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1. Introduction 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) has been prepared in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et 
seq.) and CEQA Guidelines (California Administrative Code Section 15000 et seq.). 

According to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, the Final SEIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) or a revision of the Draft; 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the DSEIR either verbatim or in summary; 

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies comments on the DSEIR; 

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 
consultation process; and 

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

This document contains responses to comments received on the DSEIR for the Crown City Medical 
Center project during the public review period, which began October 11, 2012, and closed November 
26, 2012. This document has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and 
represents the independent judgment of the lead agency. This document and the circulated DSEIR 
comprise the Final SEIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. 

1.2 FORMAT OF THE FEIR 

This document is organized as follows:  

Section 1, Introduction. This section describes CEQA requirements and content of this Final SEIR.  

Section 2, Response to Comments. This section provides a list of agencies and interested persons 
commenting on the DSEIR, copies of comment letters received during the public review period, and 
individual responses to written comments. This section also includes responses to written responses 
received at a public hearing held by the Planning Commission on November 14, 2012, regarding the 
Draft SEIR. To facilitate review of the responses, each comment letter has been reproduced and 
assigned a number (A1 through A7). Individual comments have been numbered for each letter, and the 
letter is followed by responses with references to the corresponding comment number.  

The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of the Final 
SEIR. City of Pasadena staff has reviewed this material and determined that none of it constitutes 
significant new information that requires recirculation of the DSEIR for further public comment under 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. None of this new material indicates that the project will result in a 
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significant new environmental impact not previously disclosed in the DSEIR. Additionally, none of this 
material indicates that there would be a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified 
environmental impact that will not be mitigated, or that there would be any of the other circumstances 
requiring recirculation described in Section 15088.5. 

Section 3. Revisions to the Draft SEIR. This section contains revisions to the DSEIR text and figures as 
a result of the comments received by agencies and described in Section 2, and/or errors and omissions 
discovered subsequent to release of the DSEIR for public review. 

1.3 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (a) outlines parameters for submitting comments and reminds persons 
and public agencies that the focus of review and comment of Draft EIRs should be “on the sufficiency of 
the document in identifying and analyzing possible impacts on the environment and ways in which 
significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they 
suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or 
mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the 
adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible. …CEQA does not require a 
lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or 
demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to 
significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as 
long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.”  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(c) further advises, “Reviewers should explain the basis for their 
comments, and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, 
or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect 
shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.” Section 15204(d) also states, 
“Each responsible agency and trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental information 
germane to that agency’s statutory responsibility.” Section 15204(e) states, “This section shall not be 
used to restrict the ability of reviewers to comment on the general adequacy of a document or of the lead 
agency to reject comments not focused as recommended by this section.” 

In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, copies of the written responses to 
public agencies will be forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certifying the environmental 
impact report. The responses will be forwarded with copies of this Final SEIR, as permitted by CEQA, 
and will conform to the legal standards established for response to comments on DSEIRs.  
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2. Response to Comments 

Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines requires the lead agency (City of Pasadena) to evaluate 
comments on environmental issues received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed 
the DSEIR and prepare written responses. 

This section provides all written responses received on the DSEIR and the lead agency’s responses to 
each comment.  

Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. Where 
sections of the DSEIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. Changes to the 
DSEIR text are shown in underlined text for additions and strikeout for deletions. 

The following list of agencies submitted comments on the DSEIR during the public review period. No 
written comments were received from individual community members. 

 
Number 

Reference Commenting Agency/Organization Date of Comment Page No. 
A1 City of Pasadena November 14, 2012 2-3 
A2 City of San Marino November 13, 2012 2-25 
A3 County of Los Angeles Fire Department November 5, 2012 2-29 
A4 The Gas Company October 19, 2012 2-33 
A5 Native American Heritage Commission October 16, 2012 2-37 
A6 County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County November 28, 2012 2-45 
A7 State Clearinghouse November 27, 2012 2-51 
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LETTER A1 – City of Pasadena (7 page[s]) 
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A1. Response to Comments from City of Pasadena Planning Commission, dated November 14, 
2012. 

A1-1 The building footprint is shown on the Site Plan on Figure 3-4, Page 3-9 of the 
DSEIR. 

A1-2 Elevations of the project will be provided to the decision-making body (Planning 
Commission) as part of the consideration of the entitlement application. 

