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OFFICIAL MINUTES  

REGULAR MEETING OF  
THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

WEDNESDAY SEPTEMBER 14, 2011, AT 6:15 P.M. 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, ROOM S249 

100 N. GARFIELD AVE., PASADENA, CA 91101 
 
1. ROLL CALL – Chair Naber called the meeting to order at 6:17 p.m. 

Present: Nelson, Jones, Hansen, Persico, Wilson, Hall and Naber 
Absent: Quirk and Hickambottom 
 
Staff: Vince Bertoni, Stephanie DeWolfe, Denver Miller and Claudia Burciaga-Ramos 
 

2. PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA - None 
 
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Due to lack of quorum, the minutes for May 25, 2011 will be reviewed at the next meeting on September 
28, 2011.  

 
4. DIRECTOR’S REPORT 

o As reported at the last meeting, the City of Pasadena won an award from the California Chapter 
American Planning Association for the Civic Center Plan. This award makes the City eligible for the 
National Award. The ceremony for the National Award is going to be next spring in Los Angeles.  

o Mentioned that the process for Scoping EIR has been modified slightly; it is going to be more 
inclusive of the community, with an additional meeting prior to the Planning Commission meeting 
and will be nearby to where the project is occurring. He is hoping to do outreach to the community in 
order to help them understand planning in general and expand the CEQA training to the community.  

o There will be a presentation of the results of the General Plan survey at tonight’s meeting.  
 

5. ACTION ITEM 
      A. Consideration of change to regular meeting time from 6:15 pm to 6:30 pm, effective September  

    28,  2011. 
    Moved/seconded by Commissioners Persico and Hall to adopt the start time of the regular 
    meeting at 6:30 pm. No opposition, the motion was approved unanimously. 

 
6.   PUBLIC HEARING 

 A. Huntington Hospital EIR Scoping Session 
It is recommended that the Planning commission receive and provide comments in order to 
determine the scope of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the amendments to the Huntington 
Memorial Hospital Master Development Plan.  

 
For the record: 

     Commissioner Wilson under advise from the City Attorney will limit his comments to questions.  
Received copy of letter from WPRA dated September 12, 2011 
Received copy of letter from TAC dated November 29, 2009 
Received copy of letter from WPRA dated September 14, 2009  
 
Public comment: 
Richard McDonald, WPRA – The City must undertake a comprehensive traffic management plan.  The 
cumulative impacts have to look at the  entire area, from California to Bellefontaine, and Pasadena 
Avenue to Fair Oaks, and there has to be an analysis of how to deal with the  entire area not just the 
boundaries.  Whether it is in the draft EIR or the project alternatives, we ask that different phasing 
scenarios and the environmental impacts associated with that be analyzed.  That I personally believe 
this may mean making California Blvd. one-way from Orange Grove Blvd. to Arroyo Pkwy.,  making 
Bellefontaine St. one-way as well as parts of Fair Oaks Ave., but the amount of congestion in this area  
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is so serious  that thinking outside the box in terms of the mitigation measures in this draft EIR is 
comfortable.  

 
Theresa Fuentes, Assistant City Attorney - Addressed comments made by Mr. McDonald. There is a 
limit within the context of an EIR as to what a city can study and mitigate and one of the items that this 
letter specifically requests, in the context of the Master Plan EIR, is that the City conduct a 
comprehensive traffic management plan for the Specific Plan corridor.  In general, that kind of traffic 
analysis would be more appropriate in a Specific Plan document or in the Mobility Element EIR and 
General Plan EIR.  The city needs to be careful that it remain within the bounds of CEQA, and study the 
impacts of this project.  The incremental impacts of this project can be added to cumulative impacts, but 
not go beyond what we are allowed to under CEQA, which is requiring this project to mitigate impacts 
that have nothing to do with the project.  Be aware that sometimes members of the public make 
requests that need to be considered within  context of the project.  This letter is of that nature, so we will 
have to discuss this matter and be very careful as how we move forward to comply with CEQA, and yet 
acknowledge the value of the comments made by the public. 

 
Dr. Dolores Gibbs, Access and Disability Commission - Referring to page 57 number 19, of the Initial 
Study regarding transportation as  how disabled people will be impacted by this sort of project.  She 
would like the  Commission to give it some thought and perhaps attend one of their meetings and seek 
input on this project.  I know that the ADA has its own regulations and the 2012 regulations are coming 
out.  I would hope the Commission would take those regulations and apply them, in achieving access to 
the public  access space.  I do think that we need to add additional language in  these reports that 
would reflect how those who have disabilities will be impacted regarding this project. 

