acquisition of park replacement land will be conducted as part of the
right-of-way work, and it shall take place only should Project Approval be granted following
the approval of the environmental documents.

In addition, all feasible BMPs and standard protocols would be followed during construction
to reduce construction-period impacts in areas such as stormwater, water quality, air quality,
and noise. Detailed analysis of construction period impacts and measures to avoid, minimize,
and mitigate these impacts will be presented in the Draft EIR/EA, which will be made

available to the County for review.

At this point of the environmental process, Caltrans secks the County’s concurrence on the
attached plan dated December 7, 2010. This would allow Caltrans to move forward and
analyze the impacts of this reconfiguration plan in its Draft EIR/EA.

By executing your signature below, you are not waiving any rights to comment on the Draft
EIR/EA. Thank you for your cooperation in this matter and if you have any questions, please
feel free to contact us at any time.

negrely, ]

ohn D. Ballas
City Engineer

Attachments:
Proposed Reconfiguration Plan for Freeway Alt 3
Copy of County Letter dated June 24, 2010

Ce: Jorge Badel / County Los Angeles Department of P&R
Erin Stibal / County Supervisor Field Deputy
Dickie Simmons/ County Supervisor Field Deputy
David Liu/ City of Diamond Bar
Wei Koo/ WKE

Concurrence by County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation

Name and Title Agency Date

JDB: WK:mk



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

“Creating Communily Through People, Parks and Programs"
Russ Guiney, Director

| AT

June 24, 2010 | 107z 9 1 Nyl

| Y R RET §
Mr. Wei Koo, SE |CLoAALIH MR
WKW, INC
400 N, Tustin Avenue, Suite 295
Santa Ana, California 92705

Dear Mr. Koo:

SR-57/SR-60 CONFLUENCE IMPROVEMENTS
DIAMOND BAR GOLF COURSE (DBGC) IMPACT — REMEDIAL REQUIREMENTS

In regards to the above reference freeway project, its encroachment and impact on the DBGC,
the County of Los Angeles is requiring the following remedial action under Alternative 3A-2:

Construct/reconstruct 18 tee complexes with sufficient area for what is traditionally
referenced as back, middle, forward and family tees.

Construct/reconstruct 18 green complexes, with bunkering.

Retention of “wall to wall” cart path.

Constructireconstruct of fairway bunkers.

Construct/reconstruct existing practice putting green, currently located immediately
behind the 1* tee complex.

Conversion the existing 9" green to a practice pitching green, with bunker.

Reconstruct of existing driving range tee-line,

‘Burying" Blue Line stream.
Construct sound wall (with landscaping) separating the DBGC from the 57/60 freeway

interchange and its encroachment onto the course.
* Upgrades to exterior of existing clubhouse and snack bar facility.
* Protective screening and trees as required for safety and playa bility.

The above is a preliminary general scope and subject to adjustment by the County.
Should you have any questions or comments, do not hesitate ta contact me at (6268) 821-4649.

Sincerely,

/1/3’\&/4. (el oA

Jorge A. Badel I T
Senior Golf Director vl TN T

c:  Erin Stibal, Parks Deputy, Fourth District
Joan Rupert, Parks and Recreation

’ LR A ] ]
File ’

y
T

Contracts, Golf, & Special Districls Division + 301 N Baldwin Ave. » Arcadia, CA 91007-2697 « (626) 821-4600
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ol BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
NIy COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

822 KENNETH HAHN HALL OF ADMINISTRATION / LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012
Telephone (213) 974-4444 / FAX (213) 626-6941

CUpeind DON KNABE
SUPERVISOR, FOURTH DISTRICT

March 15, 2011

Mr. John D. Ballas

City Engineer

City of Industry

15625 East Stafford Street

City of Industry, California 91744-0366

Dear Mr. Ballas:

We are in receipt of your letter dated January 25, 2011, regarding the SR-57/SR-60 Confluence
Project at Grand Avenue Interchange and its impact on the Diamond Bar Golf Course (DBGC).
Per the Department of Parks and Recreation’s letter. dated June 24 2010, omissions and
clarifications must be addressed:

Park Preservation Act

Your lelter questioned the necessity of identifying potential sites for the substitution of lost park
land. Please know that from the County's perspective, it is without question, that it will be
necessary to replace the loss of any and all parkland resulting from the proposed project.

Sound Wall

The expansion of the freeway and its encroachment onto the DBGC will negatively impact the
golfing experience as freeway traffic will now be situated even closer to the golfing public.
Installation of a sound wall separating the DBGC from the 57/60 freeway and ils encroachment
onto the golf course is required to mitigate the increased noise impact associated with the
construction and operation of the project.

Clubhouse and Snack Bar
Improvements to the exterior of the existing clubhouse and snack bar facility will also be
required in order to provide balance between the redesigned golf course and the now outdated

clubhouse exterior.

Blueline Stream

As a point of clarification, please note that undergrounding the blue line stream will require that
Caltrans direct all surface water from the golf course (either irrigation water or nuisance water)
to existing Caltrans easements. All drainage for tees, greens and bunkers will be directed by
subgrade piping to existing Caltrans easements. The existing golf course soil condition does
nol allow for normal percolation; therefore, collecting water in a drywell is not acceptable.




Mr. John D. Ballas
March 15, 2011
Page 2

Golf Course Plan

In concept, we agree that the golf course plan dated December 7, 2010, designed by Casey
O'Callaghan could be used as one of the alternatives to the proposed project. At this point, with
respect lo the playability and operation of the golf course, this design appears to meet the
needs of the public and the concessionaire, but will be watched closely for any changes.

Fiscal Impact
The proposed golf course renovation will cause a decline or possible elimination of revenue for

the County and its private concessionaire during the construction phase of the project. Itis
required that the County and or its concessionaire be compensated in full, for all lost revenues,
during the construction phase and for any period thereafter required for play to return to its pre-
construction levels.

Supervisor, Fourth District
County of Los Angeles

DK:co
Enclosures

o Mr. David Liu, City of Diamond Bar
Mr. Wei Koo, SE, WKE
Mr. Jorge Badel, Department of Parks and Recreation
Ms. Joan Rupert, Department of Parks and Recrealion
Mr. Rick Velasquez, Chief of Staff
Ms. Julie Moore, Deputy
Mr. Dickie Simmons, Deputy
Ms. Erin Stibal
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Memorandum

Date: | November 15, 2011

To: | Wei Koo, WKE

From: | Jason Volk
Shilpa Trisal

Subject: | SR 57/SR 60 Confluence Project: Evaluating Golf Courses for noise
abatement in the Caltrans Protocol -

Diamond Bar Golf Course Noise Barrier Analysis

This memo contains a description of guidance regarding evaluation of golf courses for noise
impacts under the Caltrans Protocol (the Protocol), and preliminary noise modeling results for
the Diamond Bar golf course due to traffic noise from the SR 57/60 Confluence project.

A noise study report for the SR 57/SR 60 Confluence project was originally submitted in May
2010, when the 2006 version of the Protocol was still in effect. The May 2011 version of the
Protocol contains updated guidance on how to evaluate cost-reasonableness specifically for golf
courses. The change in Protocol guidance is described in the methodology section. The SR
57/SR 60 Confluence project will require re-evaluation under the May 2011 version of the
Protocol, due to significant traffic and alignment revisions.

Methodology

Under the Protocol, noise abatement is evaluated for areas of frequent human use that would
benefit from a lowered noise level. The Protocol provides the following description of noise
abatement reasonableness.

The overall reasonableness of noise abatement is determined by the following three factors.
®  The noise reduction design goal.
® The cost of noise abatement.
*  The viewpoints of benefited receptors (including property owners and residents of the
benefited receptors).

For a noise barrier to be considered reasonable from a cost perspective (cost-reasonable), the
estimated cost of barrier construction should not exceed the total reasonableness allowance. The
total reasonableness allowance is calculated by multiplying the cost-per-residence allowance by
the number of benefited residences. If the cost of construction exceeds the total reasonableness

630 K Street, Suite 400 == Sacramento, CA 95814 w=—— 916.737.3000 =— 916.737.3030 fax =— icfi.com




allowance, the noise barrier is generally described in the Noise Abatement Decision Report
(NADR) as not reasonable.

In the case of evaluating individual residences, each residential outdoor area is considered an
outdoor area of frequent human use, and evaluated as a single noise-sensitive receptor. In order
to evaluate cost-reasonableness of noise abatement for outdoor sporting areas such as golf
courses, where human use is transitory rather than stationary, the Protocol guidance indicates
that such outdoor use should be evaluated in terms of an equivalent number of residential units.

Under the 2006 Protocol, golf courses are not specifically mentioned, but would be considered
active sporting areas, which correspond to Activity Category B land use (active sporting areas
were reassigned to Activity Category C under the May 2011 Protocol). The 2006 Protocol
specified that the noise impact evaluation considers noise sensitive receptors located within 500
feet of a highway project. Protocol 2006 guidance for calculating cost-reasonableness for non-
residential areas was described as follows:

Reasonableness allowances [for non-residential areas] may also be calculated... [such] that the
number of 100-fool frontage units is used instead of the number of residential units. A frontage
unit is the length of the frontage of the land use along the highway divided by 100 feet. The
Jrontage length is not necessarily the entire frontage length of the parcel under consideration,
but rather the length along the highway where there is frequent human use that would benefit
from a reduced noise level. Frontage units are always rounded up to the next whole unit.
(Caltrans Protocol 2006)

Using the frontage unit method, a golf course with two fairways along highway frontage with
total frontage area of 800 feet would be equivalent to 8 frontage units, or 8 residential receptors
for the purpose of calculating cost reasonableness.

Under the Protocol revised in May 2011, active sporting areas such as golf courses are
considered Activity Category C land use. The May 2011 Protocol uses a different method from
the 2006 Protocol which is not based on frontage units, in order to evaluate areas of outdoor use.
In addition, noise-sensitive receptors located more than 500 feet from the highway project should
be evaluated. The May 2011 Protocol specifies the following noise modeling guidelines to
evaluate golf courses:

One receptor must be placed for each hole of the golf course in an area (tee box, fairway, or
green) that best represents the highest expected traffic noise level for that hole. If other outdoor
activity areas exist within the course, such as practice areas, picnic facilities, restaurant outdoor
area, etc., each formalized activity area must be evaluated with a separate receptor. (Caltrans
Protocol 2011)

Each receptor in this case would be equivalent to one residential unit for the purpose of
calculating noise abatement reasonableness allowances.

Using the golf course with two fairways along highway frontage from the previous example,
each fairway would be represented by one receptor, located in the area where traffic noise levels



are expected to be highest. This would be equivalent to 2 residential receptors. However, the
modeling analysis of the area is not limited to those fairways located along highway frontage;
any additional outdoor activity areas such as those described above would be evaluated as a
separate receptor. The reasonableness calculations would also take into account any such areas
not adjacent to the highway project that could receive at least 5 dB of noise reduction from a
noise barrier. The total count of receptors in this example could be greater than 2 if there are
other fairways or other outdoor use activities in the area. However, since the achievable noise
reduction decreases with distance from the face of the barrier, acoustical benefits are limited at
distances of greater than 500 feet from the barrier.

What the change in Protocol guidance means for the Confluence Project

Due to the change in methodology guidance in the Protocol, the number of receivers at the
Diamond Bar golf course to be evaluated for reasonableness is unknown until the noise analysis
is updated. Under the 2006 protocol, if the golf course was treated as a frequent outdoor use
area, reasonableness would have been calculated using a constant number of 75 frontage units
(i.e. the golf course covers ~7,500 linear feet of highway frontage). Under the 2011 Protocol,
there is specific guidance for golf courses, and they are to be evaluated as outdoor use areas
(Activity Category C). One receiver would be located on each fairway, green, or tee of the golf
course. Based on noise modeling results, the number of receivers considered impacted under
Activity Category C (66 dBA or greater) are counted, and then the number of impacted receivers
that would receive at least 5 dB of noise reduction from a noise barrier is determined. To
summarize: under the 2006 Protocol using the frontage unit method, reasonableness would be
evaluated for 75 receptors. Under the 2011 Protocol, reasonableness is evaluated for each
individual outdoor use present in the area. In the case of the Diamond Bar golf course this would
correspond to one noise sensitive receiver for each hole on the course plus two additional
outdoor uses, for a total of 20 noise-sensitive receivers.