A1-3 Elevations and a “bird’s eye” computer simulation of the project will be provided to 
the decision-making body (Planning Commission) as part of the consideration of the 
entitlement application. 

The comment relating to the height of the building is a comment on the urban 
design and applicable land use regulations, not the potential environmental impacts 
of the project and is therefore not addressed in the Final SEIR. However, the 
comment is noted and will be addressed in the lead agency’s analysis of the merits 
of the project in the staff report that will be provided to the commenter and the 
decision-making body (Planning Commission) as part of the consideration of the 
entitlement application. 

 The proposed five-story medical office building is in a built-out urban infill site and is 
in scale with the surrounding buildings. Views of the mountains to the north are 
currently blocked by these existing surrounding buildings. Therefore, no new 
impacts to views of the mountains as a result of the construction of this project have 
been identified. 

A1-4 Project impacts to aesthetics were determined to be less than significant in the initial 
study prepared for the project (see Appendix A of the DSEIR). As a result, aesthetic 
impacts were not further addressed in the DSEIR. Nothing presented during the EIR 
drafting or comment period triggered modification to that analysis. 

A1-5 This is a general question and not a comment on the DSEIR, the answer is provided 
in any event herein: Converse Alley will be widened to 21 feet, 4 inches. See Figure 
3-4 on page 3-9 of the DSEIR. 

A1-6 A Historical Resource Analysis Report (HRAR) was prepared for the proposed Crown 
City Medical Center and included in Appendix D of the DSEIR. Refer to page 2 of the 
HRAR for the methodological approach used to identify historical resources and 
page 18 for the bibliography. 

The Central District Specific Plan, Appendix E, provides a list of 602 properties that 
were surveyed in the Central District and their eligibility as historic resources. The 
property at 16-30 S. Oakland Avenue is listed as a contributor to the Pasadena 
Playhouse District, which is listed in the National Register. These properties are 
accurately shown within the boundaries of the Pasadena Playhouse National 
Register Historic District on Figure 5.2-1 in the DSEIR (see also page 11 of the 
HRAR). 
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A1-7 The comment relates to urban design or land use regulations, not the potential 
environmental impacts of the project and is therefore not addressed in the Final 
SEIR. However, the comment is noted and will be addressed in the lead agency’s 
analysis of the merits of the project in the staff report that will be provided to the 
commenter and the decision-making body (Planning Commission) as part of the 
consideration of the entitlement application. 

A1-8 Comment noted; no response is necessary. 

A1-9 As discussed in Response to Comment A1-6, an HRAR was included in Appendix D 
of the DSEIR and analyzed impacts to the surrounding historic district. 

A1-10 Analysis of the project’s consistency with the Central District Specific Plan was 
provided in the Initial Study in Appendix A of the DSEIR. Based on that analysis, it 
was determined that the project would not conflict with the City’s General Plan or the 
Central District Specific Plan. Therefore, consistency with the specific plan was not 
further analyzed in the DSEIR. However, the comment is noted and will be further 
addressed in the lead agency’s analysis of the merits of the project in the staff report 
that will be provided to the commenter and the decision-making body (Planning 
Commission) as part of the consideration of the entitlement application. 

A1-11 The proposed project is not expected to contribute to Monty’s project planned at the 
southeast corner of Fair Oaks Ave and California Blvd. The related projects list for 
traffic studies is compiled by reviewing the cumulative project list provided by the 
Planning & Community Development Department and selecting projects within the 
proposed project’s influence area that would contribute to the proposed project’s 
trips. A 1.5 percent annual growth rate assumption is also applied based on the 
Pasadena Department of Transportation, Transportation Impact Review Current 
Practice and Guidelines. This assumption represents both ambient growth of 
existing baseline-year traffic and traffic from smaller projects allowed by right and not 
captured by the project list in the Planning & Community Development Department 
database. The 1.5 percent growth rate is conservative since the growth factors 
shown in the 2004 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County 
anticipates that the regional growth for the San Gabriel Valley area would increase 
by less than 1 percent a year between the years 2005 and 2025.  

As defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a)(1), Discussion of Cumulative 
Impacts:  

…a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a result 
of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other 
projects causing related impacts. An EIR should not discuss impacts 
which do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR. 

