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Letter R1
COMMENTER:

Scott Morgan, Director, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

DATE:

June 30, 2011

Response R1.1
Commenter acknowledges compliance with the State Clearinghouse review requirements. No
revisions to the Recirculated DEIR are required.
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Letter R2
COMMENTER:

Dave Singleton, Native American Heritage Commission

DATE:

June 6, 2011

Response R2.1
The commenter identifies federal and State provisions for the protection of Native American
cultural resources. The commenter also notes that the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) performed a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search for the area of potential effect (APE) of the
proposed project, which identified Native American resources in close proximity to the APE.
Please see Response D6.1 on the Draft EIR. The Initial Study, Section 7 evaluates the potential of
the proposed project to impact cultural resources (including archaeological resources and
human remains). As noted in the Initial Study, the project site is entirely disturbed to a depth
of approximately five feet below grade, and has been developed at various times for lodging,
residential, office, and commercial purposes. As discussed in the Initial Study, the project site is
not known or expected to contain prehistoric or historic archeological sites. In addition, the
Initial Study prescribes Mitigation Measures MM CR1 and MM CR2, which would ensure that
impacts to undiscovered cultural or paleontological resources encountered during project
construction would be less-than-significant.
These mitigation measures include an archaeologist “certified by the Society of Professional
Archeologists” if archaeological resources are encountered. These mitigation measures were
determined to reduce impacts to archaeological resources to less than significant. Therefore,
additional mitigation measures are not required. (See CEQA Guidelines Sections 15041(a) and
15126.4(a)(3).)
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Letter R3
COMMENTER:

Stephen R. Maguin, County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County

DATE:

June 21, 2011

The commenter submitted one letter with a previous comment letter on the previously
circulated DEIR isattached. The most recent letter is addressed first in Responses R3.1 through
R3.5.
Response R3.1
The commenter provides a letter containing comments originally submitted by the County
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County on May 16, 2011. These comments were responded
to and included in the Section 8.0, Addenda and Errata/Comments and Responses of the previously
circulated DEIR.
Response R3.2
The commenter provides updated information regarding the peak flow of the eight-inch
diameter sewer line located in the Chapel Avenue Trunk Sewer. This additional information is
noted for consideration; however, the provided information does not necessitate updates to
information contained in the Recirculated EIR and does not result in increased environmental
impacts and does not trigger recirculation. No changes to the Recirculated DEIR are required.
Response R3.3
The commenter provides updated information regarding the average flow of the Whittier
Narrows Water Reclamation Plant (WRP) and the Los Coyotes WRP. This information has
been updated in the Initial Study Section 19b. This information however does not result in
increased environmental impacts and does not trigger recirculation. No changes to the
Recirculated DEIR are required.
Response R3.4
The commenter provides information regarding the expected increase in average wastewater
flow resulting from the proposed project under Scenario 1 and Scenario 2. This additional
information is noted. However, the provided information does not change the analysis or
conclusions in the Recirculated EIR. No changes to the Recirculated DEIR are required.
Response R3.5
The commenter indicates that information concerning the District’s facilities and sewerage
service contained in the document are accurate. No changes to the Recirculated DEIR are
required.
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Letter R4
From: scheid@usc.edu [mailto:scheid@usc.edu]
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 4:26 PM
To: Johnson, Viola
Subject: All Saints Revised DEIR

Dear Viola,
Please distribute to all members of the Design Commission before tonight’s meeting.
Thank you,
Ann Scheid
Dear Members of the Pasadena Design Commission:
Unfortunately, I am unable to attend your meeting this evening. However I would like
to submit my comments on the Revised Draft EIR for the All Saints project.
In keeping with the Civic Center Master Plan and the Bennett Plan’s vision for Pasadena’
Civic Center, the best alternative presented in the Revised DEIR is Alternative #5. It
pushes the buildings north, breaks up the massing into smaller parts and creates two
courtyard spaces along Euclid Avenue. Unfortunately the issue of the 6 story circular
“silo” assembly building has not been addressed. Its form is incompatible with the
intent and spirit of the Civic Center, and its tower-like form appears to compete with the
towers of City Hall. A lower gentler amphitheatre-like space relating to the courtyard
behind the Maryland wall would be more in keeping with the existing context.

1

2

The issue of architectural design is being pushed off; it should rightly be addressed
under aesthetics. It is an unsatisfactory solution to veneer simplistic blocks with granite
like the church, travertine like the Getty Center or simply a plaster finish. To relate it to
the church by cladding with granite is not in keeping with the Civic
Center “Mediterranean” dictum. The issues are fenestration, focus on primary
entrances, cornice lines and bases, differentiating the different masses from each other
to create the idea of organic development of the parts. Once the site plan and massing
are locked in there is no chance of dealing with any of the above except by patchwork,
which will result in inferior design solutions.

3

The rejection by the church of the YWCA alternative is not convincing. The assertion of
financial loss is made without benefit of a financial analysis of the cost of rehabbing the
Y building vs the cost of building an entirely new complex. The church appears to have
owned most of its present property since the 1960s. A land exchange is not the only way
to deal with this issue.

4

The Revised DEIR cites the Goleta decision, but there is no trenchant analysis of how
that decision relates to the present situation. Below are some points based on Goleta
that should be discussed in greater detail.
1. A major part of the program could be accommodated, with the rest on Euclid Ave site
2. Site is available for acquisition
3. Timing. Has church raised all necessary funds to go forward?
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5

6
7

4. Economic feasibility. This needs to be studied.
5. Land use designation is compatible.
6. Lead agency has jurisdiction.
7. No known social, technological, other factors.
I urge you to consider carefully the implications of your recommendation. This Revised
DEIR only became public last week, and has not been available on the City’s web
site. Now it is being rushed through the Design Commission tonight, and the Planning
Commission Wednesday night. Has the public really had enough time?
Sincerely,
Ann Scheid
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Letter R4
COMMENTER:

Ann Scheid

DATE:

May 23, 2011

Response R4.1
The commenter indicates that Alternative 5 is the best alternative presented in the Recirculated
DEIR. Please see Response D7.1 on the Draft EIR regarding applicability of the Civic Center
Specific Plan and the Bennett Plan. No changes to the Recirculated DEIR are required.
Response R4.2
The commenter objects to the design of the proposed six-story circular building, and that it
appears to compete with the towers of City Hall which is located west of the project site. These
comments do not pertain specifically to the EIR analysis, though the role of Design Commission
review and authority with respect to the project is discussed in in Section 4.1 Aesthetics on page
4.1-7 of the DEIR. As described on page 4.1-7, the role of design review before the Design
Commission is to implement the City’s urban design goals and policies and is specifically set
forth in Pasadena Municipal Code Section 17.61.030. The Design Review process consists of
several stages as documented in PMC § 17.61.030.(C), including Preliminary Consultation,
Concept Design Review and Final Design Review. In addition, the Director may authorize
consolidation or additional Design Review for partially completed designs.
The massing of the proposed project is portrayed in DEIR Figure 4.1-6. As discussed in the
DEIR, “the scale of the project is compatible with the exiting surrounding development and the
height of the proposed building is within the limits called for in the zoning code…In scale and
in massing, none of the proposed building would overwhelm the existing historic structures…
the proposed height is similar to that of several structures located within a block or two of the
project site, including the 13-story Plaza Las Fuentes complex to the east, the six-story County
Court Building to the west and the five to seven-story Kaiser Permanente buildings about a
half block to the north” (DEIR pages 4.1-13, 4.1-16, and 4.1-20.) See also General Response #1.
Response R4.3
The commenter indicates that the architectural design of the proposed project should be
addressed under the Aesthetics section of the EIR. Please refer to Response R4.2 above. As
noted therein, impacts associated with the visual character of the site have been addressed
under Impact AES-1 in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR. While the commenter’s opinion is noted
and included in the Final EIR, disagreement does not constitute grounds for invalidation of the
EIR. (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15151; See also Eureka Citizens for Responsible Government v.
City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357, 371-372; California Native Plant Society v. City of Rancho
Cordova (2009) 172 Cal.App.4th 603, 626.) See also General Response #1 and Response D10.4.
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Response R4.4
The commenter disagrees with the project applicant’s rejection of the “YWCA alternative.”
Please see Response D10.20 for the Draft EIR comment letters regarding CEQA requirements
for the alternatives analysis. The commenter does not provide a description of this YWCA
project alternative, therefore no further response is possible at this time.
Response R4.5
The commenter states that the Recirculated DEIR does not include an analysis of how the
citation of the California Supreme Court, in Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990)
relates to the proposed project.
The CEQA Guidelines permit the Lead Agency to “identify alternatives that were considered
by the Lead Agency but were rejected as infeasible…” (See CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6(c).) Section 6.7 of the Draft and Recirculated EIR describe some of the factors for
considering alternative locations, as described in the Goleta case. As described in Section 6.7,
because of the inability to meet the main objective/fundamental purpose of the proposed
project, the Draft EIR determined alternative locations to be infeasible. (See In re Bay-Delta
Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1165
[“[A]n EIR need not study in detail an alternative that is infeasible or that the lead agency has
reasonably determined cannot achieve the project’s underlying fundamental purpose.”].)
Furthermore, the comment does not explain how relocating the project to another site would
reduce or avoid the project’s significant environmental impacts. The City seeks to promote
development in existing dense locations, such as the project site, to avoid sprawl. This policy
determination is also an appropriate grounds for finding such such an alternative infeasible.
(See California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957.)
Response R4.6
Please see Responses R4.4 and R4.5. The commenter makes reference to an alternative site,
however it is unclear what site is being referred to, and therefore a determination cannot be
made on whether it could accommodate portions of the proposed project or if this site is for
sale.
Response R4.7
The commenter questions the project applicant’s financial ability to move forward with the
project and has requested that an economic feasibility study be prepared and states that there
are no known “social, technological, other factors.” While economic infeasibility may be
appropriate grounds for rejecting a proposed alternative, the economic feasibility of the
proposed project is not relevant in the current situation as no one is asserting that the proposed
project is infeasible. Furthermore, as described in a leading CEQA treatise, “Neither CEQA nor
the CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR include studies comparing the project’s
environmental costs with its benefits…the only direct comparison required in an EIR is the
comparison of the project alternatives…, and a cost benefit analysis is not required in making
that comparison.” (Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the California Environmental Quality
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Act, (2d ed. Cal CEB, 2008), p. 643-644, § 13.34.) As also discussed under CEQA Guidelines
Section 15131, “Economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects
on the environment.” This aspect of the proposed project is not within the scope of the
Recirculated DEIR.
Please also see Response to Comment D7.1 and Draft EIR Section 4.6 regarding Land Use Plan
consistency.
Response R4.8
The commenter makes reference to an alternative site, however it is unclear what site is being
referred to, and therefore a determination cannot be made regarding jurisdiction or other
factors identified.
Response R4.9
Comment is acknowledged and incorporated into the Final EIR.

8-193

City of Pasadena

Letter R5

1

2

3

8-194

4

5

6
7

8

9

10

8-195

11

12

13

14

15

8-196

All Saints Church Master Development Plan EIR
Section 8.0 Addenda and Errata/Comments and Responses

Letter R5
COMMENTER:

Jenna Kachour, Preservation Director, Pasadena Heritage

DATE:

May 25, 2011

Response R5.1
The comment alleges that the Recirculated Draft EIR Alternatives analysis provides “arbitrary
and unsubstantiated” information regarding the ability of Alternatives 5 and 6 to meet the
project objectives.
The Draft EIR alternatives analysis is only required to analyze “a range of potential alternatives
to the proposed project” and “include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic
objectives of the project...” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c).) While the recirculated Draft
EIR provided a brief discussion of the ability of the Alternatives 5 and 6 to meet the project
objectives, the Draft EIR carried these alternatives forward as being potentially feasible. (See
Recirculated Draft EIR Section 6.5 (Alternative 5) and Section 6.6 (Alternative 6).) In the event
that the City elects to reject an alternative in the Draft EIR that is environmentally superior to
the proposed project, specific CEQA Findings will be adopted by the Lead Agency which
describe any appropriate grounds for findings such alternatives infeasible, which may include
inability to meet project objectives. (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15091.) This information
however is not required to be in the EIR. (See Sierra Club v. County of Napa (2004) 121
Cal.App.4th 1490, 1506; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Specific Plan v. City & County of
San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656.)
Response R5.2
The commenter questions the orientation of the Buildings A, E and C in Alternative 5, and if the
project objective of providing a semi-enclosed outdoor space for Building E. The outdoor space
that is being referred to is the area located directly south of Building E. Under Alternative 5
this open space area would be occupied by the North Wing of Building A, and would therefore
not meet the objective of providing a large “outdoor room” for religious and community uses
by orienting buildings to create a protected courtyard.
Response R5.3
The commenter does not feel that the distance between Building A and the Rectory under
Alternative 5 would represent a significant deviation from the proposed project. Alternative 5
would increase the distance between Building A and the Rectory from 60 feet to 140 feet. As is
indicated on page 6-13, paragraph 1, the relocation of the building further north would increase
the pedestrian travel time, would not integrate the campus, and would not repeat the sequence
of building proportions and open spaces of the existing historic cloister. The change in
building location affects only the project design and does not result in any change to potential
environmental impacts. Please refer to Response R4.2 regarding project design review, and the
role of the City’s Design Commission in General Response #1.
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Response R5.4
The commenter does not agree with the statement in the Recirculated EIR, and believes that
under Alternative 5, the old and new buildings are linked by the courtyard, forum, and
Maryland Wall, and that the sequence of building proportions and opens space is compatible
with the historic proportions or the site and the remainder of the block. The change in building
location affects only the project design and does not result in any change to potential
environmental impacts. Please refer to Response 4.2 regarding project design review, and the
role of the City’s Design Commission. See also General Response #1 and Response D10.4.
Response R5.5
The commenter does not agree with the statement in the Recirculated EIR, and believes that
under Alternative 5 regarding the pre-function area and courtyard being visible from N. Euclid
Avenue. Alternative 5 would increase the distance between Building A and the Rectory from
60 feet to 140 feet, thereby creating a larger space and would not provide the privacy and sense
of enclosure that is needed by the project applicant for private worship.
Response R5.6
The commenter indicates that Alternative 5 does provide an open space axis that is accessible
from all of the new buildings, only with a different configuration. The change in building
locations only affects the project design and does not result in any change to potential
environmental impacts. Please refer to Response R4.2 regarding project design review, and the
role of the City’s Design Commission. See also General Response #1 and Response D10.4.
Response R5.7
The commenter indicates that redesign of Alternative 5 would reduce the potential for the
creation of a narrow, canyon-like pathway where shadows would be cast on the children’s play
area. Please refer to Alternative 6 which provides for a larger open area between Buildings A
and C, eliminating the shadow effect on the children’s play area. Further, shadow on a child’s
play area is not a potentially significant environmental effect, particularly where shading
children from the sun’s rays during some of their playtime has long term positive skin health
impacts.
Response R5.8
The commenter disagrees with the Recirculated DEIR and believes that the design of
Alternative 5 provides a courtyard that permits open and visual connection between the old
and new buildings, and that from the street the campus reads as one cohesive site that is linked
by the Maryland Hall. The orientation of the buildings in Alternative 5, in relation to the
creation of a visual and functional connection is a project design element and does not result in
any change to potential environmental impacts. Please refer to Response R4.2 regarding project
design review, and the role of the City’s Design Commission. See also General Response #1
and Response D10.4.
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Response R5.9
Please see Response R5.1 on the Recirculated Draft EIR. The commenter requests that
Supporting Project Objectives not met by Alternative 5 be identified. Alternative 5
would not meet the following Supporting Project Objectives: 1) Provide separate
buildings specifically designed for their particular use and locate those buildings in
places most appropriate to their size and nature of use.; 2) Integrate into the architecture
and grounds sacred shapes and spaces; 4) Create a large “outdoor room” for religious
and community uses by orienting the buildings to create a protected courtyard using the
historic church buildings as the “fourth wall” of the room to serve as a welcoming, yet
private, space suitable for such uses as worship, weddings, funerals, counseling,
grieving and contemplative prayer; and, 5) Develop the courtyard as a single unified
space which allows access from all of the new buildings into a central community
gathering place and provides an unbroken visual connection between the new buildings
on the north end of the campus and the historic Rectory and Church buildings on the
south. The CEQA Guidelines do not require that a project alternative meet all of the
project objectives. (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6).
Response R5.10
Please refer to Response R5.3.
Response R5.11
Please refer to Response R5.8.
Response R5.12
The commenter indicates that redesign of Alternative 6 is to provide for social hall functions on
the same floor. The programming of building space in Alternative 6 is a project design element
and does not result in any change to potential environmental impacts. Please refer to Response
R4.2 regarding project design review, and the role of the City’s Design Commission. See also
General Response #1 and Response D10.4.
Response R5.13
Please refer to Response R5.4.
Response R5.14
Please see Response R5.1 on the Recirculated Draft EIR. The commenter requests that
Supporting Project Objectives not met by Alternative 6 be identified. Alternative 6
would not meet the following Supporting Project Objectives: 1) Provide separate
buildings specifically designed for their particular use and locate those buildings in
places most appropriate to their size and nature of use.; 2) Integrate into the architecture
and grounds sacred shapes and spaces; 4) Create a large “outdoor room” for religious
and community uses by orienting the buildings to create a protected courtyard using the
historic church buildings as the “fourth wall” of the room to serve as a welcoming, yet
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private, space suitable for such uses as worship, weddings, funerals, counseling,
grieving and contemplative prayer; and, 5) Develop the courtyard as a single unified
space which allows access from all of the new buildings into a central community
gathering place and provides an unbroken visual connection between the new buildings
on the north end of the campus and the historic Rectory and Church buildings on the
south. The CEQA Guidelines do not require that a project alternative meet all of the
project objectives.
Response R5.15
Comment is acknowledged. Please see Response R5.1 on the Recirculated Draft EIR.
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Nina Chomsky
1500 Lancashire St.
Pasadena, CA 91103
June 27, 2011
Antonio Gardea, Associate Planner
City of Pasadena Planning Department
Re: Revised DEIR – All Saints Master Development Plan
Dear Mr. Gardea:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Revised DEIR.
Personally, I appreciate the effort to expand and improve the Alternatives section of the DEIR.
Of all the EIR sources of information to project decision makers, perhaps the most important is
the range of reasonable project Alternatives required by CEQA.
New Alternatives 5 and 6 improve the spectrum of analyses, but the Alternatives Section
remains legally Inadequate in that the discussion fails to fully analyze Environmental Setting,
Aesthetics, Historic Resources and Land Use Impacts.