Protocol guidance indicates that the reasonable cost allowance per benefited receiver is based on
the annually-adjusted Construction Price Index published by Caltrans. A receiver is considered
benefited if it receives at least 5 dBA of noise reduction from a noise abatement measure such as
a noise barrier. In Year 2011, the allowance is $55,000 per benefited receiver.



Noise modeling results
The updated Diamond Bar golf course design was evaluated for noise-sensitive use, and traffic
noise levels were modeled using FHWA TNM and traffic volumes provided by KOA

Corporation. The location of noise-sensitive receivers is shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Layout of golf course and noise-sensitive receiver locations in TNM.
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Three cases were evaluated in TNM for the golf course under future build conditions: No-barrier,
inclusion of 12-foot barriers (shown as the red lines in Figure 1), and 14-foot barriers. Barriers
were evaluated to determine the receiver locations that would get 5 dBA of noise reduction from
a barrier. A noise barrier with a total length of 2,220 feet was modeled for the western segment
of the course on the west side of Grand Avenue (Receivers R1 through R5). A noise barrier with
a total length of 2,970 feet was modeled for the eastern segment of the course on the east side of
Grand Avenue (Receivers R6 through R20). Barrier designs were assumed to be located with
footings at edge of shoulder. Per the Highway Design Manual, a 14-foot barrier height is the



maximum height that should be considered for this configuration. Preliminary traffic noise
modeling results are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Noise modeling results at the golf course

Receiver No Barrier  Noise Level  Noise Docs the Noise Level  Noise Does the
Location Noise Level  witha 12- Reduction 12-foot with a 14- Reduction 14-foot
(dBA Leq) foot provided Barrier foot provided Barrier
Barrier by a 12- Achieve a Barrier by a 14- Achieve a
(dBA Leq)  foot minimum 5 (dBA Leq)  foot minimum 5
Barrier dB of noise Barrier dB of noise
(dB) reduction? (dB) reduction?

: e R . SRt
Reasonable cost allowance based on 2011 $440,000 Reasonable cost  $440,000
Caltrans CPI: allowance based on

2011 Caltrans CPI:

The results in Table 1 indicate that a 14-foot barrier west of Grand Avenue only provides benefit
to | of the 5 holes on the western segment of the course, and a 14-foot barrier east of Grand



Avenue provides benefit to 7 of the 13 holes on the eastern segment of the course. The benefit of
a western barrier is therefore limited.

Barrier noise reductions across the entire golf course playing area were also estimated using the
noise contour calculation feature of TNM. The 5-decibel barrier noise reduction contours for 14-
foot walls along the SR 57/60 golf course frontage are shown in Figure 2. Note that this
information is provided only for the purpose of visualizing the predicted extent of noise barrier
benefit at the golf course. The noise modeling results shown in Table 1 are consistent with data
provided in the NSR and would be used for any consideration of noise barriers.

Under the Protocol, reasonable cost allowances are calculated based on the number of receivers
benefited. For any noise barrier to be considered reasonable from a cost perspective the
estimated cost of the noise barrier should be equal to or less than the total cost allowance
calculated for the barrier. The cost calculations of the noise barrier should include all items
appropriate and necessary for construction of the barrier, such as traffic control, drainage
modification, and retaining walls. The design of noise barriers presented in this memorandum is
preliminary only and has been conducted at a level appropriate for environmental review but not
for final design of the project.

References

Caltrans. 2006. Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol for New Highway Construction,
Reconstruction, and Retrofit Barrier Projects. August. Sacramento, CA.

Caltrans. 2011. Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol for New Highway Construction,
Reconstruction, and Retrofit Barrier Projects. May. Sacramento, CA.

KOA Corporation. 2011. SR-60 Year 2037 T; raffic Conditions. Prepared for WKE, Inc.,
Engineers and Planners. September.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN Jr _Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

P.O. BOX 942873, MS-49

SACRAMENTO, CA 94273-0001

THONE (916) 654-5266 Flex your power!
FAX (916) 654-6608 Be energy efficient!
TTY 71

www.dot.ca.gov

March 16, 2012

NON-DISCRIMINATION
POLICY STATEMENT

The California Department of Transportation, under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 and related statutes, ensures that no person in the State of California shall, on
the grounds of race, color, national origin, sex, disability, religion, sexual orientation,
or age, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise
subjected to discrimination under any program or activity it administers.

For information or guidance on how to file a complaint based on the grounds of race.
color, national origin, sex, disability, religion, sexual orientation, or age, please visit
the following web page: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/bep/title_vi/t6 violated.htm.

Additionally, if you need this information in an alternate format, such as in Braille or
in a language other than English, please contact Mario Solis, Manager, Title VI and
Americans with Disabilities Act Program, California Department of Transportation,
1823 14" Street, MS-79, Sacramento, CA 95811. Phone: (916) 324-1353, TTY 711,
fax (916) 324-1869, or via email: mario_solis@dot.ca.gov.

i e

MALCOLM DOUGHERTY
Acting Director

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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May 15, 2009

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
16005 E. Central Avenue
La Puente, California, 91744

Re: Historic and Cultural Resources Documentation for the Westbound On-Ramp at
Grand Avenue/SR-60 Interchange Improvements Project, Los Angeles County.

To Whom It May Concern:

On behalf of the City of Industry and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), ICF
Jones & Stokes is conducting environmental studies for the Westbound On-Ramp at Grand
Avenue/SR-60 Interchange Improvements Project. The proposed project is located in the cities of
Industry and Diamond Bar in Los Angeles County, approximately at the midpoint of the two-mile
common alignment of the SR-57/SR-60 freeway at the Grand Avenue Interchange. The project
includes adding a direct west-bound on-ramp to SR-60 from the Grand Avenue Interchange and other
potential improvements along Grand Avenue.

ICF Jones & Stokes will conduct Cultural impact reports, including a Historic Property Survey
Report and Archaeological Survey Report, for this proposed project. The studies include cultural
resources investigations and consultation with interested parties. Caltrans is interested in receiving
input from local historians regarding any historical concerns related to the proposed project. Please
inform us if you know of any areas of historical significance that we should take into account for the
purposes of this project. This letter will be followed with a telephone call to discuss any issues and/or
comments that you may have.

If you have any questions or comments regarding the proposed project, please feel free to contact
Elizabeth Weaver at (213) 627-5376 or by email at eweaver@jsanet.com. We look forward to your
response.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Weaver
Architectural Historian

Enclosure: Map of project area.

811 West 7" Street, Suite 800 - Los Angeles, CA 90017 - tel. 213.627.5376 - fax 213.627.6853

www.jonesandstokes.com


mailto:eweaver@jsanet.com

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

(916) 653-6251

Fax (916) 657-5390

Web Site www.nahc.ca.goy
ds_nahc@pacbell.net

May 18, 2009

Ms. Catharine M. Wood, M.A., RPA; Archaeologist
ICF Jones & Stokes

811 West 7" Street, Suite 800

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Sent by FAX to: 213-627-6853
Number of pages: 2

Re:

Dear Ms. Wood:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was able to perform a record search of
its Sacred Lands File (SLF) for the affected project area (APE). The SLF search did not indicate
the presence of Native American cultural resources within one-half mile of the project area (APE or
‘area of potential effect).

~_ Early consultation with Native American tribes in your area is the best way to avoid
unanticipated discoveries once a project is underway. Enclosed are the names of the nearest tribes
that may have knowledge of cultural resources in the project area. We recommend that you contact

persons on the attach Native American tribe or individual may
be the only source of A Native American Tribe or Tribal Elder
may be the only source of information about a cu rce.. We also suggest that you contact

the nearest information center of the California Historic Resources Information System (CHRIS); a
location nearest you can be obtained by calling the Office of Historic Preservation at (916) 653-
7278.

Lead agencies should consider avoidance, as defined in Section 15370 of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) when significant cultural resources could be affected by a
project. Also, Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5
provide for provisions for accidentally discovered archeological resources during construction and
mandate the processes to be followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains
in a project location other than a ‘dedicated cemetery. Discussion of these should be included in
your environmental documents, as appropriate.

If you have questions about this response to your request, please do not hesitate to
1.

Attachment: ‘Naﬁve Contact List



Native American Contacts
Los Angeles County

LA City/County Native American Indian Comm
Ron Andrade, Director
3175 West 6th Street, Rm. 403

Los Angeles . CA 90020

(213) 351-5324

(213) 386-3995 FAX

Ti'At Society

Cindi Alvitre

6515 E. Seaside Walk, #C Gabrielino
Long Beach . CA 90803

calvitre @yahoo.com
(714) 504-2468 Cell

Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal Nation
John Tommy Rosas, Tribal Admin.

, Gabrielino Tongva
tattnlaw @gmail.com

310-570-6567

Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission
Anthony Morales, Chairperson

PO Box 693

San Gabriel , CA 91778
(828) 286-1262 -FAX

(626) 286-1632

(626) 286-1758 - Home
(626) 286-1262 Fax

Gabrielino Tongva

This list Is current only as of the date of this document.

May 19, 2009

Gabrielino Tongva Nation

Sam Dunlap, Tribal Secretary
P.O. Box 86908

Los Angeles , CA 90086
samdunlap@earthlink.net

Gabrielino Tongva

(909) 262-9351 - cell

Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council
Robert Dorame, Tribal Chair/Cultural Resources

P.O. Box 490 Gabrielino Tongva
Bellflower » CA 9007

gtongva@verizon.net
562-761-6417 - voice
562-925-7989 - fax

Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe

Felicia Sheerman, Chairperson

501 Santa Monica Blvd, # 500 Gabrielino
Santa Monica . CA 90401

(310) 587-2203

(310) 428-7720 - cell

(310) 587-2281
fsheermani1@GabrielinoTribe.

Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe

Bernie Acuna

501 Santa Monica Blvd, # 500 Gabrielino
Santa Monica . CA 90401

(310) 587-2203

(310) 428-7720 - cell

(310) 587-2281

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined In Section 7050.5 of the Health and
Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
State Route 60 and Grand avenue Interchange Improvement, a project of the California Department of Transportation,
located in the City of Industry; Los Angeles County, Califomia, for which a Sacred Lands Flle search and Native

American Contacts list were requested.



May 21, 2009

Claremont Colleges Special Collections

Ella Strong Denison, Library/Special Collections
1090 Columbia Avenue

Claremont, CA 91711

Re: Historic and Cultural Resources Documentation for the Westbound On-Ramp at
Grand Avenue/SR-60 Interchange Improvements Project, Los Angeles County.

Dear Ms. Denison:

On behalf of the City of Industry and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), ICF
Jones & Stokes is conducting environmental studies for the Westbound On-Ramp at Grand
Avenue/SR-60 Interchange Improvements Project. The proposed project is located in the cities of
Industry and Diamond Bar in Los Angeles County, approximately at the midpoint of the two-mile
common alignment of the SR-57/SR-60 freeway at the Grand Avenue Interchange. The project
includes adding a direct west-bound on-ramp to SR-60 from the Grand Avenue Interchange and other
potential improvements along Grand Avenue.

ICF Jones & Stokes will conduct Cultural impact reports, including a Historic Property Survey
Report and Archaeological Survey Report, for this proposed project. The studies include cultural
resources investigations and consultation with interested parties. Caltrans is interested in receiving
input from local historians regarding any historical concerns related to the proposed project. Please
inform us if you know of any areas of historical significance that we should take into account for the
purposes of this project. This letter will be followed with a telephone call to discuss any issues and/or
comments that you may have.

