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May 2, 2022 
 
 
 
Jason Van Patten, Senior Planner 
City of Pasadena  
Planning and Community Development Department 
175 North Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 91101 
 
Via U.S. Mail and email to jvanpatten@cityofpasadena.net 
 

re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report for Planned Development #39 
(Affinity Project), SCH No. 2021080103 

 
Dear City of Pasadena: 

Advocates for the Environment submits the comments in this letter regarding the 
proposed Planned Development #39 (Affinity) Project at 465-577 S. Arroyo Parkway in the 
City of Pasadena (the Project). Two versions of the project are proposed, each with their own 
greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts. Both alternatives include plans to rezone the site from CD-6 
to a Planned Development (PD) zone, increase the allowable building height, demolish six 
existing buildings, and construct two new buildings. The Project involves a 154,000 square-foot 
medical office building with 850 parking spaces (Building A Medical) and an assisted living 
building with up to 95 units (Building B). The alternative, Project with Building A Residential 
Commercial, includes Building B with same specifications as the Project, but replaces Building 
A Medical with 197 residential units and a leasing management office (Building A 
Residential/Commercial). We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 
released in January 2022 and submit comments regarding the sufficiency of the DEIR’s 
Greenhouse-Gas (GHG) analysis under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).   

CEQA GHG Significance Analysis 

The DEIR included the following two GHG significance thresholds: “Generate 
greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment” (3.4a) and “Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases” (3.4b) (DEIR, 3-4.12). Almost 
exclusively focusing on threshold 3.4b, the significance analysis revolved around one metric from 
the Pasadena Climate Action Plan (CAP). Near the end of the significance analysis, the DEIR 
briefly and conclusively mentioned consistency with SCAG’s Connect SoCal plan, Title 24 
Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings, the California Green 
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Building Standards Code, and the California Air Resources Board Scoping Plan, ignoring 
consistency with many of the identified “relevant programs and regulations” that it previously 
summarized in section 3.4.2 (DEIR, 3-4.5). This method of significance analysis violates 
CEQA (Public Resources Code §§ 21000–21189.70.10) by being deficient in several areas, as 
discussed below. 

Consistency with the Pasadena CAP 

The discussion of whether the Project exceeds threshold 3.4b was primarily based on the 
Pasadena CAP as an applicable plan. The CAP consistency analysis exclusively focused on a 
brief procedure, a three-step consistency checklist (Checklist), contained in the CAP which 
purportedly analyzes a project’s consistency with the CAP to bypass the consistency analysis 
required by CEQA. The Pasadena CAP declares that conforming with the steps, including one 
of the three options in step three, demonstrates compliance with CEQA requirements under 
CEQA Guidelines sections 15064(h)(3), 15130(d), and 15183(b). Yet, the DEIR did not 
mention steps one and two from the Checklist and narrowed the analysis even further to 
Option B within step three as the exclusive determining factor for CAP consistency. And even if 
the DEIR had discussed and met all three of the required steps contained with the Checklist, it 
would not be sufficient to show consistency because the Checklist is not in alignment with the 
CAP as a whole and has no authority to prescribe CEQA procedure.   

 First, the Checklist largely disregards the CAP goals by suggesting that adherence to the 
Checklist alone (including steps one, two, and one of the three options in step three) is sufficient 
to demonstrate consistency with the CAP. When adhered to, this procedure allows consistency 
with the CAP to be analyzed without considering any of the guidance within the CAP. For 
instance, even though the CAP specifies a 2035 residential and commercial performance 
indicator of “950,000,000 kWh of electricity use from carbon-free energy,” and that “100% of 
new residential units built between 2020 and 2035 are zero-net energy (ZNE) (as mandated by 
Title 24) and 25% of new commercial units built between 2020 and 2035 are ZNE (exceeds 
Title 24),” one of the consistency options in the Checklist (Option B) fails to ensure that 
requirement is met.  