1

Both new Alternatives fail to fully analyze the Historic status of the site, particularly the proper
approach to designing and placing such a proposed project within the Historic Central District,
including its relationship to the iconic City Hall and the balance of the Church properties.

2

As I have stated previously, in light of the sensitive and extraordinary relationship of the
proposed project to its historic setting, the DEIR, including the new Alternatives, must analyze
fully hiow the proposed project Alternatives conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards, and all applicable City plans, rules Codes, ordinances, and guidelines in terms of
size, scale proportion and massing.

3

To reach this level of analysis, adequate understanding, interpretation and application of the
2004 Central District Specific Plan to the Alternatives, including new Alternatives 5 and 6,
requires the ability of decision makers to refer specifically to the complete legislative history of
the 2004 Plan. This legislative history is composed of the historic Bennett Plan, the Civic
Center/Midtown Programming Effort Report (commonly referred to as the Grey Book), and the
Civic Center Specific Plan. This entire legislative history should be attached as appendices to
the EIR. These documents are foundtional and historic, particularly the Bennett Plan, which,
contrary to the DEIR, has not lost its “authority”, and, in fact, was approved by the voters in a
city-wide election held on June 7, 1923, and never repealed in any subsequent election. All of
these documents are essential to the proper application and interpretation of the 2004 Plan,
including determining the legislative intent of its provisions

4

Page 1 of 2
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Both Alternatives 5 and 6 torture the relationship to the historic “Maryland” Wall. Neither
embraces nor includes the Wall in the essence of the design. The Wall sticks out like an
orphan artifact instead of playing an integral role in the site design. Alternative 6 seems to be
in better proportion and scale to the rest of the site, but woefully fails to relate properly to
Euclid in terms of required intimate Courtyards. Alternative 5 includes more “courtyard” space,
but it is too large in terms of proportion, and the South portion of Building A looms over the
historic garden space and the Wall. Perhaps, under Alternative 5, Building A could be “flipped”
and the open space better integrated into the area between the Wall and the new Forum
building. Perhaps, with a flip, intimate courtyards could be created along Euclid with
Alternative 5. As to the Forum Building, its proposed massing is jarring and out of character
with the historic setting.

5

It is clear to me that to properly analyze the Alternatives, including new Alternatives 5 and 6, in
light of the special Historic setting and Land Use context, legal Adequacy cannot be achieved
without engaging a consulting preservation architect with expertise in compatible and
contextual infill development in historic sites within historic districts, and, who has full
knowledge of the entire legislative history behind the 2004 Plan, to review and revise the new
Alternatives and perhaps to suggest additional Alternatives.

6

Echoing the Planning Commission, I urge further work on Alternatives 5 and 6 in a continued
effort to arrive at the best and most Environmentally Superior project Alternative for
consideration by the decision makers considering this proposed project.

7

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
/s/ Nina Chomsky
NINA CHOMSKY

Page 2 of 2
8-202

All Saints Church Master Development Plan EIR
Section 8.0 Addenda and Errata/Comments and Responses

Letter R6
COMMENTER:

Nina Chomsky

DATE:

June 27, 2011

Response R6.1
The commenter indicates that the alternatives analysis in the Recirculated DEIR does not
provide a full analysis of the “Environmental Setting, Aesthetics, Historic Resources, and Land
Use Impacts” for Alternatives 5 and 6.
The Environmental Setting for Alternatives 5 and 6 is the same as for the proposed project, and
is therefore provided in EIR Chapter 3.0 “Environment Setting” and as described in Chapter 3.0
(Section 3.2), “Additional setting information pertinent to Aesthetics, Air Quality, Historic
Resources, Land use, Transportation and Water Resources is contained in each of the Impact
Analysis sections (Section 4.1 through 4.6).” This information is contained in each resource
chapter in sections titled “Setting.”
Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 provides “the EIR shall include sufficient
information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison
with the proposed project. If an alternative would cause one or more significant effects in
addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the significant effects of the
alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.”
Consistent with these requirements, impacts associated with Alternative 5 related to Aesthetics,
Historic Resources, and Land Use are provided in Sections 6.5.2(a), (c), and (f). Alternative 6
impacts related to Aesthetics, Historic Resources, and Land Use are provided in Sections
6.6.2(a), (c), and (f). To the extent the impacts are referenced as being the same or similar to
those of the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Sections 4.1 through 4.6 of the EIR
for further more detailed analysis.
Response R6.2
Please refer to Responses R6.1 and R6.5.
Response R6.3
Please refer to Responses R6.1 and R6.5. Please also see General Response #2 regarding
discussion of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.
Please see Response D7.1 on comments on the Draft EIR, regarding CEQA analysis
requirements and plan consistency. As discussed therein, CEQA requires analysis of physical
environmental impacts; it does not require a consistency analysis for “City Plans, rules Codes
[sic], ordinances, and guidelines.”
The comment also states that the DEIR should analyze “size, scale proportion [sic] and
massing.”
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The size, scale, and massing of the project are discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, and Section
4.3, Historic Resource of the EIR. The massing of the proposed project is portrayed in DEIR
Figure 4.1-6. As discussed in the DEIR, “the scale of the project is compatible with the exiting
surrounding development and the height of the proposed building is within the limits called
for in the zoning code…In scale and in massing, none of the proposed building would
overwhelm the existing historic structures… the proposed height is similar to that of several
structures located within a block or two of the project site, including the 13-story Plaza Las
Fuentes complex to the east, the six-story County Court Building to the west and the five to
seven-story Kaiser Permanente buildings about a half block to the north” (DEIR page 4.1-13,
4.1-16, and 4.1-20.) Furthermore, the proposed project would offer improvements in
comparison to the existing setting, regarding size, scale and massing. The current site includes
a surface parking structure and several one story structures which do not match the size,
massing, and scale of the surrounding structures.
See also General Response #1 and Response D10.4.
Response R6.4
Please refer to Response R6.1. Please also see Response D7.1 to comments on the Draft EIR
regarding applicability of the Bennett Plan, Civic Center/Midtown Programming Effort Report
(Grey Book), and the Civic Center Specific Plan. The relationship and applicability of these
various planning documents were addressed in EIR Section 4.6.4, Land Use. Please also see
Response D13.1.
The comment suggests that the Bennett Plan has “not lost its ‘authority’, and, in fact was
approved by voters in a city-wide election held on June 7, 1923, and never repealed in any
subsequent election.”
Contrary to the comment, the Bennett Plan is not an officially adopted Land Use and Planning
document (i.e. not a Specific Plan) under the Government Code Sections 65450 et seq. The
referenced election (i.e. the two ballot measures) were for bond finance and acquisition,
construction, and completion of the “civic group of buildings.” These buildings were the City
Hall, library, municipal auditorium, and an art center in Carmelita Park. The bond was to fund
construction of these buildings and to create the axial boulevards with vistas of the buildings.
Resolution 4554 and Ordinance 2116 (dated May 18, 1923 and May 24, 1923) authorized the
ballot measure for the “municipal improvements.”
The report, two years later, from Bennett, Parsons and Frost ("A Plan for the City of Pasadena,
California), includes "suggestions for the future trend of the city along lines in harmony with its
existing character.” (p. 8.) These proposals are for parks and recreational facilities, street plans,
local transportation, public buildings, and sites for civic buildings. Nothing in the report
addresses buildings on private property. The "general perspective" illustration, one of four
attachments to the report, shows conjectural images of future buildings including some
buildings on privately owned sites. Since 1925, most developments in the Civic Centerincluding City Hall, the 1930 expansion of All Saints Church, the County Court building from
1952, Plaza Las Fuentes in 1990, Paseo Colorado in 2000, and the 2009 expansion of the
Pasadena Convention Center-have not followed the architectural design, massing, or footprint
of buildings illustrated in this "general perspective."
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A report in the Pasadena Star-News (June 6, 1923) specifically noted: "Sketches of the buildings
[in the City Plan] ... are not intended to be actual pictures of the buildings as they will appear
but are suggestions of possible types suitable to the setting ... “Although this reference was to a
plan view of four civic buildings connected by boulevards, the same presumption applies to the
"general perspective" illustration in the 1925 report. Therefore, the buildings shown in the
"general perspective" were not intended to be actual illustrations of future buildings, especially
when so many properties constructed between 1927 and the present do not conform to the 1925
perspective and both the 1923 ordinance, resolution, and ballot measure and the 1925 report are
silent on the design of private buildings in the Civic Center.
Response R6.5
The comment states that the Alternatives analysis does not address how Alternatives 5 and 6
“torture the relationship to the historic ‘Maryland’ Wall.” Please note that more detailed
information has been provided regarding the historic resource environmental setting in the
Final EIR. (See Revised Section 4.3 ) Specifically:
While the Maryland Hotel Wall is considered a contributing component of the Historic
District, the existing spatial relationship for the Maryland Hotel Wall remnant to its
immediate surroundings is not considered historic; all of the nearby buildings to which
it was historically related having been demolished several decades ago. The existing
setting does not currently include a garden, but rather the existing setting contains a
playground, a storage building, and a trailer immediately to the east, a paved parking
lot to the north, and the Rectory building to the South (the east side of the wall is not
currently accessible to the public as shown in Figure 4.3-2). The only existing
relationship of the Maryland Wall is its general inclusion within the geographic
boundaries of the historic district and general proximity to the Maryland Arms
Apartments located approximately 400 feet south of the wall. Neither of these
relationships would be substantially altered by the project and was therefore not
necessary to describe this level of detail (CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a))….
Please also refer to Response R6.1.
The comment also suggests an alternative where “Building A could be ‘flipped’ and the open
space better integrated into the area between the Wall and the new forum building.” The
comment does not explain how this would reduce or avoid a significant environmental impact.
Please also see Response D10.20 to comments on the Draft EIR for discussion of CEQA
requirements regarding variations of alternatives.
Response R6.6
Please refer to Response R6.1. The comment also states that the City should engage in
consultation with a preservation architect with expertise in compatible and contextual infill
development in historic sites within historic districts…” The Draft EIR Historic Resource
analysis is based in part upon the Historic Resource Report, included as Appendix D to the
Draft EIR as well as Rincon Consultants, and City Staff. This report was prepared by San
Buenaventura Research Associates Historic Resources Consulting, and the firm is listed in the
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Register of Professional Historians. The City also has substantial internal expertise regarding
historic resources. The city adopted its first historic preservation ordinance in 1969, established
design review over historic resources in the Central District in 1985 (using Secretary of
Interior’s Standards), and established full design review over all NRHP districts in 2002. The
City of Pasadena has been a State of California Office of Historic Preservation Certified Local
Government (CLG) since 1986, one of the first in the state to be so certified. The State
recognizes two CLG commissions in Pasadena, the Design Commission and Historic
Preservation Commission. The City employs historic preservation professionals on staff.
Please also note that the proposed project is being designed by an architectural firm that has
substantial experience in building new structures in proximity to historic structures. As
discussed on DEIR page 4.1-16:
“The architectural firm has a distinguished reputation and international practice and
has constructed several notable buildings, including the Getty Center in Los Angeles;
the Jubilee Church in Rome, Italy; the High Museum of Art in Atlanta, Georgia; the
Citadella Bridge in Allessandria, Italy; the Barcelona Museum of Contemporary Art in
Barcelona, Spain; the Arp Museum in Rolandseck, Germany; and many others. The
work of Richard Meier & Partners often integrates new architecture with historic
buildings or sites and the architectural firm has won numerous awards.”
Response R6.7
Comment is acknowledged and included in the Final EIR.
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MARSHA V. ROOD, FAICP
216 S. Madison Avenue, #302
Pasadena, CA 91101
626.568.8329
marsharood@earthlink.net
May 25, 2011

Mr. Antonio Gardea
Associate Planner
175 N. Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91109
Subject:
Comments on All Saints Church Master Development
Plan Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report, May 2011;
Comments Regarding the Historic Resources Section 4.3 and the
Alternatives Section 6.0)
Dear Mr. Gardea:
All Saints Church’s proposed expansion is important to meet the space
and program needs of the historic All Saints Church; it also is a rare
opportunity to make significant additions to the Civic Center that reinforce
the Civic Center’s role as the heart of Pasadena representing the highest civic
and commercial ideals and aspirations of its citizens.
developing

the

All

Saints

Church

Master

The importance of

Development

Plan

as

a

complementary and harmonious addition to the Civic Center area and of
carefully evaluating its environmental impacts cannot be overstated.