If you have any questions or comments regarding the proposed project, please feel free to contact
Elizabeth Weaver at (213) 627-5376 or by email at eweaver@jsanet.com. We look forward to your
response.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Weaver
Architectural Historian

Enclosure: Map of project area.

811 West 7™ Street, Suite 800 - Los Angeles, CA 90017 - tel. 213.627.5376 - fax 213.627.6853

www.jonesandstokes.com
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Mr. Ronald Kosinski
September 17, 2009
Page 2

AIR QUALITY

The proposed project will contribute to existing air quality problems in a region where
the levels of ozone, carbon monoxide and particulate matter already exceeds federal
limits established to protect public health. Increased traffic and congestion generated
by Project construction will generate fugitive dust, mobile emissions, and various
stationary source emissions. Certain Golf Course patrons are especially vulnerable to
the effects of air pollutants and are considered “sensitive receptors” under CEQA.
These patrons include the elderly, children and persons with pre-existing respiratory or
cardiovascular illness. Impacts to these individuals would be significant. Mitigation
measures that reduce the level of air quality impacts on Golf Course patrons should be
incorporated into the project.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

There are potential significant impacts to the Blue Line Stream that runs through the
Golf Course and terminates at the proposed Grand Avenue off-ramp. There is also
potential significant impact associated with loss of riparian habitat as well as impact to
raptors with the loss of tall, mature trees. Mitigation measures should include, but not
be limited to, the replacement of trees at a 3:1 ratio with a minimum size of 24 inch box.

LAND USE

If any part of the Golf Course is needed for the Project, there would be an inherent
conflict in land use in that the augmented proximity of the freeway would be
incompatible with an acceptable level of service delivery required for the operation of
the Golf Course.

NOISE

The Project will introduce significant noise impacts to an already elevated level of
ambient noise on the Golf Course where the ability to concentrate is essential to a
positive recreation experience. Again, Golf Course patrons such as the elderly and
children are considered sensitive receptors. Mitigation measures should include, but
not be limited to, the construction of sound walls to reduce the level of noise on the Golf
Course.

PUBLIC SERVICES/RECREATION

The proposed project will result in the Golf Course being located closer to the 57/60
freeway. The loss of Golf Course acreage could result in the use of manufactured
slopes at 2:1 or 1:1 ratios. Moreover, the use of earth retaining wall structures and
protective fencing at heights normally not used in County golf course designs could
result in a negative golf experience not normally experienced on other County golf
courses. The loss of Golf Course acreage will also have a significant impact on the
overall operation of the course as well.

There are two areas of the Golf Course since it is currently bisected by Grand Avenue.
There are six holes west of Grand Avenue and 12 holes east of Grand Avenue. The










ATTACHMENT

Please add the following people to the project mailing list:

Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors - Fourth Supervisorial District

Curt Pedersen, Chief of Staff

Fourth Supervisorial District

Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration, Room 822
500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, 90012

Erin Stibal, Deputy

Fourth Supervisorial District
Bellflower Field Office
10025 East Flower Street
Bellflower, CA 90706

Dick Simons, Deputy

Fourth Supervisorial District
Rowland Heights Field Office
1199 Fairway Drive, Suite 111
Walnut, CA 91789

County of Los Angeles - Department of Parks and Recreation

Russ Guiney, Director

County Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
433 South Vermont Ave.

Los Angeles, CA 90020

John Wicker, Chief Deputy Director

County Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
433 South Vermont Ave.

Los Angeles, CA 90020

Debbie Martin, Administrative Services Deputy Director
County Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
433 South Vermont Ave.

Los Angeles, CA 90020




Los Angeles County - Department of Public Works

Phil Doudar, Unincorporated Areas Liaison

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works

Programs Development Division

900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra CA 91802

DPW Contact - pdoudar@dpw.lacounty.gov Office 626-458-5926

Bill Winter, Assistant Deputy Director

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Programs Development Division

900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra CA 91802

Dennis Hunter, Assistant Deputy Director

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Land Development Division

Programs Development Division

900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra CA 91802

Mr. Toan Duong

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Land Development Division

CEQA Unit

900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra CA 91802

Names for project malling list.doc




County of Los Angeles - Department of Parks and Recreation {(continued)

Mika Yamamoto, Unincorporated Areas Liaison

County Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
433 South Vermont Ave.

Los Angeles, CA 90020

Kandy Hayes, Contracts-Chief

County Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
Contracts, Golf and Special Districts Division

301 N Baldwin Ave

Arcadia, CA 91007

Jorge Badel, Head of Golf Operations

County Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
Contracts, Golf and Special Districts Division

301 N Baldwin Ave

Arcadia, CA 91007

Larry Lee, Golf Director

County Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
Contracts, Golf and Special Districts Division

301 N Baldwin Ave

Arcadia, CA 91007

David Mesa, Architect-Golf

County Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
Contracts, Golf and Special Districts Division

301 N Baldwin Ave

Arcadia, CA 91007

Larry Hensley, Chief of Planning

County Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
510 South Vermont Ave., Room 201

Los Angeles, CA 90020

Joan Rupert, Section Head-Environmental

County Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation

510 South Vermont Ave., Room 201

Los Angeles, CA 90020

Parks and Recreation Contact: jrupert@parks.lacounty.qov; 213-351-5126

Bryan Moscardini, Departmental Facility Planner |

County Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation
510 South Vermont Ave., Roocm 201

Los Angeles, CA 90020










WKE Inc.

MEETING:

DATE:

TIME:

LOCATION:

MEETING MINUTES

Project Scoping Meeting (DB Golf Course)

SR-57/SR-60 Confluence Improvement (EA 279100)

Project Report/ Environmental Document Phase

January 26. 2010
10:00 am to 11: 30 am

Diamond Bar Golf Course

Club House Banquet Room

City of Diamond Bar, CA

WKE JN: 08009-17
Caltrans EA: 279100

FINAL

Date Prepared: 2/16/2010

Date Revised:

Attendees Organization

Agustin Barajas Environmental CT
Alissa Cope Sage Consulting

Bryan Moscardini  County Parks CLA
Casey O'Callaghan Casey O'Callaghan Golf Course Cons
David Doyle D. City Manager CDB
David Liu City Engineer CDB
David Mesa County Parks CLA
Dickie Simmons Board of Supervisor Of CLA
Eduardo Pereira City Contract Manager CNC
Erin Stibal Board of Supervisor Of CLA
Gary Iverson Environmental CT
Grace Lee City of DB CDB
Greg Gubman Planning CDB
Hank Nguyen Project Engineer WKE
Jim DeStefano  City Manager CDB
Jiwanijit Palaha Project Manager CT
Joan Rupert Planning- County of LA CLA
John Ballas City Engineer COl
Jorge Badel County Parks CLA
Larry Hensley Planning- County of LA CLA
Larry Lee County Parks CLA
Lee Lisecki Environmental ICF J&S
Mario Anaya Environmental ICF J&S
Patrick Campbell County Parks CLA
Rick Yee Project Engineer Diamond Bar
Roger Hernandez  Real Estate CLA
Ryan McLean City of DB

Shilpa Trisal Environmental ICF J&S
Wei Koo Project Manager WKE
Distribution

PDT Distribution List (Page 2)

Phone Number

(213)897-7665
(949)243-2282
(213)351-5133
(949)675-5650
(909)839-7012
(909)839-7040
(626)821-4647
(909)594-6561

(626)333-0336x240

(562)804-8208
(213)897-3818
(909)839-7081
(909)839-7065

(714)953-2665x111

(909)839-7011
(213)897-6926
(213)351-5126
(626)333-2211
(626)821-4649
(213)351-5098
(626)821-4646
(213) 627-5376
(213)627-5376
(213)351-1980
(909)839-7043
(213)974-4208
(909)839-7016
(213)627-5376

(714)953-2665 x 110

E-mail Address
agustin barajas@dot.ca.gov
acope@sageenvironmentalgroup.com
bmoscardini@parks.lacounty.gov
casey@golfcoursedesign.net
david.doyle@ci.diamond-bar.ca.us
david.liu@ci.diamond-bar.ca.us
dmesa@co.la.ca.us
Dsimmons@lacbos.org
epereira@cc-eng.com
Estibal@lacbos.org
gary iverson@dot.ca.gov
grace.lee@ci.diamond-bar.ca.us
greg.gubman@ci.diamond-bar.ca.us
hnguyen@wke-inc.com
james.destegano@ci.diamond-bar.ca.us
jiwanjit_palaha@dot.ca.gov
jrupert@parks.lacounty.gov
jdballas@cityofindustry.org
jbadel@parks.lacounty.gov
Ihensley@parks.lacounty.gov
llee@parks.lacounty.gov
llisecki@icfi.com
manaya@icfi.com
pcampbell@parks.lacounty.qgov
rick.yee@ci.diamond-bar.ca.us
rhernandez@ceo.lacounty.gov
ryan.mclean@ci.diamond-bar.ca.us
wkoo@wke-inc.com

accepted as a final version.

The following items presented summarize the substantive items discussed or issues reviewed at the above meeting to the best of the writer's
memory. The information presented herein is for specific direction from the Project Development Team. All attendees are requested to review
these minutes and respond in writing within seven (7) calendar days from receipt. If no responses or comments are received, these minutes will be

Attachments: Meeting Agenda

UFS File 223.01 Sign In Sheet
Golf course scoping meeting 1-26-10.xls




SR-60 Westbound On Ramp at Grand Avenue (EA 255100)
SR-57/SR-60 Confluence Project (EA 279100)
Meeting Minutes

No. Discussion
Item No.

Reference
No.

Subject

Description Status Opened | Due Date [ Complete

Action For

OR Meeting with LA County on Golf Course Redesign 1/26/10

1 PO9A-1

GC

JD Ballas (City of Industry, herein referred to as "City") introduced the project and the goals for info
the meeting. City of Industry is working with City of Diamond Bar to build the 57/60 Confluence

Project. This is a scoping meeting with the County of Los Angeles (CLA) who owns the

Diamond Bar Golf Course (DBGC). The design team will present the impact to DBGC and

solutions to mitigate those impacts. The meeting is to collect comments from CLA on golf

course design by Casey O'Callaghan. City is also sensitive to the concern about possible

impact on future revenues of DBGC due to the proposed improvements, and ask CLA to

provide suggestions on other potential improvements that could be considered for DBGC in

order to offset those impact to the golf course revenues.

2 PO9A-2

DES

. . . . . info
W. Koo went over the project alternative 3A. The engineering team has made several design

refinement from the previous version that was presented to CLA almost two years ago. The
current design for Alt 3A reduces the take in the course from the previous design for Alt 3B. In
addition, the engineering team is working with Caltrans to reduce the proposed bypass ramp
from 2 lanes to a single lane ramp, which further reduces the impact to the golf course. There
is no physical impact to the Ayres Suite Hotel adjacent to DBGC. But there will be a tall cut-
retaining walls next to the hotel. The emergency access on the north end of the hotel will
remain with no impact. The Holiday Inn Express on Gateway Center Dr. will not be affected by
the proposed ramp connector. The single-lane connector would avoid substantial impact to the
golf course east of Grand Avenue, and will avoid impacting the row of private properties east of
Diamond Bar Blvd. The traffic report by KOA resulted in changes in the lane striping at Golden
Spring and Grand Avenue. The street widening would take up an existing landscape buffer
between the street sidewalk and parking, but the parking will not be affected. W. Koo
mentioned that some of the feature (such as a single lane connector) requires a design
exception approval by Caltrans. Caltrans is currently reviewing the Fact Sheet.

3 PO9A-3

GC

Casey O'Callaghan presented the golf course reconfiguration for freeway alternative 3A of the info
SR-57/SR-60 Confluence project. The freeway widening will required the reconfiguration of the

golf course including hole numbers 1, 2,3, 8 and 9. Since the reconfigured Tees and Greens

will be built in areas not been used as part of the fairways, Casey believes all the

reconfigurations would be built while golf course remains operational. There might be a need to

build temporary green complexes at holes 1 and 2 while we build the permanent greens. All

golf course construction would be done and tees and green complexes moved before setting

up a construction fence for the freeway construction. Casey preliminary estimate for

construction duration for the golf course improvements is six months.