Here, the City chose Option B of Checklist Step 3, which limited the analysis of the 
Pasadena CAP to a single calculation of GHG efficiency metric for only one year, ignoring the 
GHG impact of the remaining 29 years the buildings will be operational, and all of the long-
term goals as described in the CAP. Consequently, the relevant performance indicators were left 
out of the DEIR’s discussion of CAP consistency (Pasadena Climate Action Plan, p. 63 and p. 
60). Because the Checklist insufficiently accounts for CAP goals, it is not a replacement for the 
CAP as a whole and the DEIR needs more detailed discussion of GHG impacts beyond 
Checklist Step 3 to show consistency with the CAP. 
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Second, despite the statements within the Pasadena CAP itself that led the City to adopt 
the Checklist in its analysis, the Checklist procedure is not determinative of CEQA compliance. 
Notably, the DEIR did not discuss consistency with the Pasadena CAP’s recommendations 
beyond adherence to Option B of the Checklist, allowing parts of the applicable plan, including 
performance indicators, to be completely ignored when Option B of the Checklist is chosen. 
This framework essentially creates a new procedural requirement that not only differs from, but 
also reduces the standard required by CEQA. Therefore, because the CAP contains 
information not accounted for in the Checklist, consistency with the Checklist is not a 
reasonable substitute for consistency with the CAP and instead establishes an unprecedented 
procedural standard outside of CEQA guidelines. 

Ultimately, this DEIR consistency analysis cannot stand because the City of Pasadena 
lacks the authority to prescribe a procedure for showing consistency with the Pasadena CAP. 
While the chosen threshold 3.4b encourages comparison between the proposed project and 
relevant GHG emissions plans, it does not permit an applicable plan to circumvent CEQA 
Guidelines by prescribing its own separate procedure to demonstrate CEQA compliance. 
Therefore, because the Pasadena CAP does not have authority to specify procedure to comply 
with CEQA, the City must show consistency with an applicable plan notwithstanding the 
Checklist procedure. 

Accordingly, the DEIR should have demonstrated consistency with entirety of the 
Pasadena CAP to determine whether the Affinity Project conflicts with any of its included 
analysis and recommendations. Instead, the City insufficiently analyzed consistency by narrowly 
focusing on only one of the steps in the Checklist, identifying a single metric for only the first 
year of operation, to conclude no significant GHG impact. If it had engaged in a more complete 
analysis, the City would have found inconsistency with the CAP because there is no indication 
that the Affinity Project is conforming with some requirements of the CAP, including the 
performance indicator of Zero Net Energy for all new construction of residential buildings, as 
mandated by Title 24 (Pasadena Climate Action Plan, p.60). Effectively, given threshold 3.4b, 
inconsistency with the CAP indicates a significant GHG impact. Thus, the DEIR should be 
modified to reflect this inconsistency and conclude a significant impact, requiring mitigation to 
the extent feasible.  
 An agency must consider a project’s land use patterns over time to reasonably evaluate the 
GHG emissions impacts (Cleveland Nat'l Forest Foundation v. San Diego Ass'n of Governments 
(2017) 3 Cal.5th 497, 513). The DEIR accounted for a building lifespan of 30 years when 
amortizing the construction emissions, indicating the expected lifespan of the Project. 
Therefore, the full analysis of the GHG impact of the Affinity Project should likewise include 
the likely GHG emissions through the year 2056 (30 years beyond the Project’s first 
operational year of 2026). As the Project will likely be operating well into 2050, that the Project 
must show consistency on a long-term scale to comply with CEQA. 
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The DEIR’s conclusion that the Project is consistent with the CAP is based on analysis 
of a single year, and it would have come to the opposite conclusion had it conducted a full 
analysis. Appendix D of the CAP includes thresholds measured in metric tons of carbon 
dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e), which is a standard unit for quantifying GHG emissions. 
Considering consistency with the Pasadena CAP for the full lifespan of the Affinity Project, the 
service population GHG efficiencies of 3.52 MTCO2e/year for the Project will exceed the 
threshold of 2.73 MTCO2e/year starting in 2031, and even without accounting for decreased 
efficiency as the buildings age (CAP Consistency Checklist, p. 9). And both this metric and the 
2.15 MTCO2e/year efficiency metric for the Project with Building A Commercial/Residential 
is unlikely to meet the 2050 goal in the Pasadena CAP that adopts a statewide emissions goal of 
86.2 MMTCO2e. Although the Pasadena CAP does not specify efficiency thresholds beyond 
the year 2035, applying the same factor used to determine prior thresholds would result in an 
estimated goal of 1.19 MTCO2e/year for the year of 20501. Therefore, both the Project (3.52 
MTCO2e/year) and Project with Building A Residential/Commercial (2.73 MTCO2e/year) 
conflict with the long-term goals established in the Pasadena Climate Action plan.  