1

My

recommendations focus on the Historic Resources Section and the
Alternatives Section of the Draft EIR; background information and the
rationale for these recommendations are contained in the body of this letter.
I.

RECOMMENDATIONS

REGARDING

HOW

TO

INTERPRET

THE

SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR STANDARDS IN THE EIR [Draft EIR
Historic Resources Section 4.3]

2
Given the weight of the evidence of Pasadena – the distinguished
history

of

architecture

and

planning

in

Pasadena,

the

long-standing

community-based plans and the continuing value that the community places
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on historically important buildings - the Historic Resources section of the
Draft EIR must:

A. Prioritize compatibility of the Project with the existing national
historically

significant

buildings

and

environment

over

differentiating old buildings from the new building. The bias in
the Draft EIR is to interpret the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
for Rehabilitation of Historic Structures (“Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards”)

in terms “differentiation” rather than “compatibility”,

2

clearly favoring a project that is much more contemporary or “of its
time” rather than one that is a contextual or “of its place”. Although
modernist

style

buildings

quite

easily

solve

the

problem

of

“differentiation” from a standards perspective and an Environmental
Impact Report perspective, it does not solve it from a “compatibility”
standards perspective.
B. Evaluate the Project against the long-standing plans since the
1920s and recent community General Plan update outreach
efforts point to evaluating the new project in terms of how
compatible it is with the existing and historically significant
and community-valued setting.

The impacts that must be

evaluated in the Draft EIR, among other impacts, are:
1. How do the new buildings, arrangement of buildings, architectural
form, and associated open space most respect and harmonize with
the existing architectural and historic environment of the All Saints

3

Church and Pasadena’s historically significant City Hall?
2. How do the massing and building volumes best fit with the existing
pattern of “solids and voids” along Euclid Avenue?
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3. How does the new project respect the architectural design of the
existing historic landmarks – the existing All Saints complex and
City Hall – including the use the palette of material and colors

5

currently found in the area?
4. Does the new project disrupt the visual context and historic set of
All Saints complex and City Hall by calling attention to the new
work, rather than blending with the old? Would the new buildings
stand out and overwhelm rather than fit in and enhance their
surroundings?

Would

they

minimize

the

church’s

6

historic

importance as a campus within and to the Civic Center?
II.

RECOMMENDATIONS

REGARDING

ALTERNATIVES

ANALYSIS

AND ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE [Draft EIR
Alternatives Section 6.0]
The City should develop a broader and more robust range of
reasonable Alternatives than those contained in the Draft EIR. In order to
develop these Alternatives, the City should engage a consulting
architect with expertise in compatible infill development in historic
sites and areas to work with the City and All Saints Church to develop
a range of alternative building footprints, massing, scale and
architectural details which are more compatible with the historic
Civic Center and Euclid Avenue.

Alternatives developed should feasibly

attain most of the basic objectives of the project, comply with the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards and avoid the significant effects of the Project.
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION AND RATIONALE
FOR RECOMMENDATIONS
III.

Draft EIR Historic Resources [Section 4.3]
In the historic resources section, the Draft EIR states that the Project is

located within the boundaries of the national register Pasadena Civic Center
District. It also states that the All Saints Episcopal Church complex (Church,
Parish Hall and the Rectory) and the Maryland Hotel Wall should be regarded
as historic resources for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality
Act (“CEQA”). This means that the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation of Historic Structures must be applied when looking at the
proposed new buildings. Standard “9” states the following:
“New

additions,

exterior

construction

shall

characterize

the

not

alterations

destroy

property.

or

historic

The

new

related

new

materials

that

work

shall

be

differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the
massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the
historic integrity of the property and its environment.”
This standard is reflected in the requirements of the Central District
Specific Plan (2004), “The design of all buildings and public spaces in
this

precinct

should

reflect

the

highest

quality,

respect

the

permanence of civic landmark buildings, and reinforce the vision of
the Bennett Plan.” (p. 104) The Specific Plan further states that the
“…setting for these buildings is no less important, and therefore,
realization of the 1920s „City Beautiful‟ Vision should be advocated
through 1) preservation of historically significant buildings; 2)
requirements for new buildings that are complementary to existing
landmarks; and 3) reintegration of the Beaux-Arts axial plan”. (p.102)
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The Specific Plan’s Sub-District Design Guidelines for the Civic
Center/Mid-Town area further call for the new development to:
“Respect the architectural design of historic buildings and
protect the monumentality of landmark civic buildings; limit the
scale and massing of larger building by employing articulated
sub-volumes.” (p. 172) It also calls for using “… the palette of
materials and colors currently found in the area; masonry (nonbrick), stucco, colored concrete and tile decorative elements
are prominent materials, and the use of intense colors should
be severely limited.” (p. 172)
Therefore, on this basis of the Secretary of the Interior Standards and

8

the Specific Plan, a new developments: (a) shall not destroy historic
materials; (b) must be differentiated from the old, and (c) must be
compatible to protect the historic integrity of both the Property and its
Environment. On the basis of the Specific Plan, new developments should
respect the prominence of civic landmark buildings and the preservation of
historically significant buildings, be complementary to existing landmarks,
respect the architectural design of historic buildings, and use the palette of
material and colors currently found in the area.
The questions for the environmental impact analysis are:

(1) How

should these standards and guidelines be interpreted and applied in the EIR?
(2) Is “differentiation” or “compatibility” the dominant emphasis when
considering the existing historic buildings not only on the property, but also
with historic Civic Center buildings across the street? (3) What the weight of
the evidence in Pasadena – is keeping record of the time the new
architecture is added more important than maintaining and enhancing the
place in which it is built? (See Recommendation I on page 1)
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A.

The Property:

The All Saint Episcopal Church complex

buildings are the products of renowned architects – Johnson, Kaufmann,
and Coates - who designed the English Gothic Revival sanctuary; and
Bennett and Haskell who designed the Parish and Rectory addition in the
same style. Additions designed by Smith and Williams were made in the
1960s in a modern interpretation of the English Gothic Revival style, thus
creating an identifiable campus of church buildings and context for future
additions.

According to the Draft EIR, the Maryland Hotel Wall, a

section of the wall that enclosed a portion of former resort hotel grounds,

10

is also a contributing element to the designated historic district. In fact,
based on research by Ann Scheid, architectural historian and noted
historian of the Pasadena, the Maryland Hotel Wall was designed by
Wallace Neff, the noted Southern California architect who was largely
responsible for development of the region's distinct architectural style
referred to as the “California” style.
B. The Environment: The importance of the Civic Center to the city is
indisputable. The “City Beautiful” Bennett Plan established its foundations
in the 1920s with creation not only of the City Hall, Central Library and
Civic Auditorium but also the relationships among them. The firm that did
the plan – Bennett, Parsons & Frost – was the successor firm to Burnham
& Bennett, who did the Plan for Chicago and founded the city planning
movement in America. After several modernist buildings were added to
the Civic Center in the 1960s and 1970s, the City rededicated itself to the
full realization of the Civic Center “City Beautiful” plan in the late 1980s
Civic Center Master Plan (the “Master Plan”) and the late 1990s Civic
Center/Mid-Town Programming Effort Report (commonly referred to as
the “Grey Report”).
The City did more than adopt plans in the 1980s and 1990s. These
plans became living documents, resulting a massive infusion of public
and private investments in the Civic Center/Mid-town area over the past
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three decades. The City alone has spent nearly $400 million dollars
from the 1980s through 2011 on seismic upgrades and restoration of City
Hall, construction of the new Police Building, upgrades and re-landscaping
of the Central Library, development of Plaza lass Fuentes and the Holly
Street Village Apartments, rehabilitation of the Hale Building, expansion of
the

Convention

and

upgrades

to

the

Pasadena

Civic

11

Auditorium,

redevelopment of the Plaza Pasadena into the Paseo Colorado and the
installation of public improvements in the Civic Center (now under
construction).
C.