CEQA requires a reasonable analysis of future traffic conditions and how the 
incremental effects of the traffic from the project under review relates to the overall 
traffic within the project area at project buildout. The EIR addresses impacts that 
directly result from the project being evaluated, not the impacts created by other 
projects.  
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, Cumulative Impacts (b), states:  

The discussion [of cumulative impacts] should be guided by standards of 
practicality and reasonableness, and should focus on the cumulative impact to 
which the identified other projects contribute rather than the attributes of other 
projects which do not contribute to the cumulative impact…. 

CEQA allows the lead agency to define the geographic scope of the area affected. 
The City considers cumulative traffic to be from past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable probable projects, as well as ambient traffic growth in the region. Past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable probable projects are considered the active 
projects in the Planning & Community Development Department database that are 
25,000 square feet or more, have 25+ units, and would potentially affect the street 
network surrounding the project under evaluation in the EIR.  

In June of 2004, in response to Council concerns over the analysis of cumulative 
impacts in the City, an independent review of the City's past and current practices on 
environmental review, particularly in the area of traffic impact assessment, was 
commissioned. In general, the team found that Pasadena's procedures are correct, 
consistent, comprehensive, and effective. The City’s procedure of analyzing 
cumulative impacts by applying the assumed ambient traffic growth rate plus traffic 
from related projects, and analyzing this traffic in combination with project-related 
trips is the basis for making the determination that a project’s impacts are 
cumulatively considerable pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130. 

The process, detailed above, was used to determine whether ambient traffic from the 
medical office project at 590-612 South Fair Oaks Avenue (the Monty’s Project) 
would constitute a related project for purposes of analyzing Crown City Medical 
Center cumulative traffic impact. Trips from the Monty’s Project would not contribute 
to cumulative traffic in the project’s study area. Therefore, adding this project to the 
list of related projects would not result in an increase in cumulative traffic impacts. 

A1-12 The comment relates to urban design, not the potential environmental impacts of the 
project, and is therefore not addressed in the Final SEIR. However, the comment is 
noted and will be addressed in the lead agency’s analysis of the merits of the project 
in the staff report that will be provided to the commenter and the decision-making 
body (Planning Commission) as part of the consideration of the entitlement 
application.  

A1-13 The statement of objectives is meant to aid the lead agency in developing a 
reasonable range of alternatives to analyze in the EIR, and “should include the 
underlying purpose of the project” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b)). The 
statement of objectives shall be those “sought by the project” (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15124(b). Accordingly, to label project objectives as those of the City or 
those of the applicant does not serve a CEQA purpose. Instead, the objectives are 
written by the City, with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b) in mind, taking into 
account the “underlying purpose of the project.” 

A1-14 Refer to Response to Comment A1-7. 
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A1-15 Pasadena Presbyterian Church 

Potential impacts of the project on the Pasadena Presbyterian Church (PPC) are 
analyzed on page 5.2-9 of the DSEIR. As stated, the church was previously identified 
for a City landmark designation. Under the CEQA Guidelines, a significant impact 
would result where a project would cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource. A substantial adverse change means physical 
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resources or its immediate 
surroundings such that the historical resource would be materially impaired (Cal. 
PRC Code § 5020.1; CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5(b)(1)). A significant historical 
resource becomes materially impaired when a project demolishes or materially 
alters in an adverse manner the physical characteristics of a historical resource that 
convey its historical significance and justify its inclusion in the California Register of 
Historical Resources or local register of historical resources (CEQA Guidelines § 
15064.5(b)(2)). 

The Crown City Medical Center is approximately 100 feet from the church property 
and is separated by Colorado Boulevard, a four-lane undivided roadway. The project 
would not physically impact the church and would not result in the demolition, 
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the PPC. Development of the project would 
not alter the building or its immediate surroundings and therefore would not 
materially impair the PPC. 

Pasadena Playhouse Historic District 

Potential impacts of the project on the Pasadena Playhouse Historic District (PPHD) 
were analyzed starting on page 5.2-9 of the DSEIR and in the HRAR (Appendix D of 
the DSEIR). Evaluation of impacts to a historic district is guided by the threshold 
stated previously: a "substantial adverse change" is demolition, destruction, 
relocation, or alteration activities that would impair the significance of the historic 
resource (Cal. PRC. Code § 5020.1). An example of a substantial adverse impact to 
a historic district would be the removal of a historic structure from a historic district, 
which would affect the cohesiveness of the district. Remodeling a historic structure 
to alter its distinctive nature would result in a substantial adverse impact and would 
require compliance with the Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 