Inconsistency with Other Applicable Plans 

Under threshold 3.4b, the Project would have significant GHG emissions if it were to 
“Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases” This language requires that the EIR analyze the Project’s 
consistency with all other applicable plans, not just the Pasadena CAP. 

The DEIR briefly analyzed consistency with the 2017 Scoping Plan from the California 
Air Resources Board (2017 CARB Scoping Plan), but there are significant inconsistencies 
which the analysis failed to find. The Scoping Plan was developed to facilitate California’s 
compliance with SB 32, which requires statewide GHG emissions to be reduced to 40% below 
1990 levels by 2030 (Health & Safety Code § 38566). Although a discussion of consistency 
with the CARB 2017 Scoping Plan was briefly included in the DEIR, it notably omitted a 
discussion of how the Affinity Project is consistent with any of the goals, including the 2050 
goal of 80% below 1990 levels. The 2017 CARB Scoping Plan sets out statewide goals for total 
GHG emissions targets of 6 MTCO2e/capita by 2030, and 2 MTCO2e/capita by 2050 
(CARB Scoping Plan, p. 99). Because the Project’s net operational GHG emissions are 
estimated to be 3,257 MTCO2e/year and the Project will have 222 residents, the Project’s per-

 
1 Pasadena Climate Action Plan, p. 11 and Appendix D Consistency Checklist, p. 9. The 2030 Statewide Target 
258.6 MMTCO2e corresponds to 3.57 MT CO2e/Service Person project goal, which related by a factor of 72.44 
M (258.6 MMTCO2e/ 3.57 MT CO2e = 72.44 M). Likewise, the 2050 Statewide target of 86.2 MMTCO2e 
would result in a project goal of 1.19 MTCO2e/yr (86.2 MMTCO2e/72.44 M = 1.19  MTCO2e/yr, rounded to 
the nearest hundredths-place).  
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capita GHG emissions would be 14.67 MTCO2e/capita, greatly exceeding both the 2030 and 
2050 CARB 2017 Scoping Plan targets2.  

Comparisons between the Project and the efficiency metrics in the 2017 CARB Scoping 
Plan should be made on the basis of per-capita (per-resident) emissions, and not on the basis of 
service population. The alternative service-population approach used by the DEIR double-
counts people who live and work on the same project site, as the DEIR itself suggests will be 
encouraged by the Affinity Project. Double-counting within a service population would result in 
a falsely inflated denominator, creating the illusion of reduced per capita GHG emissions, so the 
per resident emissions rate of 14.67 MTCO2e/resident is the right metric for comparison to 
the Scoping Plan targets. Further, because the statewide targets of 6 MTCO2e/capita by 2030 
and 2 MTCO2e/capita by 2050 account for the GHG emissions from all sectors, including 
high-emission industries like oil refineries and cement manufacturers, any estimate purporting 
to be consistent with the 2017 CARB Scoping Plan for a mixed-use residential project like this 
one must be significantly lower than the statewide goal. 