4 PO9A-4

GC

C.O'Callaghan provided another option for 9th green which places it closer to the pond. This Open 1/26/10
would reduce the elevation difference from the tee. This was done at the request of J. Badel.

Jorge also suggests for Casey to look at moving the 1st tee back into the existing practice

putting green area. This could increase the length of drive for hole 1 close to 500 yd, and bring

the modified course to a 72 par. This would make up for the loss of yardage shown in Casey's

design. C. O'Callaghan will look into these modifications for the golf course enhancements. J.

Ballas indicated that City is OK with CLA working directly with C. O'Callaghan to bring

these and possibly other enhancement ideas to Casey's design. It's the City's objective

that CLA does not suffer financial loss with a precipitous drop in the number of golfers due to

the proposed modifications to the qolf course.

C. O'Callaghan

UFS File 223.01
MASTER_MEETING_FILE.xls

Page 1 of 3



SR-60 Westbound On Ramp at Grand Avenue (EA 255100)
SR-57/SR-60 Confluence Project (EA 279100)
Meeting Minutes

Item No.

No. Discussion Reference
No.

Subject

Description

Status Opened

Due Date

Complete

Action For

PO9A-5

]
@]

The existing cart-path tunnel under Grand Avenue will have to be relocated. Current proposal
is to build a new tunnel that crosses Grand Avenue at a diagonal alignment about the location
of the proposed eastbound on and off ramp. W. Koo mentioned the alignment does not comply
to Caltrans Encroachment policy, and it would require an approval by Caltrans for a policy
exception. An alternative alignment for the cart-path tunnel to the south is not desirable.
Designers have communicated that to Caltrans already. D. Mesa asked if the proposed tunnel
could risk having ball hitting the cart. Casey said there is some risk for cart hearing east out of
the tunnel that could face #3 tee-off. Casey is proposing to erect a protective fence outside the
cart path for a short length as it emerges from the tunnel going toward #3 Tee box.

Info

PO9A-6

ENV

G. Iverson mentioned that SR-57/SR-60 Confluence project environmental evaluation process
will follow both CEQA and NEPA, and need to comply to Section 5400 and 5409 of the Public
Resource Code, Section 4F, and Parkland Preservation Act. Caltrans is the oversight for
CEQA, but a lead agency for NEPA documents. Part of the requirement of meeting Section 4F
is to keep the existing function as a public golf course. Regarding possible sound walls along
the golf course, G. Iverson indicated that golfers on golf course might not meet the NEPA
definition for "sensitive receptor” . W. Koo indicated that project will evaluate it as part of the
noise analysis

info

PO9A-7

ROW

J. Ballas stated the City is fully aware of its obligation to meet the Public Parkland Preservation
Act PPA). The City has retained OPC as their consultants in looking at various options to make
up for the lost of estimated 9 acres of parkland (from DBGC). City offers to perform the
search for possible replacement land for the 9 acre park. CLA will set the parameters of
which the project could consider in searching for additional acreage to offset for the loss. L.
Henseley will provide the parameters to the City. E. Stibal asked if CLA Park and Rec
could perform the search for the replacement acreage that would meet the requirement
of the PPA. J. Destefano asked if the replacement land needs to stay within the supervisorial
district of Don Knabe (District 04). There appears to be a consensus among the attendees that
the replacement park land should fall within the Supervisorial District 04 boundary.

Open 1/26/10

County Parks

PO9A-8

ROW

D. Mesa asked about Temporary Construction Easement (TCE) requirement. W. Koo
responded that it is anticipated that construction of the freeway widening would require TCE
from the golf course. Specific TCE requirements in DBGC have not been established It will be
the design team's objective to keep the TCE to the minimum to lessen impacting the golf
course.

info

PO9A-9

ENV

CLA would like to reduce or eliminate some of the concrete ribbon drains in the golf course. As
part of the golf course improvements for Holes No. 2 and 9, the existing ribbon drain around
the pond will be piped. CLA is asking if the ribbon drain inside the driving range and in # 1
fairway could be piped as well. A. Cope confirmed the ribbon drains are part of the jurisdiction
water. If we eliminate them with pipes, it will have to be mitigated. A. Cope will discuss the
possibility with the regulatory agencies (Fish & Games and possibly with Fish and
Wildlife Service).

J. Badel (County) added the following post meeting notes into the meeting records:

J. Badel indicated that if the ribbon drains (part of the blue line stream) is to be kept in the golf
course, the agreement needs to address the following:

- Anticipated time delays in golf play

- proposed playing are adjacent to the drain.

- Proposed playing area adjacent to stream area

- Additional maintenance cots

- Golf course take line for 50 year rain storm

- Consider naturalizing the bank and planting the creek.

- Address issues with silt removal

Open 1/26/10

A. Cope

UFS File 223.01

MASTER_MEETING_FILE.xls
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SR-60 Westbound On Ramp at Grand Avenue (EA 255100)
SR-57/SR-60 Confluence Project (EA 279100)
Meeting Minutes

Item No.

No. Discussion Reference
No.

Description

Subject

Status

Opened | Due Date

Complete

Action For

10

PO9A-10

ROW W. Koo distributed the acreage count inside the DBGC that would be displaced by the project.
A total of 8.5 acres is estimated that includes the new eastbound off ramp, the relocation of the
open trench drain along SR-60 to the west of the DBGC, the relocated eastbound slip ramp,
and widening of Grand Avenue.

info

11

PO9A-11

ENV  D. Mesa asked about the protective fencing. C. O'Callaghan stated the work has not been
done. Casey will work with a subconsultant to perform the trajectory study for
establishing the requirements for high protective fencing. It is likely that existing high
fence would remain, or be replaced it is being displaced (such as the one next to the eastbound
off-ramp to Grand Avenue).

J. Badel (County) added the following post meeting notes into the meeting records:

County Golf Operation requesting the following items be added as design
considerations regarding the existing and new protective fencing layout and design:

- The protective fence consultant will prepare alternatives for the County review that would
meet the County's goal for mitigating errant balls without compromising integrity of the course.
- It may be that one alternative needs further modification or that we need to combine different
portions of alternatives to find the best solution

- Design to consider the option of building a new practice putting green in conjunction with the
reconstruction of number 1 tee (add drive length). Level the practice putting green and install a
retaining wall.

- Design to consider converting the existing number 9 green to a practice chipping green. New
protective netting and large trees should be considered for safety.

- Design to consider moving the new number 2 green at the edge of the lake (which may
require a new retaining wall)

- Trees should be replaced with matured trees wherever possible.

- The driving range, related to the new number 2 hole, needs to be thoroughly studied for
safety for the golfers on the second hole.

Open

1/26/10

C. O'Callaghan

12

PO9A-12

ENV  G. Ilverson reminded everyone that while it is appropriate to discuss the improvements as
mitigations to reduce the impact to the golf course, and to ensure DBGC will remain functional,
no dollar amount shall be discussed between the City and CLA over the golf course
improvements, right-of-way and cost to acquire the additional land to replace the 9 acres of
park land, etc.

info

13

PO9A-13

ENV  The main contact person for CLA on all DBGC issues is Jorge Badel
(Jbadel@parks.lacounty.gov). The main contact person from the City's consultant is Wei Koo
(wkoo@wke-inc.com)

info

14

PO9A-14

ENV  W. Koo asked participants to anticipate the meeting minutes in a few days, and to provide
comments to the meeting minutes within 2 weeks after receiving the email. W. Koo also
requested that additional comments that did not get brought up during the meeting can
be written in the meeting minutes as "postcript" notes. They will be annotated in the
final minutes as such.

Open

1/26/10 2/15/10

W. Koo
All attendees

UFS File 223.01

MASTER_MEETING_FILE.xls
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SR-60 Westbound On Ramp at Grand Avenue (EA 255100)
SR-57/SR-60 Confluence Project (EA 279100)
MEETING MINUTES

4/30/2010

Iltem No.

No. Discussion Reference

No.

Subject|

Description

Status Opened | Due Date

Complete

Action For

DIAMOND BAR GOLF COURSE MEETING 4-27-2010

1 L12-1

@
O

C.O'Callaghan went over the two golf course reconfiguration options that he has prepared. Both
options were drawn on Project Alternative 3A footprint. Golf Course Option 3A-1 would maintain
the basic configuration of the course and modify or reconstruct four fairways and five green
complexes. Existing cart path tunnel under Grand will be replaced with a new tunnel running
diagonally underneath Grand at the future eastbound on and off ramp intersection. Option 3A-
2 would require reconfiguring 7 fairways and green complexes. Option 3A-2 would also include
a new cart path tunnel perpendicular to Grand Avenue just south of the proposed EB on and off
ramp intersection. Both options could be constructed without having to shut down part or the
entire course. There will be temporary green complexes in place to allow the plays to continue.
G. Iverson indicated that CT would prefer the option to stage construct the course and to
maintain all 18 holes of play on this golf course through the golf course and freeway
construction.

Info

2 L12-2

GC

J.Badel indicated that County has received this information in a pre-meeting on the 21st. They
are reviewing the two options. County is aware that the team is trying to zero in on a "preferred”
option. The County Parks and Rec needs to check in with the Supervisor's office as well.
Jorge indicated that will take at least 4 weeks of discussions and reviews. They will get
back to the C. O'Callaghan on that when there is a decision.

Open 4/27/10 6/1/10

County

3 L12-3

GC

J. Badel stated in response to Caltrans that the County understands and indeed is supportive
of the freeway and the interchange project. The County and City will work through the mitigation
and golf course improvements to ultimately develop a plan that would keep the golf course in
operation during and post construction of the freeway project to the satisfaction of the County.

Info

4 L12-4

L09-9

GC

C. O'Callaghan indicated that he has developed a list of improvements in addition to the
reconfiguring the fairways and green complexes. J. Badel indicated the County has that list
from C. O'Callaghan, and will be reviewing the list when weighing on the golf course option. G.
Iverson asked the County and City to work on finalizing that list. The improvements on the
list could be considered directly related to the freeway and Grand Avenue construction, and
other improvements that are necessary in order to maintain the golf course to a playable
condition considering the lost of yardage, reduced driving range, areas lost, etc.

TDL 4/27/10

5 L12-5

DES

W. Koo went over the staging concept of the Grand Avenue cart path tunnel reconstruction.
The cart path tunnel will be constructed with the "cut-and-cover" method, and it would be
constructed in two stage while maintaining all six lanes on Grand Avenue. In order to do so,
Grand Avenue needs to be widened on both sides in either stages. Because of the tunnel
construction, part of the confluence project would be constructed in an early construction stage
which would fully construct Grand Avenue south of the proposed tunnel that includes the
widening of Golden Spring Drive. W. Koo indicated the total construction time for the tunnel
and street widening is estimated at 9 months. All the utility and drainage lines in the existing
tunnel will be routed to the new tunnel. Caltrans requires that the existing tunnel be
demolished and filled in afterward.

Info

6 L12-6

L12-4

ENV

J. Rupert asked the designer to provide an estimated construction schedule for the golf course,
Grand Avenue widening and the tunnel reconstruction. County needs the information to be
able to fully assess construction impact to the golf course. W. Koo and C. O'Callaghan will
develop the overall construction schedule.

TDL 4/27/10 5/5/10

W. Koo
C.O'Callaghan

UFS File 223.01
MASTER_MEETING_FILE xls
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SR-60 Westbound On Ramp at Grand Avenue (EA 255100)
SR-57/SR-60 Confluence Project (EA 279100)
MEETING MINUTES

4/30/2010

Iltem No.

No. Discussion Reference

No.