A project will have no significant environmental effect when there is no substantial 
evidence of an adverse change. Further, where historic resources are protected 
through a historic district designation there is no significant adverse change to those 
resources if the project complies with the local regulations protecting the historic 
resources. In Citizens for Responsible Development in West Hollywood v. City of 
West Hollywood (1995) 39 Cal.App.4th 490, a California appellate court upheld a 
city's mitigated negative declaration analyzing the impacts to a 40-unit housing 
project that proposed to rehabilitate and restore two Craftsman-style buildings on 
the front of the property within the “Craftsman District” and demolish another four 
buildings in the rear outside of the historic district. The court found that the historical 
resource was not adversely impacted by the project because the structures being 
demolished were not on or eligible for listing on the California Register and because 
the city made a previous finding that the rear buildings were not historically 
significant and were not included in the Craftsman District boundaries. Additionally, 
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the front buildings within the historic district were being restored in conformance 
with the Secretary of Interior's rehabilitation standards. 

Development of the Crown City Medical Center would not result in a substantial 
adverse change or affect the cohesiveness of the district. The proposed project site 
is outside of the boundaries of the PPHD, and the nearest contributing element is the 
First Trust Bank Building approximately 130 feet northeast of the project and 
separated by the intersection of Colorado Boulevard and Madison Avenue. This 
building is also individually listed on the National Register for “its architectural 
design and innovations.” The project would not physically impact this contributing 
element nor its immediate surroundings. The project is smaller in scale than the 
more intense eight-story First Trust Bank Building as well as the adjacent 
surrounding buildings, which are also not within the PPHD boundaries, including the 
eight-story building occupied by the County of Los Angeles and the five-level 
parking structure to the south, across from Converse Alley. The PPHD and its 
contributing elements would remain undisturbed in place, and the project would not 
affect the form, plan, space, structure, or style of the PPHD.  

The project will not alter the setting to the degree that the PPHD would no longer be 
eligible for the National Register or California Register. The setting was previously 
altered to a significant degree by infill development over the years. The proposed 
project is in scale with surrounding buildings, including the contributing elements of 
the PPHD. The proposed project would not alter the material integrity of the PPHD 
because it would not alter the physical elements that were combined or deposited 
during the PPHD’s period of significance. The project would not impact the PPHD’s 
integrity of workmanship—the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture 
or people—because the project would not directly alter any of the contributing 
elements of the historic district. The project would not alter the PPHD’s integrity of 
feeling since it would not change the PPHD’s expression of the aesthetic or historic 
sense. Finally, the project would not alter the PPHD’s integrity of association—the 
direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic property—
because it would not directly alter any of the contributing elements within the district 
boundaries. The proposed project would not cause a direct or indirect impact on the 
PPHD. 

A1-16 This is the same project applicant as the prior application, and the project 
description is essentially the same. Since the previous application there have been 
minor changes to the building footprint and increased parking for the general public. 

A1-17 Comment noted; no response is necessary. 

A1-18 The architectural design of the building will be determined through the Design 
Review process. 

A1-19 Table 4-1 on page 4-7 of the DSEIR is provided below. Figure 4-2 on page 4-9 of the 
DSEIR has been revised to coincide with Table 4-1. The revisions were made to 
related projects numbered 1, 8, and 14. 
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Table 4-1   
Related Projects 

Project Description / Location Land Use 

1  151–153 S Hudson Avenue  
 Condominium  

Retail/Commercial  

2  123–139 S Los Robles Avenue   Condominium  
Retail/Commercial  

3  229–247 S Marengo Avenue   Condominium  

4  880 E Colorado Boulevard  

 General Office  
Bank  

Specialty Retail  
Hotel  

Restaurant  
Multifamily Residential  

Less Existing Office  
Less Existing Bank  

5  132 N Euclid Avenue   Church Addition  
6  Walnut/Marengo Apartments   Apartments  
7  700 E Walnut   Mixed Use  
8  135 N Oakland Avenue   Master Plan Redevelopment  

9  270 S Oakland Avenue  
 Condominium  

Less Existing Apartment  

10  686 E Union Street  

 Condominium  
General Office  

Restaurant  
Retail/Commercial  

Less Existing General Office  
11  737 E Walnut Street   Condominium  

12  770 E Walnut Street  
 Condominium  

Retail/Commercial  

13  171 S Hudson Avenue  
 Condominium  
General Office  

Less Existing General Office  
14  680 E Colorado Boulevard   Office/Retail  

Source: Iteris 2010. 
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A1-20 A number of existing residential uses exist south of Cordova Street between 
Marengo Avenue and Hudson Avenue within a half mile of the project site. 
Residential uses are located to the north along Walnut Street. In addition, a number 
of future residential uses are planned in the project vicinity, as shown on Figure 4-2 
of the DSEIR; see related projects numbered 1 to 4 and 6 to 14.  