The DEIR declares consistency with Executive Order B-55-18, but this could not be 
further from the truth. EO B-55-18 requires the State to achieve carbon neutrality—net zero 
GHG emissions—by 2050. The Project is inconsistent with EO B-55-18 because it will use 
gasoline, diesel, and natural gas, and burning such non-renewable fuels results in substantial 
GHG emissions, including 49,264.78 MTCO2e from natural gas alone (DEIR, 3-3.5)3. 
Because the Project is inconsistent with the Pasadena CAP, 2017 CARB Scoping Plan, and EO 
B-55-18, its emissions will be significant under Threshold b). Thus, the DEIR’s conclusion of 
no significance violates CEQA. 

The DEIR claims that because the Pasadena CAP was created to be consistent with State 
plans, policies, and regulations, the Project must be consistent with those plans, policies and 
regulations if the CAP is consistent with them. But this argument is flawed; it is possible the 
Project to be inconsistent with State plans, policies, and regulations even if the CAP is 
consistent with them. Some of those inconsistencies, such as the Project’s inconsistency with the 
2017 CARB Scoping Plan’s per-capita emissions goals for 2030 and 2050, are discussed above. 
The Project may be consistent with the CAP, and the CAP may be consistent in some ways 
with the 2017 CARB Scoping Plan, but the Project is inconsistent with the 2017 CARB 
Scoping Plan. 

 
2 All metrics obtained from the DEIR. 3257/222 = 14.67, rounded to the nearest hundredths-place.  

3 Table 3.3-2 displays energy use during operation of the project, estimating 211,629 gallons/yr gasoline, 4,226 
gallons/year diesel, and 5,543,466 gallons/year natural gas. EPA estimates 8.887 × 10-3 metric tons CO2/gallon 
of gasoline, and 5,543,466 gallons/year x 8.887 × 10-3 metric tons CO2/gallon = 49,264.78 MTCO2e. 
https://www.epa.gov/energy/greenhouse-gases-equivalencies-calculator-calculations-and-references.  
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In conclusion, because the City chose the threshold that the Project’s consistency with all 
applicable plans, policies, and regulations, it should have thoroughly analyzed consistency with 
all State plans, policies, and regulations. As reflected in the previous analysis, the Affinity 
Project conflicts with the Pasadena CAP, CARB Scoping Plan, and EO B-55-18. Therefore, 
contrary to the DEIR’s conclusion of no significant impact, the GHG impact is significant.  

CalEEMod Deficiencies  

 CalEEMod was used as a model to estimate existing project emissions to serve as the 
baseline for both the Project and Project with Building A Residential/Commercial from which 
a cumulative assessment is compared, as well as the estimation of GHG emissions for both the 
Project and Project with Building A Residential/Commercial. The CalEEMod analysis was 
included in Appendix B to the DEIR, and was inconsistent with the DEIR itself in three ways. 
CalEEMod should be rerun to get a more accurate estimation of Project GHG emissions. 
 First, certain variables were included in the table at the beginning of each run but not as 
a parameter in the detailed chart. although the Table 1.0 Project Characteristics in Runs 4-6 
indicate “Land Uses” to include the “Medical Office Building” and “Restaurant”, the table below 
showing CalEEMod inputs do not mention the two metrics of 151,000 square feet from the 
medical office and 3,000 square feet from the restaurant, even though it includes the metrics 
from the three other proposed buildings on the site. The land use parameter should accurately 
reflect the usage of land from all of the buildings, not just some of them.  Similarly, for runs 6-9 
the Table 1.0 Project Characteristics Indicates “Land Uses” to include “Restaurant,” 
“Apartments,” and “Condo,” but in the table of parameters below, in the three metrics of 93,000 
square feet, 197,000 square feet, and 3,000 square feet are notably missing from the list of 
parameters.  
  Second, the DEIR water metrics as stated in the DEIR do not align with the 
CalEEMod inputs. The DEIR estimates to use 34,636,310 gallons per year for the Project, or 
32,123,285 gallons per year for the Project with Building A Residential/Commercial (See 
Appendix I, p. 5-5 and 5-6)4. However, the inputs in the CalEEMod parameters were changed 
from the defaults to be much larger than what is reflected in the DEIR. The various water 
inputs of the Project’s CalEEMod specifications indicates a total of 18,205,470 gallons per year 
for the Project, and 18,147,070 gallons per year for the Project with Building A 
Residential/Commercial, both of which are much lower than demonstrated by the DEIR 
(Appendix B p. 123 and )5.   