 
Moved and seconded by Commissioners Hall and Jones to close the public hearing. No opposition, the 
public hearing was closed.  

 
Commission comments: 
Commissioner Persico:   Regarding the traffic comments that were brought up by speaker Mr. 
McDonald, Commissioner Persico recognized what the City Attorney says about the scope of the EIR 
and the nexus issue of what could be addressed and not addressed.  The Commission in the past has 
looked at the building at 16 California and discussed the Specific Plan that was adopted in 1998 and the 
goal of the General Plan was to foster medical service uses at that location.  Commission Persico 
wasn’t sure whether everything that has happened in that location is actually consistent with the Specific 
Plan.  Commission Persico questioned whether the Specific Plan laid out the 325,000 square feet of 
hospital development.  The 1992 General Plan designated it and presumably that was validated or 
carried through as part of ’98 Specific Plan, but when do we if not as part of this project look at the 
validity of  the goals of that Specific Plan?  Is that Specific Plan still valid?  If this project is relying on the 
’92 General Plan and the ’98 Specific Plan,; in one or both of those documents, if goals aren’t current or 
weren’t fulfilled, what do we do with that?           
 
Stephanie DeWolfe, Deputy Planning Director:  Once the Land Use and Mobility Elements of the 
General Plan are updated, the first thing that needs to happen is that the City goes back and reviews 
the Specific Plans and the Zoning Code and make any amendments that are necessary to bring them 
into  conformance with the updated General Plan.  Some members of this Commission may recall that 
there was a schedule for updating the Specific Plans.  There are seven Specific Plans called for by the 
General Plan and there is an eighth Specific Plan under way for the Lincoln Avenue Corridor in the 
Northwest.  Since we’ve been going through the General Plan update process, we have acknowledged 
that the previous schedule for Specific Plans needs to be revised based on the outcome of this  
process.  Once the General Plan is completed, it would be clear that certain Specific Plan   will need 
more attention than others and those will be focused on first for an update.  The South Fair Oaks 
Specific Plan is one that we did receive  f comments about during the General Plan  process, so I would 
anticipate that that’s one of the Plans that would be updated most quickly when we finish the  update of 
the General Plan.  In the meantime we do have to work with the existing Plans as adopted.  They do 
stand as the rules and regulations until we make formal changes to those documents.   
Theresa Fuentes, Assistant City Attorney -  Just adding very briefly to what Stephanie said, there is 
published case laws that says we cannot take into account or we can’t rely on a draft plan when doing 
our CEQA analysis because unfortunately it is a draft and it is not an adopted policy statement.  So we 
do have to consider the final document if they do exist.  It’s not to say that we can’t look forward and 
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anticipate what we see coming down the line.  Unfortunately we can’t use those draft documents as the 
City’s guidelines and policies.   
 
Commissioner Persico:   The traffic study  should as part of the analysis  draw the widest circle we can 
and take that nexus issue and study as many intersections as possible.  Because while I don’t drive 
through that intersection more than three or four times a year that’s more than enough for me to know 
not to go through the intersection.  I understand that there  needs to be a nexus in the analysis, but 
again I think that needs to be as broad as possible.  
 
Commissioner Hansen: Commission Hansen questioned  the height of the West Tower and how it was 
going to impact the single-family residences that are west of Pasadena Avenue.    Commission Hansen 
was also concern with   the impact on the view corridor;  the shade and shadow that may be generated 
by a tower of that height needs to be analyzed in the EIR.               
 
Commissioner Nelson: I would like to see the EIR address the alternative phasing schedule proposed.  
Would we procedurally make a formal request that we include that just as a comment or how do we get 
that recorded?  
 
Theresa Fuentes, Assistant City Attorney – We are taking comments on the scope of the EIR, it can just 
be a comment inserted into the record and staff will take note.  
 
Commissioner Naber:   

 Huntington Memorial Hospital is a regional destination and therefore the EIR should require a larger 
than average traffic study area and the study area should include all intersections and street 
segments from south Orange Grove Boulevard to the west, to south Los Robles to the east, the 210 
Freeway to the north, and City limits to the south.   

 The traffic and transportation study most likely, will be recommending and studying mitigation, to 
possibly reduce car trips.  In the EIR, it should study the Hospital’s current compliance with the trip 
reduction ordinance, since that may be an item that would be listed in the EIR.  The public and the 
decision-making body should be able to see how successful the hospital may be in complying with 
the trip reduction ordinance.   