A1-21 Comment noted; no response is necessary. 

A1-22 No response is necessary regarding the Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

The DSEIR found a significant impact to the intersection of Madison Avenue/Green 
Street. Since the required improvement would result in the loss of seven parking 
spaces, the mitigation measure was determined to be infeasible due to secondary 
environmental impacts. The mitigation would require re-striping a dedicated 
southbound left-turn pocket. In addition to loss of parking/loading zone on Madison 
Ave north and south of Green Street, installing a southbound left-turn pocket would 
increase vehicular capacity at the intersection resulting in potential intrusion of 
additional through traffic onto residential streets to the south. Since this 
improvement is deemed infeasible, impacts are significant and unavoidable 

A1-23 Comment noted. Refer also to Response to Comment A1-7. 

A1-24 The Traffic Impact Study included as Appendix F in the DSEIR included a Pedestrian 
Environment Quality Index (PEQI) analysis to assess the quality of the pedestrian 
environment under existing and existing-with-project conditions. The PEQI analysis 
uses several indicators to derive a weighted score, such as the presence of 
crosswalks, signage, adjacent vehicle speeds, and quality of lighting. Limiting the 
project access to the existing alley and setting the building back about 14 feet from 
the property line along Madison Avenue significantly improves the pedestrians’ 
environment. The PEQI analysis validated that the study area would remain a high 
quality pedestrian environmental with project implementation. 

 There are existing traffic signals at both Madison at Colorado and Oakland at 
Colorado. Due to the close proximity of the Madison/Colorado and 
Oakland/Colorado intersections at approximately 330 feet, and a prima facie speed 
limit of 25 mph along Madison and Oakland, a midblock crossing is not warranted 
based on the Pasadena Department of Transportation Guidelines.  

Students attending the Le Cordon Blue College of Culinary Arts walk from Colorado 
to Green. Street signals and crosswalk are provided at the intersections of 
Colorado/Oakland and Colorado/Madison. The project has incorporated pedestrian-
friendly features in its design by widening Converse Alley from 15 to 17.5 feet, 
providing a 14-foot building setback along Colorado and Madison, and constructing 
ground-floor retail along Colorado and Madison.  

A1-25 Refer to Response to Comment A1-24. 

A1-26 Project impacts to aesthetics were determined to be less than significant in the initial 
study prepared for the project (see Appendix A of the DSEIR). As a result, aesthetic 
impacts were not further addressed in the DSEIR. 
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The Central District Specific Plan identifies key views and vistas of visual landmarks 
and the San Gabriel Mountains to the north (see District-wide Map 8, Key Views & 
Vistas at page 25). The nearest lines of sight to the project site are approximately 
700 feet to the north (east to west view roughly adjacent to Union Street) and 700 
feet to the west (north to south view along Los Robles Avenue). Project 
implementation would not affect these views since the line of sight is over a block 
away in either direction.  

Views of the surrounding area from the project site are blocked by existing buildings 
on all sides. The Crown City Medical Center is a five-story building with a height of 
83 feet, 7 inches at the highest parapet (there is a mechanical room on the roof 
whose height extends up to 86 feet, 7 inches). Existing surrounding buildings 
consist of a five-story parking structure to the south, an eight-story county office 
building to the west, 2 eight-story commercial buildings east and southeast across 
Madison Avenue, and an eight-story commercial building (First Trust Bank) to the 
northeast across the Colorado/Madison intersection. Views north are blocked by the 
Pasadena Presbyterian Church (two stories) and the Le Cordon Blue College of 
Culinary Arts (four stories). There are no scenic vistas from the project site, and 
construction of the five-story medical office will not block any scenic corridors. 

A1-27 Project impacts to aesthetics were determined to be less than significant in the initial 
study prepared for the project (See Appendix A of the DSEIR). As a result, aesthetic 
impacts were not further addressed in the DSEIR.  

 The DSEIR addressed potential impacts to the historic district in Section 5.2, Cultural 
Resources, of the DSEIR, and an HRAR was prepared and included in Appendix D of 
the DSEIR. 