 
4 Total water usage for the Project according to the DEIR on p. 5-5 is 94,894 gallons per day. 94,894 gallons per 
day x 365 days per year = 34,636,310 gallons per year. Total water usage for the Project with Building A 
Residential Commercial on p. 5-6 is 88,009 gallons per day x 365 days per year = 32,123,285 gallons per year.  
5 Total water usage for the Project according to CalEEMod parameters on p. 123 of Appendix B add up to 
18,205,470 gallons per year (2,609,750 + 1,635,700 + 5,835,620 + 7,716,100 + 102,200 + 102,200 + 102,200 + 
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 Third, the GHG intensity scores of 802 lbs/MWh for carbon dioxide, 0 lbs/MWh for 
methane, and 0 lbs/MWh for nitrous oxide as listed in the CalEEMod parameters cannot be 
reconciled with the overall GHG Intensity of 971 lbs/MWh on the 2020 Pasadena Power 
Content Label, despite being the only source listed for those numbers. Pasadena Water and 
Power releases an annual emissions report by gas type, and for 2020 the accurate carbon dioxide 
intensity is 822.65 lbs/MWh, methane intensity is 1.77 lbs/MWh, and nitrous oxide intensity 
is 3.78 lbs/MWh (Pasadena Water and Power Annual Emissions Report by Gas Type)6. The 
CalEEMod parameters should be edited to reflect that Pasadena has greater than zero methane 
and nitrous oxide emissions produced from energy usage, and the carbon dioxide intensity 
parameter should be increased to reflect the true carbon dioxide intensity of 822 lbs/MWh.  

Alternatives 

CEQA requires an EIR to “describe a range of reasonable alternatives” to “avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project” (14 CFR §15126.6). An 
adequate discussion of alternatives should include renovation of the six existing buildings rather 
than demolition. Building retrofit and renovation rather than demolition can lower GHG 
emissions for nearly all buildings (Preservation Green Lab7). Further, renovated buildings have 
the greatest short-term GHG savings because they have fewer materials inputs (Preservation 
Green Lab8). The City did not account for the GHG impact of choosing to demolish the 

 
102,200 = 18,205,470 gallons per year). Total water usage for the Project with Building A 
Residential/Commercial according to CalEEMod parameters on p. 233 of Appendix B add up to 18,147,070 
gallons per year (2,122,475 + 7,555,500 + 2,122,475 + 5,835,620 + 102,200 + 102,200 + 102,200 + 102,200 + 
102,200 = 18,147,070 gallons per year). 
6 From the Pasadena Water and Power Annual Emissions Report by Gas Type. 365,282 MT CO2e for 
CO2/978,917 MWh x 2204.62 lbs/MT = 822 lbs/MWh. 785 MT CO2e for CH4/978,917 MWh x 2204.62 
lbs/MT = 1.77 lbs/MWh. 1,677 MT CO2e for NOx/978,917 MWh x 2204.62 lbs/MT = 3.78 bls/MWh. 
 
Emissions by Gas Type (MT CO2e)       Total Retail Sales (MWh)  

     
7 Preservation Green Lab. “The Greenest Building: Quantifying the Environmental Value of Building 
Reuse,” 2011, p. 66. “[R]ehabilitation and retrofit still outperform new construction, yielding fewer impacts 
over a 75-year lifespan (see Figures 11 – 14). This is true for all impact categories and building types, except 
the warehouse-to-multifamily conversion case study.” https://living-future.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/11/The Greenest Building.pdf  
8 Preservation Green Lab. “The Greenest Building: Quantifying the Environmental Value of Building 
Reuse,” 2011, p. 72. “In particular, renovated buildings with fewer material inputs have the potential to 
realize the greatest short-term carbon savings.” https://living-future.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/11/The Greenest Building.pdf 
 