Description

Status

Opened | Due Date

Complete

Action For

7 L12-7

L09-7

o .
3 Subject|

J. Ballas stated that City of Industry would like to know the County's preference for the 10 acre
of replacement land in order for the Project to meet the requirements of the California Parkland
Preservation Act (CPPA). The City has started the initial step in identifying possible sites and
locations with land of similar values and zoning as the DBGC (been it is a low land and flood
detention basin). City of DB has indicated that they might offer to sell 10 acres of an old school
site in the City. (J. Badel requested for the location of that site, J.Ballas requests R. Yee
(City of Diamond Bar) to supply that information). J. Rupert indicated that County is
working on a memo which outlines the options for the project to meet CPPA. The memo is
being reviewed by District 4 Supervisor's office. County will send the memo to the City of
Industry when approved.

TDL

4/27/10

R. Yee
J.Rupert

8 L12-8

ROW

L. Tong suggested that the ROW Datasheet shall assume the 10 (+/-) acres of the golf course
will be acquired by Caltrans for the purpose of constructing the freeway improvements. The
additional 10 acres that the City needs to secure to replace the 10 acres could be handled
through an MOU between the County and the City. Caltrans needs not be involved with that
process.

Info

9 L12-9

ENV

G.Iverson said that Section 4(f) analysis could proceed with the two golf course options without
prejudice. The 4(f) analysis will require a concurrence letter from the County, and suggest the
City to work through the concurrence process with the County.

Regarding the improvements been proposed by the project team, all the proposed
improvements should be addressed in the environmental documents (EIR/EA). However, the
4(f) analysis (Federal document) should focus only on those work that are considered directly
impacted by the freeway and Grand Avenue project. G.lverson also suggests that a
"commitment letter" be prepared as part of the EIR/EA documents that outlines all the
improvements in the DBGC.

Info

10 L12-10

ENV

W. Koo to send to ICF the golf course plan for Alternative 2 that C.O'Callaghan had
previously prepared. The project team is now focusing only on Alt 3A as a technical superior
alternative. Section 4(f) will include Alt 2 and discuss it's impact. Additional clarifications may
be needed from C. O'Callaghan on Alt 2.

TDL

4/27/10 4/30/10

W. Koo

UFS File 223.01
MASTER_MEETING_FILE xls
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

“Creating Community Through People, Parks and Frograms”
Russ Guiney, Director

June 24, 2010

Mr. Wei Koo, SE

WKW, INC
400 N. Tustin Avenue, Suite 295
Santa Ana, California 82705

Dear Mr. Koo:

SR-57/SR-60 CONFLUENCE IMPROVEMENTS
DIAMOND BAR GOLF COURSE (DBGC) IMPACT - REMEDIAL REQUIREMENTS

in regards to the above reference freeway project, its encroachment and impact on the DBGC,
the County of Los Angeles is requiring the following remedial action under Alternative 3A-2:

¢ Construct/reconstruct 18 tee complexes with sufficient area for what is traditionally
referenced as back, middie, forward and family tees.

Construct/reconstruct 18 green complexes, with bunkering.

Retention of “wall to wall” cart path.

Construct/reconstruct of fairway bunkers.

Construct/reconstruct existing practice putting green, currently located immediately
behind the 1 tee complex.

Conversion the existing 8™ green to a practice pitching green, with bunker.

Reconstruct of existing driving range tee-line.

“Burying” Blue Line stream.

Construct sound wall (with landscaping) separating the DBGC from the 57/60 freeway
interchange and its encroachment onto the course.

e Upgrades to exterior of existing clubhouse and snack bar facility.

» Protective screening and trees as required for safety and playability.

e & & @

* & o »

The above is a preliminary general scope and subject to adjustment by the County.
Should you have any guestions or comments, do not hesitate to contact me at (626) 821-4649.

Sincerely,

Jorge A. Badel
Senior Golf Director

¢: Erin Stibal, Parks Deputy, Fourth District
Joan Rupert, Parks and Recreation
File

Contracts, Golf, & Speciai Districts Division = 301 N. Baldwin Ave. - Arcadia, CA 91007-2697 « (626) 821-4600
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e  Other nuisance impacts related to increase in noise, dust, presence of construction
vehicles, etc

As part of an ongoing effort to minimize adverse effects on the Diamond Bar Golf Course
property, a plan for reconfiguration of the golf course has been prepared. In September, 2008,
the City of Industry hired a golf course consultant, Casey O'Callaghan Golf Course Design,
Inc., who had extensive experience working with the County on similar golf course projects.
Since that time, Casey O'Callaghan Golf Course Design, Inc. has been working on various
schemes for reconfiguration and looking at ways to minimize playability effects on the golf
course, which included a design option where seven holes would be directly affected. During
the preparation of this plan, Casey O'Callaghan Golf Course Design, Inc., the City and
Caltrans have been in touch with the County and have taken their feedback into account. A
letter from the County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation dated June 24,
2010 (attached herein) provided the basis for the redesign of the golf course improvement.
Attached is the latest golf course plan dated December 7, 2010, which includes the following
features or measures to minimize harm:

o All eighteen tee complexes will be reconstructed

¢ All eighteen green complexes, including greenside sand bunkers will be reconstructed

e All fairway sand bunkers will be reconstructed

e The wall to wall cart path system will be maintained. There are areas where the
existing cart path must be demolished and removed and a new cart path installed
because of golf hole location changes

e The practice putting green will be reconstructed

e The existing hole #9 green complex will be converted to a practice pitching green
with sand bunkers

e The practice range tee will be located further to the south by approximately fifty feet
to create a safer relationship between the practice range and hole #2. Hole #2 will be
shifted further south

e The concrete channel surface drains that bi-sect the fairways throughout the golf
course will be replaced with under-drain pipes and the original ground will be grassed

e [Existing golf course features such as protective netting and trees displaced by the
project will be replaced as required for the safety, aesthetics, and playability of the
golf course

The proposed golf course modifications will allow the golf course to maintain a par 72. The
modifications will allow the golf course to increase from 6,801 yards to 6,848 yards.
Other enhancements to the golf course would also be undertaken to address aesthetic impacts,

these are:

o  Washing or repainting the exterior of the clubhouse facility and snack bar that may be
affected by construction dust
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(66 dBA or higher) for active sporting areas; four are located at the westerly side of DBGC, and ten are located at
the easterly side of DBGC.

The noise modeling conducted by the consultant using 12 foot high and 14 foot high sound walls indicated that
only one receptor on the westerly half of DBGC will receive a noise reduction of 5 dBA with a 12 foot high wall.
The analysis also concluded that seven of the ten receptors that exceed the NAC threshold on the easterly half of
DBGC will receive noise reduction of SdBA with a 12 foot wall. No additional receptors on either side of the
golf course were benefited by increasing the wall height from 12 to 14 feet. A copy of the Noise Analysis
Memorandum prepared by our consultant (ICF International) is attached herein.

The estimated construction costs for the noise walls are $932,000 and $1,060,000 for the westerly half and
easterly half of DBGC, respectively. For a noise wall to meet the “cost reasonableness” criteria, maximum per
impacted and benefited receptor is $55,000. Therefore, it is apparent that neither wall would meet the
reasonableness criteria. However, with all seven impacted receptors on the easterly half of the golf course
meeting the feasibility criteria (> SdBA noise reduction), we will be recommending that a 12 foot high sound wall
along the right edge of SR-60 for the easterly half of the golf course be constructed as part of the SR-57/SR-60
Confluence Project. The cost reasonable criteria may be met with local contributions (non Federal match) toward
the construction of that noise wall.

Clubhouse and Snack Bar

The County Parks and Recreations staff have clarified this item. We understand the County’s intention to “spruce
up” the existing building and the breezeway with architectural cladding around the steel posts of the existing
breezeway covers, and architectural fagade with lattice or similar architectural treatment on the exterior walls of
the clubhouse and the snack bars. The minor architectural improvements on the exterior of the clubhouse and

snack bar are expected to cost under $200,000. ,

Blueline Stream

The County Parks and Recreations staff have clarified this item. We understand the intent is to replace the
existing concrete gutters across the fairways with underground pipes, and a complete sub-drain system be placed
in all tees, bunkers and greens. The sub-drain pipes need to be connected to a drainage facility that eventually

drains to the drainage channel on SR-60.

Golf Course Plan

We appreciate the input from the County staff on redesigning the DBGC. The design by Casey O’Callaghan will
be the foundation for the design of the final freeway improvements on SR-60 and the Grand Avenue Interchange.
We will commit to keeping the County staff continuously informed of the latest golf course design and the
freeway improvements plans until the project is approved.

Fiscal Impact
City of Industry is fully aware that the freeway improvements will negatively impact the continuing operation of

the golf course throughout the construction of the freeway and the golf courses’ improvements.  Such
interruptions will result in reducing the number of golf course patrons and declining revenues to the
County and the golf course operator for several years. Caltrans will serve the role of the right-of-way agent for the
57/60 Confluence Project after the approval of the environmental documents. The fiscal impact will be part of
their appraisal process. Following the standard environmental process, those activities can take place only after
both NEPA and CEQA approval have been obtained for this project.

Caltrans has requested that we seek the County’s concurrence on the proposed improvements to the DBGC as
outlined in my previous letter on January 25, 2011 with the clarifications provided herein. Considering the overall

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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benefits that the improved SR-60 and SR-57 will bring to the County residents, we urge your concurrence. These
proposed improvements, developed through ongoing consultations with the County concerning the DBGC and the
proposed SR-60/SR-57 Confluence project, will be incorporateéd into the project design and/or included as
avoidance and minimization measures in the Draft EIR/EA, and included as measures to minimize harm (on the
DBGC property) under Section 4(f) of the United States Department of Transportation Act.

Please be reminded that by executing your signature below, the County only concurs with the proposed golf
course reconstructions and the associated improvements on the DBGC as described herein.

All future actions, including commenting on the Draft EIR/EA, and negotiating the right-of-ways and fiscal
impacts remain completely open, and are not considered as part of the concurrence action herein.

Thank you for your time and continuing support. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact

me at any time at (213) 897-0703.

Sincerely, :

M J @d ;f/‘ December 19, 20111

Ronald J.Kostiski, Deputy DireCtor—" Date

Caltrans District 7

Ce: Jorge Badel, County of Los Angeles Department of P&R
Erin Stibal, County Supervisor Field Deputy
Dickie Simmons, County Supervisor Field Deputy
David Liu, City of Diamond Bar
Wei Koo, WKE

Attachments:
Copy of January 25, 2011 letter from City of Industry
Copy of March 15, 2011 letter from County Supervisor Knabe
Noise Memo by ICF Jones and Stokes dated November 15, 2011

Concurrence by the County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreations:

Name and Title Agency Date

"Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

ac
acc/mvm
ACP

ADA

ADT
AHERA
APE
AQMP
ASTs
Basin Plan
BMPs
BSA

C

Cal-IPC
Caltrans
CDFG
CEC

CEQ
CEQA
CERCLA

CESA
CFR
CHP
CIA
CMP
CMS
CNPS
CO,
COZEEP
CRHR
CTP
CWA
dBA
DBH
DOGGR
DSA
DTSC

acres

accidents/million vehicle miles

asbestos cement pipe

Americans with Disabilities Act

Average Daily Traffic

Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act-
Area of Potential Effect

Air Quality Management Plan

aboveground storage tanks

Water Quality Control Plan, Los Angeles Region
best management practices

Biological Study Area

Commercial

California Invasive Plant Council

California Department of Transportation
California Department of Fish and Game
California Energy Commission

Council on Environmental Quality

California Environmental Quality Act

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Act of 1980

California Endangered Species Act

Code of Federal Regulations

California Highway Patrol

Community Impact Assessment

Congestion Management Plan

changeable message signs

California Native Plant Society

carbon dioxide

Construction Zone Enhanced Enforcement Program
California Register of Historical Resources
Comprehensive Transportation Plan

Clean Water Act

A-weighted decibels

diameter at breast height

California Department of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources
Disturbed Soil Area