A1-28 The commenter refers to the subheading “Architectural Precedent” at page 115 of 
the Central District Specific Plan. This paragraph states: 

New development should build upon the character established by 
significant and noteworthy buildings in the Sub-district, and present a level 
of design excellence and creativity appropriate to an arts-oriented district. 
This notion also emphasizes the preservation and rehabilitation of 
historically and culturally significant buildings. 

 The building design and architectural style have not been determined at this time 
and will be finalized during review by the Design Commission, which is required for 
new nonresidential projects over 5,000 square feet in the Central District Specific 
Plan. However, the scale and massing of the proposed building blend in with the 
adjacent buildings, as discussed in Response to Comment A1-26, above. In sum, 
this is not a comment on the adequacy of the DSEIR, but rather a comment 
regarding future land use processing of this project. 

 The comment regarding the assessment of impacts to the historic district does not 
need a response. As stated, the commenter will review the HRAR report. 

A1-29 Comment noted; no response is necessary. 
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A1-30 A general office alternative was analyzed in comparison to the proposed project. 
Using ITE trip rates, the General Office/Retail Alternative would reduce project- 
generated daily trips by approximately 41 percent and would reduce two street 
segment impacts. However, six street segments would remain significantly 
impacted. See Section 7.6.5, Transportation and Traffic, on page 7-7 of the DSEIR.  

A1-31 ITE does not provide a trip generation rate for retail trips in the AM peak hour. The 
City Department of Transportation Guidelines allow the use of SANDAG in the 
absence of ITE data. Therefore, SANDAG was used to calculate the specialty retail 
trip rates. 

A1-32 Refer to Response to Comment A1-26. 

A1-33 Refer to Response to Comment A1-22. 

A1-34 Refer to Response to Comment A1-15. 

A1-35 Refer to Response to Comment A1-15. 

A1-36 Refer to Response to Comment A1-24. 

A1-37 The elevations and floor plates will be provided to the decision-making body 
(Planning Commission) as part of the consideration of the approval of the project. 
The fact that these documents were not provided to the commenter at the public 
hearing does not affect the environmental analysis that was prepared in accordance 
with CEQA. No new impacts are anticipated. Refer also to Response to Comment 
A1-3. 

A1-38 Oakland and Madison are not designated deemphasized streets, and therefore 
further discussion of these streets is not warranted.  

A1-39 The project’s generated (attracted) vehicular trip distribution reflects project-related 
travel patterns to and from the project, including potential trips by residents to the 
south and north. The project’s vehicular trip distribution percentages were estimated 
to be: 30 percent coming from the north, 30 percent coming from the south, 20 
percent coming from the east, and 20 percent coming from the west. 

A1-40 Refer to Response to Comment A1-10. 

 The Central District Specific Plan identifies Central and Memorial Parks as the only 
two public parks in the downtown area and recommends that the Central District aim 
for five to seven acres of additional park space. The Crown City Medical Center site 
is within one mile of Central Park.  

 According to the City’s 2004 park impact fee nexus study, for every 1,000 residents 
the City as a whole has 2.17 acres of developed parkland and 1.49 acres of open 
space parkland, for a total of 3.66 acres of park and open space per 1,000 residents.  

The proposed project is a nonresidential project that would not directly increase the 
City’s population. However, there is a potential for an increase in usage of park 
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space by new employees and patients associated with the proposed project. The 
City collects an impact fee that is used toward the maintenance and development of 
parks as needed. The project would be required to pay the impact fee; however, 
implementation of the project would not lead to substantial physical deterioration of 
any recreational facilities. 

While development of the site would make it practically impossible for it to become a 
park, that alternative was not considered because it would not achieve any of the 
project objectives. Further, there are ongoing discussions in the City about parcels 
in close proximity to site that would be suitable for a park. The project site has not 
been identified as a desirable park parcel. 

A1-41 Potential vibration-induced architectural damage from project construction was 
analyzed starting at page 5.4-22 of the DSEIR. As stated, Caltrans recommends 
extreme care when sustained pile driving occurs within 25 feet of any building. The 
two-story buildings east of Oakland Avenue referred to by the commenter are 
approximately 90 feet away from the project site and are not expected to exceed 
FTA’s criteria for architectural damage of 0.5 PPV (inches per second). Additionally, 
it was determined that a potentially significant impact could result from the use of a 
caisson drill at the County of Los Angeles building adjacent to the site’s western 
boundary between the project and the two-story buildings east of Oakland. 
Mitigation Measure 4-1 has been incorporated into the project to ensure that 
construction equipment does not exceed the FTA threshold at the closest building to 
the project, the County of Los Angeles building. Therefore, this measure would also 
mitigate any potential vibration impacts extending beyond the project site. No new 
impacts are anticipated.  