 Items for the public and the decision-makers to see in the EIR to study would be a report that should 
include a record of the Hospital’s trip reduction report timely filing; were they on time or did the City 
have to continue to follow-up with them for compliance?  Is the Hospital making progress on 
reducing car trips for employees and what is the conclusion of those trip reductions?  In other 
words, what is the person per car trip compare and contrasted with; may be other large property 
owners and employers in Pasadena, and what’s the trend line, which is what the intent of the trip 
reduction ordinance is.   

 The accumulated traffic study should include all recent projects developed in the above study area  
including but not limited to the Sares-Regis Westgate project, projects developed on the west 
campus of the Ambassador College including Ambassador West project,  the condo and the 
assisted living project, Maranatha School, Harvest Rock Church, and the Ambassador Auditorium.  
It should also include the Huntington Pavilion, 16 East California Blvd., and the projects in the South 
Fair Oaks Specific area that have been developed since the last Master Plan EIR, projects in Old 
Pasadena within the study area meaning south of the Freeway that have been developed since the 
last Master Plan EIR.   

 The traffic/transportation study should pay particular attention to the impacts on traffic in the area of 
the Goldline crossing, the 710 corridor area -  Del Mar Blvd. and south including the area around 
Pasadena Avenue and St. John Ave.   

 When conducting the traffic counts in the study area, the EIR should compare and contrast the 
predictions made for car trips that were in EIRs for the large projects in the vicinity and compare and 
contrast with the actual current counts, so that the City can confirm or adjust its prediction of car 
trips for this and other future EIRs.   

 In the last few years new light signals have been placed on California Boulevard between Orange 
Grove and Fair Oaks as mitigation for various stages of the Hospital’s development or the 
development of other projects in the vicinity or in the South Fair Oaks Specific Plan area, so the EIR 
should study specifically what is the effect of these signals are on traffic, and on pedestrians.  Did 
they accomplish their purpose or have they added to traffic congestion, and as related to this project 
should there be changes or other mitigation.   
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 A thorough pedestrian study should be conducted with mitigation measures suggested and studied 
in the EIR, specifically pedestrians connecting with the project and other businesses and doctors’ 
offices in the area, specifically those located on California such as the Von’s shopping center and 
on South Fair Oaks, the medical buildings and other businesses that are there. 
              

7. INFORMATION ITEM 
A. Presentation of the General Plan Survey Results 
Stephanie DeWolfe, Deputy Director, summarized the questions and answers pertaining to the General 
Plan Update that were included in the annual Residents' Survey conducted in Spring 2011 by the 
Planning Department as part of a PowerPoint presentation, reviewed the General Plan Update process 
and the agenda report as part of a PowerPoint presentation. 
 
Josh Williams, BW Research Partnership Founder and Principal Researcher, reviewed the objectives, 
methodology, and results of the General Plan Update Survey as part of a PowerPoint presentation; and 
responded to questions. 

 

Public comment: 
Michael Cornwell, resident – Complemented staff for the job done in the survey. Said he attended a 
couple of the meetings. He referred to pages 6 and 8; of the seven guiding principles and the support 
for additional themes. Said that if the City is not going to add an additional guiding principle then maybe 
one can be replaced by the public educational guiding principle.  
 

8. COMMENTS AND REPORTS FROM STAFF - None 
  
9.   COMMENTS AND REPORTS FROM COMMISSION 

 Chair Naber welcomed Louisa Nelson as a new Planning Commissioner.  
 

10. COMMENTS AND REPORTS FROM COMMITTEES 

 Design Commission - Mic Hansen  
- Application for changes to an approved project - 151 S. Hudson Avenue - Changes to exterior materials. Continued 

from 5/23/11. - Design Commission Action: Continued to next meeting: 
- 50% Advisory Review - 700 E. Walnut Street - Construction of a 5-story plus mezzanine mixed-use, residential/retail 

complex of 93,100 s.f. over a subterranean parking structure. Design Commission Action: No action taken due to 
advisory review only, the Commission made comments.  

 

 Board of Zoning Appeals - Chair Dante Hall, Ann Marie Hickambottom, Greg Jones, Carolyn 
Naber, Richard Quirk, - Have not had a meeting 

 CIP Subcommittee - Ann Marie Hickambottom, Mark Persico, Andy Wilson – No report 

 Open Space Committee - Richard Quirk, Carolyn Naber (alternate) – Denver Miller gave a brief 
description. The initial recommendations were reviewed and slightly modified.  

 General Plan Update Advisory Committee - Dante Hall, Carolyn Naber – Reported tonight.  
 

11. ADJOURNMENT – Chair Naber adjourned the meeting at 8:47 p.m. 
 

 

 
 

              Claudia Burciaga-Ramos, Recording Secretary 