Department of Toxic Substances Control



EDR
EIC
EIR
FESA
FHWA
FTIP
GC
GHGs
GSRDS
HCM
HDM
HMMP
HOV
HPSR
I

ISA

kV
LACM
LBP
LBV
LEDPA
LOS

M
MBTA
Metro
MPO
MS4
NAC
NADR
NAHC
NEPA
NHPA
NHS
NOAA Fisheries Service

NPDES
NRHP

NSR

Open Space
PA

PCB

Environmental Data Resources, Inc.
Eastern Information Center
environmental impact report

Federal Endangered Species Act

Federal Highway Administration

Federal Transportation Improvement Plan
Golf Course

greenhouse gases

Gross Solids Removal Devices

Highway Capacity Manual

Highway Design Manual

Habitat Mitigation Monitoring Plan
High-Occupancy Vehicle

Historic Property Survey Report
Interstate

Initial Site Assessment

kilovolt

Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County
lead-based paint

least Bell’s vireo

least environmentally damaging practicable alternative
level of service

Industrial Manufacturing

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
metropolitan planning organization
municipal separate storm sewer system
noise abatement criteria

Noise Abatement Decision Report

Native American Heritage Commission
National Environmental Policy Act
National Historic Preservation Act
National Highway System

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s National
Marine Fisheries Service

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
National Register of Historic Places

Noise Study Report

oS

Programmatic Agreement

polychlorinated biphenyl



PD Overlay
PFS

PID

PPDG

PQS

PRC
Protocol

PUC
PVC
RAP
RCP
RCRA
REC
RTIP
RTP
RWQCB
SCAG
SCAQMD
SCE
SCE
SHPO
SR

Ssp

Supplemental
Memorandum

SVP
SWDR
SWMP
SWPPP
SWRCB
SWWFC
TASAS
TCEs
TCR
TDM
TeNS
TMDL
TMP
TNM
TSM

Planned Development Overlay
Project Feasibility Study
Project Initiation Document
Project Planning Design Guide
Professionally Qualified Staff
Public Resources Code

Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol for New Highway Construction
and Reconstruction Projects

Public Utilities Commission

polyvinyl chloride

Department’s Relocation Assistance Program
Regional Comprehensive Plan

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976
recognized environmental condition

Regional Transportation Improvement Program
Regional Transportation Plan

Regional Water Quality Control Board

Southern California Association of Governments
South Coast Air Quality Management District’s
Southern California Edison

Southern California Edison

State Historic Preservation Officer

State Route

Standard Special Provision

Supplemental Hazardous Materials Update to Technical
Memorandum

Society of Vertebrate Paleontology
Stormwater Data Report

Stormwater Management Plan
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
State Water Resources Control Board
southwestern willow flycatcher

Traffic Accident Surveillance and Analysis System
Temporary construction easements
Transportation Concept Report
Transportation Demand Management
Technical Noise Supplement

Total Maximum Daily Load
Transportation Management Plan
Traffic Noise Model

Transportation System Management



USACE
usc
USFWS
UST
WDRs
WouUS
WPCP

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
United States Code

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
underground stage tank

Waste Discharge Requirements
waters of the United States
Water Pollution Control Plan
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DISTRICT 7 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD

State Route 57/State Route 60 Confluence at Grand Avenue

(Insert EA #)

(Cty-Rte-PM)

Log No. Commitment Type

BIOLOGY

Native Trees

BIO 1

Responsible Party

Department; County
of Los Angeles; City
of Industry; City of
Diamond Bar;
Construction
Contractor

Monitoring
Frequency

Implementation/
Monitoring
Phase

SSP#/
NSSP#

Env Doc/ Permits/
Specs/ Plans/ Estimates
REFERENCE

Commitment Measure

BIO-1: Native trees, including coast
live oak present within the existing
Caltrans landscaped areas, that
require removal shall be replaced in
proximity to the BSA as follows:
Mark and replace all native trees
greater than 6 inch diameter at
breast height (dbh) (4.5 feet above
surrounding grade) with the same
species at a 1:1 ratio. Source
materials should be of the same
subspecies and/or variety locally
present and from seeds or cuttings
gathered within coastal southern
California to ensure local
provenance. Locations for the tree
planting include the Caltrans right-
of-way, Diamond Bar Golf Course,
and the downstream portion of
Diamond Bar Creek owned by the
City of Industry.

Completed
Signature
Page

Remarks

BIO 2 Tree Removal

Department; County
of Los Angeles; City
of Diamond Bar;
Construction
Contractor

Native trees shall
be marked prior to
Construction and
replaced prior to
the completion of
Construction.

BIO-2: The City of Diamond Bar's
Tree Removal Permit process shall
be applicable for the removal of any
native trees outside of the freeway
right-of-way. All removed native
trees located outside of Caltrans
landscaped areas shall be replaced
as follows: Mark and replace all
native trees greater than 6 inch
diameter at breast height (dbh) (4.5
feet above surrounding grade) with
the same species at a 2:1 ratio.
Source materials should be of the
same subspecies and/or variety
locally present and from seeds or
cuttings gathered within coastal
southern California to ensure local
provenance. Locations for the tree
planting include the Caltrans right-
of-way, Diamond Bar Golf Course,
and the downstream portion of
Diamond Bar Creek owned by the
City of Industry.
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DISTRICT 7 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD

State Route 57/State Route 60 Confluence at Grand Avenue

(Insert EA #)
(Cty-Rte-PM)

Log No.

Commitment Type

Responsible Party

Monitoring
Frequency

Implementation/
Monitoring
Phase

SSP#/
NSSP#

Env Doc/ Permits/

Specs/ Plans/ Estimates

REFERENCE

Commitment Measure

Completed
Signature
Page

Remarks

BIO 3

Construction

Department;
Resource Agencies;
Construction
Contractor

During
Construction

BIO-3: To the extent feasible,
construction activities shall occur
outside the rainy season (October
to May) to ensure that erosion
caused by construction activities
does not occur and that
sedimentation is not deposited
within the storm drain system or any
adjacent drainages. If construction
occurs during the rainy season,
appropriate erosion and storm water
control devices shall be in place and
maintained throughout the rainy
season. Additional measures may
be imposed subject to the
concurrence of the resource
agencies (including USACE, CDFG,
and RWQCB) and may entail one or
more of the following options in
order of preference: 1) onsite
creation or enhancement of riparian
habitat; 2) offsite creation or
enhancement of riparian habitat;
and/or 3) participation in an
established offsite mitigation bank
program. The appropriate mitigation
ratio would be determined in
coordination with the resource
agencies based on the quality of
jurisdictional resources to be
affected.

BIO 4

Construction

Department; City of
Industry; US Army
Corps of Engineers;
Construction
Contractor

Concurrent with
the initiation of
construction

B10-4: Concurrent with the initiation
of construction, permanent impacts
on WoUS and wetlands shall be
offset through replacement within
the downstream portion of Diamond
Bar Creek owned by the City of
Industry at a minimum ratio of 2:1.

BIO 5

Habitat Mitigation
Monitoring Plan

Department; Qualified
Biologist; US Army
Corps of Engineers;
California Department
of Fish and Game

Prior to
Construction

BIO-5: A Habitat Mitigation
Monitoring Plan (HMMP) shall be
prepared and approved by USACE
and CDFG prior to the
commencement of construction
within jurisdictional waters. At a
minimum, the HMMP will meet the
following criteria: The habitat shall
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DISTRICT 7 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD

State Route 57/State Route 60 Confluence at Grand Avenue

(Insert EA #)

(Cty-Rte-PM)

Log No.

Commitment Type

Responsible Party

Monitoring
Frequency

Implementation/
Monitoring
Phase

SSP#/
NSSP#

Env Doc/ Permits/
Specs/ Plans/ Estimates
REFERENCE

Commitment Measure

Completed
Signature
Page

Remarks

be replaced and/or enhanced at a
minimum 2:1 ratio. The HMMP shall
identify a success criterion of at
least 80 percent cover of native
riparian vegetation for replaced
habitat. Further criteria specified in
the HMMP shall include a 5-year
establishment period for the
replacement habitat, regular trash
removal, and regular maintenance
and monitoring activities to ensure
the success of the mitigation plan.

BIO 6

Permit

Department; US
Army Corps of
Engineers

Prior to
Construction

BlO-6: A nationwide permit shall be
obtained through the USACE prior
to obtaining grading permits,
pursuant to Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act.

BIO 7

Streambed Alteration

Department;
California Department
of Fish and Game

Prior to
Construction

BIO-7: A streambed alteration
notification shall be submitted and
authorization from the CDFG shall
be obtained prior to obtaining
grading permits.

BIO 8

Certification from
Region 4

Department; Regional
Water Quality Control
Board

Prior to
Construction

BIO-8: A certification or waiver from
the Region 4 RWQCB shall be
obtained prior to the initiation of
construction.

BIO 9

Grubbing of Vegetation

Department;
Construction
Contractor; Qualified
Biologist

Prior to
Construction

B10O-9: Grubbing of vegetation shall
occur outside of the raptor nesting
season, generally defined as
January 15 to September 15, to
avoid potential impacts on nesting
birds. However, work may occur
during the nesting season if a
preconstruction nest survey is
conducted by a qualified biologist.
The surveys shall be conducted no
more than 3 days prior to the start
of work to protect native nesting
birds. The survey shall be
conducted within the proposed
impact area and adjacent suitable
habitat up to 500 feet outside the
BSA. Should nesting raptors be
present, no work shall be conducted
in that area until the young have
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DISTRICT 7 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD

State Route 57/State Route 60 Confluence at Grand Avenue

(Insert EA #)

(Cty-Rte-PM)

Log No. Commitment Type

Responsible Party

Monitoring
Frequency

Implementation/
Monitoring
Phase

SSP#/
NSSP#

Env Doc/ Permits/
Specs/ Plans/ Estimates
REFERENCE

Commitment Measure

Completed
Signature
Page

Remarks

fledged and will no longer be
affected by the project, as
determined by the qualified
biologist.

BIO 10 Construction Staging

Department;
Construction
Contractor

Prior to and
during
construction

B10-10: On-site construction
staging would occur just north of the
westbound SR-60/southbound SR-
57 near the Grand Avenue on- and
off-ramps. Additional equipment
storage may occur south north of
the westbound SR-60/southbound
SR-57 Grand Avenue on-ramp,
however, no rock crushing would
occur at that location to avoid
potential adverse noise impacts to
birds nesting along Diamond Bar
Creek."

BIO 11 Construction

Department;
Construction
Contractor

Daily during
construction

BIO-11: Construction equipment
shall be cleaned of mud or other
debris that may contain invasive
plants and/or seeds and inspected
to reduce the potential of spreading
noxious weeds (before mobilizing to
arrive at the site and before leaving
the site).

BIO 12 Construction

Department;
Construction
Contractor

Daily during
Construction

BIO-12: Trucks with loads carrying
vegetation shall be covered, and
vegetative materials removed from
the site shall be disposed of in
accordance with all applicable laws
and regulations.
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VIS 1

VIS 2

VIS 3

Appendix_F_ECR

Department; County
of Los Angeles; City
of Diamond Bar;
Construction
Contractor

DISTRICT 7 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD

State Route 57/State Route 60 Confluence at Grand Avenue

Prior to
Construction

(Insert EA #)
(Cty-Rte-PM)

VIS-1 Removed trees and
vegetation within Diamond Bar Golf
Course shall be replaced with
landscaping that is compatible to
the surrounding area and similar to
the existing landscaping.
Landscaping shall also be installed
along the golf course face of the
proposed soundwall and along the
Diamond Bar Golf Course edges of
the freeway and Grand Avenue
interchange to buffer views. The
City of Diamond Bar, County of Los
Angeles Department of Parks and
Recreation, and the Caltrans District
Landscape Architect shall
cooperatively determine the
landscape reconfiguration of
Diamond Bar Golf Course in this
area.