A1-42 Refer to Response to Comment A1-10. 

A1-43 The Central District Specific Plan calls for improvements to the sidewalk connections 
with Colorado Boulevard to draw pedestrians from residential areas to the north and 
south. Particularly, the specific plan calls out Oakland and Madison as key streets in 
this regard. As in Response to Comment A1-24 and page 3-2 of the DSEIR, the 
project includes a 14-foot setback to enhance walkability and to preserve the 
existing mature canopy of street trees along Madison as well as the gingko trees 
along Colorado. Improvement of the frontages along Colorado and Madison will 
provide greater connectivity for pedestrians in the area. 

A1-44 Refer to Response to Comment A1-28. 

A1-45 Refer to Response to Comment A1-7. 

A1-46 There are four steps to analyzing GHG impacts, described on page 5.3-9 of the 
DSEIR. The two steps relevant to this comment involve first quantifying the project’s 
GHG emissions to determine whether they exceed the screening threshold of 3,000 
Mtons per day. Second, if the screening threshold is exceeded, quantify the 
emissions per service population to determine whether the project exceeds the 
project-level efficiency metric of 4.8 MTons per service population.  



 
2. Response to Comments 

 

Crown City Medical Center Final SEIR City of Pasadena  Page 2-23 

The CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to analyze the project, defined as the “whole of 
the action” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15378). The project description analyzes the 
construction and operation of the 112,252-square-foot medical office building that 
generates 159 employees and 956 patients. The GHG analysis analyzed the buildout 
of the medical office building as required by CEQA. However, it should be noted that 
reducing the number of patients would also reduce the overall GHG emissions. Less 
patient trips would result in a reduction in vehicle trips, less waste produced by the 
building, less energy used in the building, and less water/wastewater generated by 
building occupants. Up to a 28 percent reduction in service population with the 
same size building would still achieve the project-level efficiency target. No 
significant impact would occur. 

A1-47 Refer to Response to Comments A1-3 and A1-26. 

A1-48 The comment relates to urban design and land use regulations, not the potential 
environmental impacts of the project, and is therefore not addressed in the Final 
SEIR. However, the comment is noted and will be addressed in the lead agency’s 
analysis of the merits of the project in the staff report that will be provided to the 
commenter and the decision-making body (Planning Commission) as part of the 
consideration of the entitlement application.  

A1-49 Refer to Response to Comment A1-15. 
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LETTER A2 – City of San Marino (1page) 
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A2. Response to Comments from City of San Marino, David A. Saldaña, AICP, Planning & 
Building Department, dated November 13, 2012. 

A2-1 Comment noted; no response is necessary. 
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LETTER A3– County of Los Angeles Fire Department (2 pages) 
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A3. Response to Comments from County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Frank Vidales, 
Acting Chief, Forestry Division Prevention Services Bureau, dated November 5, 2012. 

A3-1 The County of Los Angeles Fire Department (LACoFD) indicated that the project site 
does not fall within its emergency response area. Comment noted; no response is 
necessary. 

A3-2 The LACoFD indicated that the proposed project would not affect services provided 
by the Land Development Unit of the LACoFD. Comment noted; no response is 
necessary. 

A3-3 Comment noted; no response is necessary. 

A3-4 The LACoFD indicated that the proposed project would not affect areas germane to 
the statutory responsibilities of the Forestry Division. Comment noted; no response 
is necessary. 

A3-5 Comment noted; no response is necessary. 
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LETTER A4 – The Gas Company (1 page) 
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A4. Response to Comments from The Gas Company, Jeannette Garcia, Technical Service 
Supervisor, dated October 19, 2012. 

A4-1 The Gas Company indicated that existing natural gas infrastructure serves the 
project area but acknowledged that natural gas service is affected by regulatory 
conditions and overall availability of supply. Comment noted; no response is 
necessary. 



 
2. Response to Comments 
 

Page 2-36  The Planning Center|DC&E April 2013 

This page intentionally left blank. 