Department; City of
Diamond Bar;
Construction
Contractor

Prior to the
completion of
Construction

VIS-2 Landscaping shall be
installed within the Grand Avenue
median and along the disturbed
portions of Grand Avenue and
Golden Springs Road, where
feasible. Landscaping shall be
compatible with that of the
surrounding area and selected in
consultation with the City of
Diamond Bar and the Caltrans
District Landscape Architect.

Department;
Construction
Contractor

Prior to the
completion of
Construction

VIS-3 To maintain the context of the
project area (e.g., color, form, and
texture), the project shall install
landscaping that is compatible with
the existing landscaping along
disturbed portions of SR-57/SR-60
through the project site.
Landscaping shall include
shrub/groundcover mass planting
(where feasible) and landscape
treatment along walls (where
feasible) to soften the hardscape
features from the walls. The
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DISTRICT 7 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD

State Route 57/State Route 60 Confluence at Grand Avenue

(Insert EA #)
(Cty-Rte-PM)

landscape concept, plan, and plant
palette shall be determined in
consultation with, and approved by,
the Caltrans District Landscape
Architect during the Plans,
Specifications, and Estimate
(PS&E) phase and shall be
consistent with all water quality
treatment requirements for the
project. The Caltrans District
Landscape Architect shall review
and approve the planting plan to
avoid the use of invasive plant
species. Erosion control plant
species utilized shall be determined
in consultation with, and approved
by, the Caltrans District Landscape
Architect to ensure that the mix and
application strategy is appropriate
for the specific soil composition of
the area.

Prior to
Construction

VIS-4 To increase the unity of the
freeway corridor, landscape and/or
architectural treatments (e.g., color,
texture) for the freeway-facing side
of the proposed soundwall along
Diamond Bar Golf Course shall be
applied and determined in
consultation with the Caltrans
District Landscape Architect during
the PS&E phase.

VIS 4 Department;
Construction
Contractor

VIS 5 Department;

Construction
Contractor

Prior to
Construction

VIS-5 Construction lighting types,
plans, and placement shall be
reviewed at the discretion of the
Caltrans District Landscape
Architect to minimize light and glare
impacts on surrounding sensitive
uses.
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DISTRICT 7 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD

State Route 57/State Route 60 Confluence at Grand Avenue

(Insert EA #)

(Cty-Rte-PM)

Log No.

CuL1

Commitment Type

CULTURAL
RESOURCES

Environmentally
Sensitive Areas for
Archaeological
Resources

Responsible Party

Department;
Construction
Contractor; Qualified
Archaeologist

Monitoring
Frequency

Implementation/
Monitoring
Phase

During
Construction

SSP#/
NSSP#

Env Doc/ Permits/
Specs/ Plans/ Estimates
REFERENCE

Commitment Measure

CUL-1: A qualified professional
archaeologist shall monitor the
initial phase of ground disturbing
activities for the project. If buried
cultural resources, such as flaked or
ground stone, historic debris,
building foundations, or non-human
bone, are inadvertently discovered
during ground-disturbing activities,
work shall stop in that area and
within 100 feet of the find. Caltrans
District 7 shall be immediately
notified. At the direction of Caltrans,
a qualified archaeologist shall
assess the significance of the find
and, if necessary, develop
appropriate treatment measures.
Treatment measures typically
include development of avoidance
strategies, capping with fill material,
or mitigation of impacts through
data recovery programs such as
excavation or detailed
documentation. If required, recovery
of significant archaeological
deposits shall occur using standard
archaeological techniques, including
manual or mechanical excavations,
monitoring, soils testing,
photography, mapping, or drawing
to adequately recover scientifically
consequential information from and
about the archaeological resource.
If, during cultural resources
monitoring, the qualified
archaeologist determines that the
sediments being excavated are
previously disturbed or unlikely to
contain significant cultural materials,
the qualified archaeologist shall
specify that monitoring be reduced
or eliminated.

Completed
Signature
Page

Remarks
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DISTRICT 7 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD

State Route 57/State Route 60 Confluence at Grand Avenue
(Insert EA #)
(Cty-Rte-PM)

Log No.

Commitment Type

Implementation/ SSP# | Env Doc/ Permits/ Completed
Monitoring NSSP# Specs/ Plans/ Estimates Commitment Measure Signature
Phase REFERENCE Page

Monitoring

Responsible Party Frequency

Remarks

CUL 2

Human Remains

Department; During CUL-2: If human remains are
Construction Construction exposed during construction, State
Contractor Health and Safety Code Section
7050.5 states that no further
disturbance shall occur until the
county coroner has made the
necessary findings as to origin and
disposition pursuant to PRC
Section 5097.98. Construction must
halt in the area of the discovery of
human remains, the area must be
protected, and consultation and
treatment must occur as prescribed
by law. If the coroner determines
the remains to be Native American,
the coroner must contact the NAHC
within 24 hours. If Native American
human remains are discovered
during project construction, it will be
necessary to comply with state laws
related to Native American burials,
which are under the jurisdiction of
the NAHC (PRC Section 5097).

For remains of Native American
origin, no further excavation or
disturbance shall take place until
the most likely descendant of the
deceased Native American(s)
makes a recommendation to the
landowner or the person
responsible for the excavation work
regarding the means of treating or
disposing of the human remains
and any associated grave goods,
with appropriate dignity, as provided
in PRC Section 5097.98, or the
NAHC is unable to identify a most
likely descendant or the descendant
fails to make a recommendation
within 48 hours after being notified
by the commission. In consultation
with the most likely descendant, the
project archaeologist and the
project proponent shall determine a
course of action regarding
preservation or excavation of Native
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DISTRICT 7 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD

State Route 57/State Route 60 Confluence at Grand Avenue

(Insert EA #)

(Cty-Rte-PM)

Log No.

Commitment Type

Responsible Party

Monitoring
Frequency

Implementation/
Monitoring
Phase

SSP#/
NSSP#

Env Doc/ Permits/
Specs/ Plans/ Estimates
REFERENCE

Commitment Measure

Completed
Signature
Page

Remarks

CUL3

Department;
Construction
Contractor; Qualified
Paleontologist

Prior to and
during
construction

American human remains, and this
recommendation shall be
implemented expeditiously. If a
most likely descendent cannot be
located or does not make a
recommendation, the project
archaeologist and the project
proponent shall determine a course
of action regarding preservation or
excavation of Native American
human remains, which shall be
submitted to the NAHC for review
prior to implementation.

CUL-3: A qualified paleontologist
shall produce a Paleontological
Monitoring and Mitigation Plan for
the proposed project and supervise
monitoring of construction
excavations. Paleontological
resource monitoring shall include
inspection of exposed rock units
during active excavations within
geologically sensitive sediments.
Surface grading or shallow
excavation in the younger
Quaternary alluvium exposed in the
lower lying portions of the proposed
project area is unlikely to encounter
any significant vertebrate fossils.
However, deeper excavations in
those areas, as well as any
excavations in the bedrock Puente
Formation deposits exposed in the
elevated portions of the proposed
project area, will, in all likelihood,
uncover significant fossil vertebrate
remains. Most of the fossil fish from
the Puente Formation are quite
small, so monitoring shall include
close inspection of the rocks. The
qualified paleontologist shall retain
the option of reducing monitoring if,
in his or her professional opinion,
the sediments being monitored
were previously disturbed.
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Responsible Party

Monitoring
Frequency

Implementation/
Monitoring
Phase

SSP#/
NSSP#

Env Doc/ Permits/
Specs/ Plans/ Estimates
REFERENCE

Commitment Measure

Completed
Signature
Page

Remarks

Monitoring may also be reduced if
the potentially fossiliferous units,
previously described, are not
present or, if present, are
determined by qualified
paleontological personnel to have a
low potential to contain fossil
resources. The monitor shall have
authority to temporarily divert
grading away from exposed fossils
to professionally and efficiently
recover the fossil specimens and
collect associated data. All efforts to
avoid delays in project schedules
shall be made. If potentially
significant paleontological resources
are discovered during ground-
disturbing activities, work shall stop
within 50 feet of the find. To prevent
construction delays, paleontological
monitors would be equipped with
the necessary tools for the rapid
removal of fossils and retrieval of
associated data. This equipment
would include handheld global
positioning system receivers and
digital cameras as well as a tool kit
with specimen containers, matrix
sampling bags, field labels, field
tools (awls, hammers, chisels,
shovels, etc.), and plaster kits. At
each fossil locality, field data forms
would be used to record pertinent
geologic data, stratigraphic sections
would be measured, and
appropriate sediment samples
would be collected and submitted
for analysis. The collected fossils
would be transported to a
paleontological laboratory for
processing where they would be
prepared to the point of
identification, identified by qualified
experts, and listed in a database to
facilitate analysis. Significant
specimens would be deposited in a
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Implementation/
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SSP#/
NSSP#
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Specs/ Plans/ Estimates

REFERENCE

Commitment Measure

Completed
Signature
Page

Remarks

COM 1 Construction-related

traffic

Department; City of
Industry; City of
Diamond Bar;
Construction
Contractor

Prior to
Construction

designated paleontological curation
facility, such as the Natural History
Museum of Los Angeles County.
The qualified paleontologist would
prepare a final monitoring and
mitigation report to be filed, at a
minimum, with the project
proponent, Caltrans, and the
repository. The final report would
include a discussion of the results of
the mitigation and monitoring
program; an evaluation and analysis
of the fossils collected, including an
assessment of their significance,
age, and geologic context; an
itemized inventory of fossils
collected; a confidential appendix of
locality and specimen data with
locality maps and photographs; an
appendix of curation agreements
and other appropriate
communications; and a copy of the
project-specific paleontological
monitoring and mitigation plan.

COM-1: The project shall develop
and implement a Transportation
Management Plan (TMP) to reduce
construction-related traffic impacts
on public services, community
facilities, and pedestrian circulation.
The TMP would be prepared during
the PA/ED and PS&E phases for
implementation during construction
to mitigate the traffic impacts
caused by construction of the
proposed project. The TMP will
identify potential measures as
public awareness, changeable
message signs (CMS), and
Construction Zone Enhanced
Enforcement Program (COZEEP)
because night closure of SR-60/SR-
57 would be required.
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Log No.

uTil

Commitment Type

| utwmes

General

Responsible Party

Department

Monitoring
Frequency

Implementation/
Monitoring
Phase

Prior to
construction

SSP#/
NSSP#

REFERENCE

Env Doc/ Permits/
Specs/ Plans/ Estimates

Commitment Measure

UT-1: Design, construction, and
inspection of utilities that will need
to be relocated for the project would
be undertaken in accordance with
Caltrans requirements. The
Department will coordinate with the
affected service provider in each
instance to ensure that work is
during times of low demand and in
accordance with the appropriate
requirements and criteria. Affected
businesses and residents will be
notified prior to disruption.

Completed
Signature
Page

Remarks

uT 2

Utility Providers
Coordination

Department

Prior to
construction

UT-2: Coordination with the utility
providers will be initiated during the
through final design and
construction, consistent with
Caltrans requirements.

uT3

Utility Rerouting

Department

Prior to
construction

UT-3: Coordination efforts will
include planning utility rerouting,
identifying potential conflicts,
ensuring that construction of the
proposed project minimizes
disruption to utility operations, and
formulating strategies for any
unanticipated problems that may
arise during construction.

uT 4

Emergency Service
Providers

Appendix_F_ECR

Department

Department; City of
Industry; City of
Diamond Bar;
Construction
Contractor

Prior to and
during
Construction

Prior to and
during
Construction

UT-4: Caltrans will coordinate with
emergency service providers to
avoid emergency service delays by
ensuring that all providers are
aware well in advance of temporary
road closures and detours.