 
2. Response to Comments 

 

Crown City Medical Center Final SEIR City of Pasadena  Page 2-37 

LETTER A5 – Native American Heritage Commission (5 pages) 
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A5. Response to Comments from Native American Heritage Commission, Dave Singleton, 
Program Analyst, dated October 16, 2012. 

A5-1 This comment describes the NAHC’s role as a trustee agency and the various state 
codes protecting Native American resources. The project site is developed with 
surface parking and an attendant building and is located in an urbanized, built 
environment. The project’s potential impacts to cultural resources were analyzed in 
the initial study prepared for the project and included as Appendix A of the DSEIR. 
Potential impacts were determined to be less than significant.  

A5-2 Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.95, the lead agency distributed the 
initial study and DSEIR to NAHC. In addition, the DSEIR was mailed to Native 
American contacts of the Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 
and the Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe. 

A5-3 The proposed project is not subject to the National Environmental Policy Act. 

A5-4 Comment noted; no response is necessary. 

A5-5 The project will comply with Public Resources Code 5097.98. 

A5-6 Comment noted; no response is necessary. 

A5-7 Comment noted; no response is necessary. 
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LETTER A6 – County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (3 pages) 
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A6. Response to Comments from County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles, Adriana Raza, 
Customer Service Specialist, Facilities Planning Department, dated November 28, 2012. 

A6-1 Comment noted. Previous comments from County Sanitation Districts of Los 
Angeles, dated October 12, 2011, are included after the November letter and 
responded to (A6-3 through A6-6, below). 

A6-2 The commenter notes that the receiving wastewater treatment plant has adequate 
capacity to serve the project. No response is necessary. 

A6-3 Comment noted. No response is necessary. 

A6-4 The data provided shows that the receiving wastewater treatment plant has 
adequate capacity to serve the project. No response is necessary. 

A6-5 Comment noted. No response is necessary. 

A6-6 Comment noted. No response is necessary. 
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LETTER A7 – State Clearinghouse (5 pages) 
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A7. Response to Comments from State Clearinghouse, Scott Morgan, Director, State 
Clearinghouse, dated November 27, 2012. 

A7-1 Comments submitted by the Native American Heritage Commission and forwarded 
by the State Clearinghouse are included in this Final EIR here (above) and 
elsewhere (as Letter A5). No response is necessary. 
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3. Revisions to the Draft SEIR 

This section contains revisions to the DSEIR based upon (1) additional or revised information required to 
prepare a response to a specific comment; (2) applicable updated information that was not available at 
the time of DSEIR publication; and/or (3) typographical errors. The revisions do not alter any impact 
significance conclusions as disclosed in the DSEIR. Changes made to the DSEIR are identified here in 
strikeout text to indicate deletions and in underlined text to signify additions. 

Page 1-9, Table 1-1 and Page 5.5-32, Section 5.5, Transportation and Traffic, Mitigation Measure 5-
1has been revised in response to comment from the City of Pasadena Public Works Department. 

5-1 Prior to issuance of building permits, the project applicant shall install soft mitigation as 
determined by the City of Pasadena Department of Transportation at the five two roadway 
segments listed below. Soft mitigation consists of measures such as traffic monitoring stations, 
speed feedback signs, or curb extensions.  

 El Molino Avenue south of Green Street  
 El Molino Avenue south of Walnut Avenue 
 Madison Avenue north of Walnut Street 
 Union Street between Marengo Street and Los Robles Avenue 
 Cordova Street between Euclid Street and Oakland Avenue 

The project shall $50,000 contribute fair share funds to the Neighborhood Traffic Management 
Capital Improvement Program Fund Number 75210. The funds will be used to implement traffic 
management measures to protect neighborhoods potentially influenced by the project’s traffic 
on the roadway segments listed below. The payment of funds shall be for the purpose of 
reducing impacts to the following roadway segments: 

 Madison Avenue south of Green Street  
 Madison Avenue south of Colorado Boulevard  
 Madison Avenue north of Colorado Boulevard 
 Oakland Avenue between Union Street and Del Mar Boulevard  
 Union Street west of Oakland Avenue 

To improve the quality and safety of the pedestrian and bicycle environment around this project, 
the developer shall pay for the design and, installation, and inspection of audible pedestrian 
push button equipment at the following intersections immediately adjacent or within a 1/8 mile of 
the project. 

 Madison Avenue at Colorado Boulevard 
 Madison Avenue at Green Street 
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