NOI-1: Sound control shall conform
to the provisions in Section 14-8.02,
“Noise Control,” of Caltrans’ Draft
2010 Standard Specifications and
Special Provisions, which states the
following: “Do not exceed 86 dBA at
50 feet from the job site activities
from 9 p.m. to 6 a.m. Use an
alternative warning method instead
of a sound signal unless required by
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(Insert EA #)
(Cty-Rte-PM)

safety laws. Equip an internal
combustion engine with the
manufacturer-recommended
muffler. Do not operate an internal
combustion engine on the job site
without the appropriate muffler.”
This requirement in no way relieves
the contractor from responsibility for
complying with local ordinances
regulating noise levels. The noise
level requirement shall apply to the
equipment on the job or related to
the job, including trucks, transit
mixers or transient equipment that
may or may not be owned by the
contractor. The use of loud signals
shall be avoided in favor of light
warnings, except those required by
safety laws for the protection of
personnel. Full compensation for
conforming to the requirements of
this section shall be considered as
included in the prices for the various
contract items of work involved, and
no additional compensation will be
allowed. As directed by Caltrans,
the contractor will implement
appropriate additional noise
mitigation measures, including
changing the location of stationary
construction equipment, turning off
idling equipment, rescheduling
construction activity, notifying
adjacent residents in advance of
construction work, and installing
acoustic barriers around stationary
construction noise sources. The
following Standard Special
Provision (SSP) will be edited
specifically for this project during
the PS&E phase. The content of
SSP-S5-310 can be found at the
following link:
http://pd.dot.ca.gov/env/noise/html/n
oise_sp.htm.

13 of 20

January 10, 2013




DISTRICT 7 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD

State Route 57/State Route 60 Confluence at Grand Avenue
(Insert EA #)
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Department; Prior to HAZ-1: Prior to construction,
Construction Construction aerially deposited lead surveys and
Contractor testing shall be conducted so that
special handling, treatment, or
disposal provisions associated with
aerially deposited lead may be
included in construction documents
(if any aerially deposited lead is
present), ensuring compliance with
any applicable special handling,
treatment, and/or disposal
requirements for aerially deposited

lead material.
Department; Prior to HAZ-2: Due to the age of the on-
Construction Construction site structures (including bridge
Contractor structures), lead-based paints

(LBPs) may be present and shall be
tested during the PS&E phase of
the project. If present, LBPs shall be
disposed of at an appropriate
permitted disposal facility should
renovation or demolition occur. If,
during demolition of the bridge
structure(s), paint is separated from
the building material (e.g.,
chemically or physically), the paint
waste shall be evaluated
independently from the building
material to determine its proper
management. According to the
DTSC, if paint is not removed from
the building material during
demolition (and is not chipping and
peeling), the material could be
disposed of as construction debris
(a non-hazardous waste). It is
recommended that the landfill
operator be contracted in advance
to determine any specific
requirements they may have
regarding the disposal of LBP
projects.

Appendix_F_ECR 14 of 20 January 10, 2013



DISTRICT 7 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD

State Route 57/State Route 60 Confluence at Grand Avenue

(Insert EA #)

(Cty-Rte-PM)

Log No. Commitment Type

HAZ 3

HAZ 4

HAZ 5

HAZ 6

Appendix_F_ECR

Responsible Party

Monitoring
Frequency

Implementation/
Monitoring
Phase

SSP#/
NSSP#

Env Doc/ Permits/
Specs/ Plans/ Estimates
REFERENCE

Commitment Measure

Completed
Signature
Page

Remarks

Department;
Construction
Contractor

Prior to
Construction

HAZ-3: Should renovation or
demolition occur, pursuant to
SCAQMD regulations, an asbestos
survey shall be conducted by an
Asbestos Hazard Emergency
Response Act- (AHERA-) and
Cal/OSHA-certified building
inspector to determine the levels of
asbestos in structures (including
bridge structures) during the PS&E
phase.

Department;
Construction
Contractor

Prior to
Construction

HAZ-4: Should contaminated
groundwater be determined to be
on-site, a Worker Safety Plan for
site disturbance/construction
activities shall be developed. The
Worker Safety Plan shall include
safety precautions (e.g., personal
protective equipment or other
precautions to be taken to minimize
exposure to hazardous materials) to
be taken by personnel when
encountering potential hazardous
materials, including potential
contaminated groundwater.

Department;
Construction
Contractor

Prior to
Construction

HAZ-5: Relocation of any
transformers and/or high-voltage
power boxes during site
construction/demolition shall be
conducted under the purview of the
local utility purveyor to identify
proper handling procedures
regarding potential PCBs. The
underlying soils shall be sampled by
a qualified hazardous materials
specialist during the PS&E phase.

Department;
Construction
Contractor

During
Construction

HAZ-6: If unknown wastes or
suspect materials are discovered
during construction by the
contractor that he/she believes may
involve hazardous waste/materials,
the contractor shall:
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Log No.

wQ 1

Commitment Type

WATER QUALITY
REQUIREMENTS

Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan
(SWPPP)/Water
Pollution Control
Program (WPCP)

Responsible Party

Department;
Construction
Contractor

Monitoring
Frequency

Implementation/
Monitoring
Phase

Prior to
Construction

SSP#/
NSSP#

Env Doc/ Permits/

Specs/ Plans/ Estimates

REFERENCE

Commitment Measure

WQ-1: In order to minimize potential
water quality impacts, Caltrans’
SWMP and NPDES permit require
that all projects incorporate BMPs
into their design to address
pollutants of concern. During the
construction of the project, the
following BMPs shall be considered
for implementation:

Temporary Sediment Control

Silt Fence

Sandbag Barrier

Straw Bale Barrier

Fiber Rolls

Gravel Bag Berm

Check Dam

Desilting Basin

Sediment Trap
Sediment/Desilting Basin
Temporary Soil Stabilization
Hydraulic Mulch

Hydroseeding

Soil Binders

Straw Mulch

Geotextiles, Mats/Plastic Covers
and Erosion Control Blankets
Wood Mulching

Scheduling

Preservation of Existing Vegetation
Temporary Concentrated Flow
Conveyance Controls

Earth Dikes/Drainage Swales and
Lined Ditches

Outlet Protection/Velocity
Dissipation Devices

Slope Drains

Streambank Stabilization
Temporary Stream Crossing
Clear Water Diversion

Wind Erosion Control

Paving Operations

Sediment Tracking Control

Street Sweeping and Vacuuming
Stabilized Construction Roadway

Completed
Signature
Page

Remarks
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Commitment Type

Responsible Party

Monitoring
Frequency

Implementation/
Monitoring
Phase

SSP#/
NSSP#

Env Doc/ Permits/
Specs/ Plans/ Estimates
REFERENCE

Commitment Measure

Completed
Signature
Page

Remarks

Entrance/Outlet Tire Wash

Waste Management

Spill Prevention and Control

Solid Waste Management
Hazardous Waste Management
Contaminated Soil Management
Concrete Waste Management
Sanitary/Septic Waste Management
Liguid Waste Management
Materials Handling

Material Delivery, and Storage
Material Use

Vehicle and Equipment Operations
Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning
Vehicle and Equipment Fueling
Vehicle and Equipment
Maintenance

Stockpile Management

Water Conservation Practices
Potable Water/Irrigation
Dewatering Operations

lllicit Connection/lllegal Discharge
Detection and Reporting

Storm Drain Inlet Protection
Stabilized Construction
Entrance/Exit

WQ 2

Treatment Control BMPs

Department;
Construction
Contractor

Prior to
Construction

WQ-2: In order to minimize
operational impacts, and in
compliance with Caltrans’ NPDES
Permit, treatment control BMPs
shall be designed per the guidance
in the Caltrans PPDG. The
technologies to address the
anticipated constituents for the
project (particulate and dissolved
metals, total suspended solids,
litter, and biochemical oxygen
demanding substances) shall be
considered in the following order:
Infiltration devices

« Biofiltration Strips

* Dry Weather Flow Diversions

» Gross Solids Removal Devices
(GSRDS)

» Media Filters (Austin Sand Filter
and Delaware Filter)
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Monitoring Implementation/ SSP# | Env Doc/ Permits/ Completed
Log No. Commitment Type Responsible Party Frequency Monitoring NSSP# Specs/ Plans/ Estimates Commitment Measure Signature Remarks
Phase REFERENCE Page
* Wet Basin
« Biofiltration Swale
* Detention Device
* Multi-Chamber T
OTHER
GEO 1 Geology Department; Prior to GEO-1: The project shall comply
Construction Construction with local and state building codes,
Contractor such as Caltrans’ Seismic Design
Criteria, to ensure that damage in a
large earthquake event is
minimized.
GEO 2 Geology Department; As needed during GEO-2: Stabilizing measures, such
Construction Construction as constructing sediment diversion
Contractor or collection devices, shall be
implemented as needed to reduce
landslide impacts.
GEO 3 Geology Department; Prior to and GEO-3: To reduce the potential for
Construction during localized slope failures during
Contractor Construction construction, the locations of
excavations in native soils shall be
evaluated by the project geologist
and geotechnical engineer prior to
and during construction.
GEO 4 Geology Department; As needed during GEO-4: Areas where excavation
Construction Construction into the water-bearing zone is
Contractor required shall be temporarily
dewatered.
GEO 5 Geology Department; As needed during GEO-5: Excavation walls shall be
Construction Construction flattened to safe gradients.
Contractor
GEO 6 Geology Department; During GEO-6: In areas where bedding is
Construction Construction adversely oriented, the walls of the
Contractor excavation shall be shored, with
shoring that has been designed to
withstand additional loads, or the
walls of the excavation shall be
flattened to a gradient that is slightly
flatter than the dip of the bedding.
GEO 7 Geology Department; During GEO-7: Excavation spoils shall not
Construction Construction be placed immediately adjacent to
Contractor the excavation walls unless the
excavation is shored to support the
added load.
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Monitoring Implementation/ SSP# | Env Doc/ Permits/ Completed
Log No. Commitment Type Responsible Party Frequency Monitoring NSSP# Specs/ Plans/ Estimates Commitment Measure Signature Remarks
Phase REFERENCE Page
GEO 8 Geology Department; During GEO-8: Excavations shall be cut
Construction Construction and backfilled in sections to reduce
Contractor the potential for slope failure.
GEO 9 Geology Department; During GEO-9: Temporary excavations
Construction Construction shall not be left open for long
Contractor periods of time.
GEO 10 | Geology Department; During GEO-10: Ground improvement
Construction Construction methods, such as soil densification
Contractor and/or dewatering, shall be
implemented as needed to reduce
liquefaction and settlement impacts.
GEO 11 | Geology Department; During GEO-11: Slopes shall be
Construction Construction landscaped or terraced to minimize
Contractor the velocity attained by runoff.
GEO 12 | Geology Department; During GEO-12: Berms or v-ditches shall
Construction Construction be placed at the tops of slopes.
Contractor
GEO 13 | Geology Department; During GEO-13: Adequate storm drain
Construction Construction systems shall be installed.
Contractor
GEO 14 | Geology Department; During GEO-14: Graded slopes shall be
Construction Construction sprayed with polymers, or other
Contractor temporary measures may be taken,
to protect them until landscaping is
established.
GEO 15 | Geology Department; During GEO-15: Temporary erosion-control
Construction Construction measures shall be provided during
Contractor the grading phase as required by
current grading codes, which
typically include temporary
catchment basins and/or
sandbagging to control runoff and
contain sediment transport within
the project site.
GEO 16 | Geology Department; Prior to GEO-16: The groundwater
Construction Construction elevation shall be confirmed by the
Contractor site-specific geotechnical field
investigation, which would be
conducted during the PS&E stage
of the project.
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Commitment Measure

Completed
Signature
Page

Remarks

PARK 1 | Diamond Bar Golf

Course

Department; County
of Los Angeles

Prior to
Construction

PARK-1: In accordance with the
provisions of the California Park
Preservation Act, the loss of
acreage at Diamond Bar Golf
Course will be compensated for by
providing new acreage at a suitable
location. Caltrans will work with the
County of Los Angeles to identify
sites that are considered suitable as
replacement land.

Diamond Bar Golf
Course

PARK 2

Department; County
of Los Angeles

Prior to
Construction

PARK-2: Minor improvements to
the existing Diamond Bar snack bar
and clubhouse will be made.
Improvements will include
architectural cladding and exterior
improvements.
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