Community Values:

Has the community’s view of preserving

historically significant architecture changed since these plans were
approved?

This is not the case. The General Plan Update Outreach

Summary Report dated May 2010, speaks to how much the community
values the design and architecture of the city.

Participants highlighted

the importance of historic architecture, describing the city’s buildings as
“unique” and “iconic” with “quality” and “richness”. However, participants

12

expressed much dissatisfaction when discussing developments that are
more recent.

Many worried that Pasadena’s “sense of place” was slowly

being eroded with the addition of the many new building in this decade.
Although some unilaterally supported a broad range of architectural
styles, many believed that context and historic setting should be the
driving factor in determining appropriate architectural style. They felt like
new development should look like Pasadena, not the other way around.
IV.

Draft EIR Alternatives [Section 6.0]
The Alternatives to the project section of the EIR remains inadequate;

the range of Alternatives is narrow and limited to keeping the buildings at the
same mass and scale, but either rotating or relocating them.

The

Alternatives are then judged against only two criteria: 1) whether or not the
Maryland Hotel Wall can be retained, and 2) whether or not the alternative
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configurations conflict with the project architect’s objectives. However, in
developing alternatives, alternatives are to be evaluated against the stated
Project Objectives that, in this case, consist of three (3) “Main Project
Objectives” and fourteen (14) “Supporting Project Objectives”. According to
CEQA case law (City of Carmel-by-the-Sea vs. United State Department of
Transportation, 1997), it is sufficient if each alternative meets most of the
project’s objectives, not all.

In this case, one of the Environmentally

Superior Alternatives, Alternative 4, not only preserves the Maryland
Hotel Wall but also “…somewhat reduces the impact of new
construction on the integrity of setting.” In addition, according to the
Draft EIR, “…this alternative would restore a garden setting to the
Maryland Hotel Wall, creating a spacious courtyard on the eastern
side

of

the

wall.

Under

this

alternative,

the

integrity

of

workmanship, material, and location are all preserved and the impact
on the integrity of setting somewhat reduce.” However, Alternative
4 is rejected out of hand because it conflicts with “the project
objectives that were provided by the project architect.”(p. 6-10 –
emphasis added)

By heavily weighing the architect’s objectives over all

other objectives, including the mitigation of the only significant impact
identified in the Draft EIR, a thumb has been placed on the scale when
developing and selecting the Environmentally Superior Alternative(s).
The Alternatives Analysis should include a broader and more robust
range Alternatives that fit new Project buildings in a harmonious way with
the existing historically significant landmark setting and with the existing
North Euclid Avenue street pattern that is characterized by interplay of green
spaces and buildings. The Civic Center’s foundational documents offer some
guidance in developing Alternatives - the City Council-approved Pasadena
Civic

Center

Master

Plan

(1990)

(“Master

Plan”)

[Lyndon/Buchanan

Associates, consulting planners/architects] as reinforced by the City Councilapproved

Civic

Center/Mid-Town

Programming

Effort

Report

(1998)

(commonly known as the “Grey Report”) [Moule and Polyzoides Architects
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and Urbanists, consultants]. Unlike the Specific Plan that addressed the Civic
Center/Mid-Town area as a whole, both the Master Plan and the Grey Report
focused on the Civic Center/Mid-Town area in detail and on a block-by-block
basis, including North Euclid Avenue. Although the Specific Plan states that
these plans have been superseded, these prior City Council-approved

13

planning documents are instructive and can be used to more accurately
interpret and apply the Guideline statements contained in the Specific Plan.
Importantly, they can be used to develop more robust Project Alternatives
that

more

accurately

reflect

the

intent

of

the

Specific

Plan

(See

Recommendation II on page 3).
With respect to the site under consideration, the Master Plan required
courtyards along North Euclid Avenue in order to reinforce the combination of
“all of the elements of the Civic Center” and the existing green space/building
footprint pattern along North Euclid Avenue as follows:
“EUCLID AVENUE: With City Hall, the Maryland Apartments, All Saints
Church and rectory, and the mix of housing and offices on Euclid, it is a street
which combines all of the elements of the Civic Center (government, religious
institutions, housing and commercial) in an attractive way though somewhat
sporadic way. It is particularly important that this street, with its diverse
registered monuments, serve to mediate between the rest of the Civic Center
and the large scale development of Plaza las Fuentes.” (excerpt) “Formally,
Euclid Avenue can be characterized by an interplay of building and green space
for which the City Hall courtyards, the lawns of All Saints Church, and the
copse of trees intended for the Euclid Avenue frontage of Plaza las Fuentes
provide models” (excerpt). (p. 83)
“Building Form Along Euclid: The object is to achieve a series of building
forms that come to the street, with some spacing between them in the form of
lawns or courtyards, that are evident on the street.” (p. 95)
“Retain the Maryland Wall and associated planting.” (p. 97)

The Grey Report reinforced this street pattern as follows:
“g. Walnut/Euclid Street Parcels
“(2) Design and Land Use Standards: All new construction facing Euclid
Avenue shall have integral, well-designed courtyards facing onto the street.
This continues the existing courtyard pattern already existing at Euclid
Avenue.” (p. 53)
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Notwithstanding the lack of carry forward of these key Civic Center
documents, the All Saints Church’s Master Development Plan must reflect the
purposes, intent and provisions of the Specific Plan and the Pasadena
General Plan. Also, the proposed Master Development Plan must be
compared against and meet the more detailed guidelines and standards
contained in the Specific Plan, including “respecting the street-oriented
development patterns of existing building”, and the “incorporation of
courtyards and other urban outdoor spaces, height limits, respect for the
scale and massing of existing historic structures, reinforcing historic
development patterns, reinforcing the architectural context, using the palette
of materials and colors currently found in the District.”
In its present form, the Draft EIR is inadequate. I urge that it be
substantially

redrafted

and

reissued

in

accordance

recommendations outlined on pages 1 – 3 of this letter.
Respectfully submitted,
[Marsha V. Rood]
MARSHA V. ROOD, FAICP
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Letter R7
COMMENTER:

Marsha Rood, FAICP

DATE:

May 25, 2011

While this comment letter was submitted over a year from the closing date for public comments
on the Draft EIR, and no response is require, the City has prepared the following responses.
Response R7.1
Comment is acknowledged. Please see Responses R7.2 through R7.15 on the Recirculated Draft
EIR for detailed responses.
Response R7.2
Please see General Response #2, and revisions to Section 4.3 in Section 8.3 of the Final EIR and
the Historic Resource Appendix (Appendix D) in the Appendix to the Final EIR which address
this issue. As discussed therein, even when these standards are applicable, the standards do
not require a project to meet each and every policy, but rather give agencies the discretion to
choose various “options” including the 8 preservation options, the 10 Rehabilitation options,
the 10 Restoration options, and the 6 reconstruction options.
Response R7.3
Please see EIR Section 4.6 and Response D7.1 to comments on the Draft EIR, for discussion of
CEQA requirements for plan consistency and applicability of previous plans. Furthermore, as
discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15125, the environmental impact analysis is made in
comparison to existing conditions, not in comparison to previous plans.
Please refer to the discussion of Impact HR-3 (pages4.3-16 through 4.3-18) of the Draft EIR for a
discussion/analysis of the proposed project in relation to the scale, proportion and massing in
comparison to other buildings in the NRHP Historic District.
Response R7.4
The commenter questions how the proposed project would best fit with the existing setting
along the Euclid Avenue frontage of the project site in an area currently featuring “a series of
building facades and open spaces that create a rhythm of alternating solids and voids.”
The size, scale, and massing of the project are discussed in both the Aesthetics Chapter and the
Historic Resource Chapter of the EIR (Section 4.3). The massing of the proposed project is
portrayed in DEIR Figure 4.1-6. As discussed in the DEIR, “the scale of the project is
compatible with the exiting surrounding development and the height of the proposed building
is within the limits called for in the zoning code…In scale and in massing, none of the proposed
building would overwhelm the existing historic structures… the proposed height is similar to
that of several structures located within a block or two of the project site, including the 13-story
Plaza Las Fuentes complex to the east, the six-story County Court Building to the west and the
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five to seven-story Kaiser Permanente buildings about a half block to the north” (DEIR page
4.1-13, 4.1-16, and 4.1-20.) Furthermore, the proposed project would offer improvements in
comparison to the existing setting, regarding size, scale and massing. The current site includes
a surface parking structure and several one story structures which do not match the size,
massing, and scale of the surrounding structures. Please also see revisions to Section 4.3
included in Section 8.3 of the FEIR.
While it is true that the proposed project would increase the amount of built frontage along
Euclid Avenue in this location, this frontage would be broken up into several different
buildings, as shown on Figures 2-3 (Scenario 1, Site Plan) and 2-6 (Scenario 2 Site Plan)
interspersed with openings leading into a central open space. Impact discussion HR-3 found
that the proposed project is otherwise compatible in size, scale, proportion and massing in
comparison to other buildings in the district, some of which are of greater length and height
than the buildings proposed under the project.
See also General Response #1 and Response D10.4.
Response R7.5
The commenter raises a question about determining architectural compatibility with the
existing environment. The commenter’s concern is noted; however, the proposed project is
evaluated in this EIR based on the thresholds contained in Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines, and under the guidance of historical experts (the Historic Resources Report prepared
by San Buenaventura Research Associates (SBRA) in February, 2010 and updated in May of
2010 , December 2011, January 2012), contained in Appendix D of this EIR). This EIR is
required to analyze the effects of the project as proposed, rather than answering the question of
what design is the most ”respectful.” Please see DEIR Section 4.3, including revisions to this
chapter contained in Section 8.3 of the Final EIR. See also General Response #1 and Response
D10.4.
Response R7.6
Please refer to Responses R7.4 and R7.5. Please see EIR Sections 4.1 and 4.3 for the Aesthetic
Impact analysis and the Historic Resource analysis (including revisions contained in Sections
8.2 and 8.3 of the Final EIR.
Response R7.7
The commenter states the opinion that the City should develop a broader and more robust
range of reasonable alternatives that those contained in the Draft EIR.
In response to concerns that the discussion of project alternatives should include additional
alternatives, a Recirculated Draft EIR was circulated for public review that included analysis of
two additional project alternatives. Note that the evaluation of alternatives in this EIR and the
Recirculated EIR provides a comparison of a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed
project in order to identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project may
have on the environment, pursuant to Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines. The
commenter’s opinion is noted for consideration.
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Please see Response D10.20 to comments on the Draft EIR regarding discussion of CEQA
alternatives and variations on existing alternatives. Please see General Response #2 regarding
discussion of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. Please see Response D7.4 for a
discussion of massing and scale.
Response R7.8
Please see General Response #2 regarding the applicability of the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards.
The comment also suggests that the project would not be consistent with the Central District
Specific Plan. Please see EIR Section 4.6 which addresses this issue.
Furthermore, CEQA requires analysis of changes resulting from a project to the “existing
physical conditions.” (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15125 and 15126.2.) Consistency or inconsistency
with a plan alone does not result in an environmental impact. As discussed in a leading CEQA
treatise “[a]n inconsistency between a proposed project and an applicable plan is a legal
determination, not a physical impact on the environment. See Lighthouse Field Beach Rescue v.
City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 1170…” (Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the
California Environmental Quality Act, (2d ed. Cal CEB, January 2011), p. 612, § 12.34.)
Furthermore, consistency conclusions are not as strictly construed (i.e. policy by policy
consistency) as suggested in the comment. As discussed in the Kostka & Zischke’s treatise
“[c]ourts will defer to an agency’s decision on consistency with its own plans unless, based on
the evidence before the decision making body, a “reasonable person” could not have found the
project to be consistent…strict consistency with all aspects of a plan is not usually
required…given that land use plans reflect a range of competing interest, a project must be
consistent with the plan overall. Friends of Lagoon Valley v. City of Vacaville (2007) 154
Cal.App.4th 807…(upholding overall consistency finding even though project deviated from
some particular planning provisions.).” (Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the California
Environmental Quality Act, (2d ed. Cal CEB, January 2011), p. 610, § 12.33; see also San
Franciscans Upholding Downtown Plan v. City & County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th
656 [“state law does not require precise conformity of a proposed project with the land use
designation for a site, or an exact match between the project and the applicable general plan.”]
relying upon Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 705,
717].)
Response R7.9
The commenter asks how the Design Commission should interpret the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation of Historic Structures with respect to differentiation and
compatibility. Presumably, there should be a balance such that an observer is not left
wondering which buildings are historic, but the buildings should be compatible in terms of
size, scale, proportion and massing, such that historic resources are not dwarfed by newer
construction.
Please see General Response #2, and revisions to Section 4.3 in Section 8.3 of the Final EIR
which address this issue. See also General Response #1 and Response D10.4.
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Response R7.10
The commenter provides historical background on the All Saints Episcopal Church complex
and the Maryland Hotel Wall, and the architects responsible for their design. Comments are
acknowledged. No revisions to the EIR are required.
Response R7.11
The commenter provides historical background regarding policy plans that were prepared and
adopted for the Civic Center, and how these plans have been implemented. Comments are
acknowledged. Please also see Response R7.1 to comments on the Draft EIR for further
discussion of the applicability of previous planning documents. Please also see Response R6.4
to comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR for discussion of the Bennett Plan.
Response R7.12
The commenter discusses feedback from the public on the General Plan update outreach
efforts. The focus of this feedback is on a public preference for the City’s historic architecture
over newer construction in the City. This feedback provided by the commenter is noted for
consideration; however, the comments do not specifically relate to EIR analysis.
Response R7.13
Please refer to Response R7.7 and Response D10.20 to comments on the Draft EIR for discussion
of CEQA’s alternative analysis requirements and variation of alternatives. Contrary to the
comment Alternative 4 has not been “rejected.” While the DEIR does note the ability of
alternatives to meet the project objectives. CEQA alternatives are only required to meet most of
the project objectives. (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6.)
Response R7.14
Please see EIR Section 4.6 and Response D7.1 to comments on the Draft EIR, for discussion of
CEQA requirements for plan consistency and applicability of previous plans.
Response R7.15
The commenter opines that the Civic Center plans and goals were not considered in the design
of the proposed project. The commenters concern is noted for consideration by decisionmakers; however, the EIR has analyzed the consistency of the proposed project with applicable
City planning documents, including the City’s General Plan, the CDSP, or the City’s Zoning
Ordinance, and found that the project does not conflict with these documents. Please refer to
Section 4.6, Land Use, and Appendix E of the EIR for a discussion of the proposed project and
the Civic Center Specific Plan and the City’s General Plan.
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Letter R8
COMMENTER:

Susan N. Mossman, Executive Director, Pasadena Heritage

DATE:

May 25, 2011

Response R8.1
Comment is acknowledged Please see Responses R8.2 through R8.31 to comments on the
Recirculated Draft EIR. Additionally please see Responses D10.1 through D10.25 on the Draft
EIR.
Response R8.2
Section 2.3 of both the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR include a Project Location
description which identifies the project’s geographic location. The Pasadena Civic Center
District is listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). A description of the
project’s location in regard to the Central District Specific Plan Area and the National Register
of Places is included in Sections 4.3, Historic Resources and Section 4.6, Land Use and Planning of
the Draft EIR. Please see revisions to Section 4.3 and the Historic Resource Appendix
(Appendix D), included in Sections 8.3 and the Final EIR Appendix.
Response R8.3
CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(d)(1)(B) states the project description “shall include, to the
extent that the information is known to the Lead Agency…a list of permits and other approvals
required to implement the project.” The City has provided this list to the extent known at this
time.
Response R8.4
Please refer to Response R8.2. Furthermore, EIR Chapter 3.0 “Environment Setting” explicitly
provides that “Additional setting information pertinent to Aesthetics, Air Quality, Historic
Resources, Land use, Transportation and Water Resources is contained in each of the Impact
Analysis sections (Section 4.1 through 4.6).” Information on the National Register of Historic
Places is provided in Section 4.3.1 titled “Setting.”
Response R8.5
The commenter requests that the EIR include a description of the Civic Center, buildings within
it, and the characteristics of the National Register of Historic District (NROH). The
commenter’s reference to a national register for historic districts is understood to be a reference
to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The Pasadena Civic Center District is listed
in the NRHP. The level of detail provided in the DEIR is consistent with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15125(a), which provides that “[t]he description of the environmental setting shall be no
longer than is necessary to an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project
and its alternatives.” Please refer to Section 4.1.1.b, Aesthetics (page 4.4-1) of the DEIR for a
description of the Civic Center and the buildings within it, and Section 4.3, Historic Resources
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(pages 4.3-3 through 9) of the DEIR for a description of the buildings within the Civic Center
NRHP. Please also see revisions to Section 4.3 included in Section 8.3 of the FEIR. Please note
however, that regulatory compliance is not an environmental issue required to be analyzed the
EIR.
Response R8.6
The commenter requests that the EIR include a summary of the Historic Preservation
provisions in the Pasadena Municipal Code. Section 4.3.1(a) of the EIR includes a discussion of
Chapter 17.62.040 of the Pasadena Zoning Code, which includes the criteria that the City of
Pasadena Historic Preservation Commission uses to evaluate historic resources for historic
landmark designation. Note that the Draft EIR has been updated to correctly identify this
chapter of the Zoning Code as 17.62.040, rather than 17.62.40. No additional changes to the EIR
are required.
Response R8.7
The commenter opines that the ability of the Design Commission to exercise its authority over
aspects of the project, including scale, massing, and open space, is limited by the way that the
City implements CEQA. In addition, the commenter suggests that the EIR state that approval
of the proposed project would curtail the Design Commission’s ability to execute its powers
and responsibilities. As discussed in Section 4.1.2 under Impact AES-1, the Design Commission
has previously conducted advisory reviews of the prior versions of the project on March 24,
2008 and October 13, 2008. The design review process involves meetings during the project
design process and additional meetings after project approval prior to finalizing project design
details. Specific aspects of the project were redesigned during this process to address the
Design Commission’s concerns, and the Design Commission affirmed the finding that the
project would not result in adverse aesthetic environmental impacts with a favorable
recommendation. Furthermore, it is unclear why the commenter believes that the Design
Commission’s jurisdiction would be “curtailed.”
See General Response #1. The final design of the project does not have to be analyzed in the
Final EIR. The State CEQA Guidelines require that a project description must include specified
information, but “The description of the project . . . should not supply extensive detail beyond
that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact.” (Guidelines, § 15124.) In
Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 20, the court held that
opponents to a stream diversion project had not established that the general description of the
diversion structures in the EIR coupled with approval of final designs after the project is
approved violated any CEQA mandate. “Courts should not interpret CEQA to impose
procedural or substantive requirements beyond those explicitly required in the statutes or
CEQA Guidelines. [Citations.] CEQA does not mandate the detail appellants urge this court to
require.” (Id. at p. 36.) Further, the comment also states that “design review process cannot
therefore be used as mitigation.” The Court of Appeal has determined that Design Review can
be used as the City uses it -- to ensure aesthetic impacts would remain less than significant. As
discussed in Bowman v. City of Berkeley (2004) 122 Cal.App.4th 572, 593-594:
“Here, the City found that the Project would not “[s]ubstantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings” within the meaning of
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Appendix G of the Guidelines in part because “[c]onstruction of this project is subject to
design review and approval prior to issuance of building permits. ” This finding was
supported by the record of extensive design review in this case, was sufficient to
address the Guideline criterion, and was consistent with a reasonable and practical
reading of CEQA. Where a project must undergo design review under local law, that process
itself can be found to mitigate purely aesthetic impacts to insignificance, even if some people are
dissatisfied with the outcome. A contrary holding that mandated redundant analysis
would only produce needless delay and expense.” (Emphasis added.)
No changes to the EIR are required. See also General Response #1.
Response R 8.8
Please see General Response #2.
Response R8.9
Please see General Response #2.
Response R8.10
The commenter suggests that a sight-line study be included in the EIR in order to better
identify impacts to mountain views from construction of the proposed eight-story housing
building under Scenario 2 of the proposed project.
As discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a), “reviewers should be aware that the
adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors
such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts,
and the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every
test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by
commentors.” Furthermore, DEIR Figure 4.1-6 in the EIR shows the worst case views with and
without the project from Thurgood Marshall Street, Union Street and City Hall. A lower
building, such as the building proposed under Scenario 2, would have less effect from the
worst-case vantage; however, based on the thresholds in Section 4.1.2, the project would not
have a significant effect on a scenic vista. Nevertheless, Impact AES-2 acknowledges the twostory Scenario 2, and Scenario 1 would have less effect on existing mountain views.
The comment also suggests that the proposed project Aesthetic Impact analysis in Section 4.1
include analysis of “buildings at various heights…” Alternatives and mitigation measures are
only required for significant environmental impacts. (See CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.4(a)(3) and 15126.6.) Impact AES-2 was found to be less than significant. Furthermore,
the impact analysis in Section 4.1 has been provided to address the impacts of the proposed
project. The Alternatives Chapter (Chapter 6.0) provides various different scenarios with
different building heights. No changes to the EIR are required.
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Response R8.11
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide substantive discussion of Pasadena
Citywide Design Principle 1 in the Land Use Element of the General Plan.
Design Principle 1 described on DEIR page 4.1-13, must be read in context of “Guiding
Principle 1: Enhance the Surrounding Environment” described on the subsequent page.
Analysis of consistency with this principle is provided on page 4.1-14 (titled “Consistency”).
Please also see Response D7.1 to comments on the Draft EIR for discussion of consistency
requirements.
The commenter raises a question about determining architectural compatibility with the
existing environment. The commenter’s concern is noted; however, the proposed project is
evaluated in this EIR based on the thresholds contained in Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines, and under the guidance of historical experts (the Historic Resources Report prepared
by San Buenaventura Research Associates (SBRA) in February, 2010 and updated in May, 2010,
December 2011, and January of 2012, included in the FEIR). This EIR is required to analyze the
effects of the project as proposed, rather than answering the question of what design is the most
harmonious. See also General Response #1 and Response D10.4
The DEIR acknowledges that the proposed project’s conformance with the Secretary’s
Standards in terms of its use of materials and features could not be determined, as these
architectural details were not included in the conceptual project description. In addressing this
issue, the DEIR refers to existing city procedures with the Municipal Code which require that
the final approved design of the project must be found to be in substantial conformance with
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards by the Design Commission, and that the project design
does not cause additional significant impacts than those already disclosed.
Response R8.12
The commenter requests more detailed discussion of how the proposed project complements
the Civic Center District and contributes to the character and qualities of the District, and notes
that this discussion would be facilitated by additional description of the historic buildings that
comprise the Civic Center and the general character of the Civic Center District.
As discussed in Response D10.2, the DEIR already contains a description of the Civic Center
District, including photos of nearby significant buildings. Also, pages 4.1-14 through 4.1-15
contain an extensive discussion of how the proposed project would be consistent with and
complement its surroundings within the Civic Center District, including through preservation
of the existing All Saints Church, Rectory, and Regas Hall; creation of a north-south internal
axis and view corridor from Walnut Street south to the Church; landscaped open spaces within
this view corridor; and creation of outdoor social gathering spaces.
In addition, the commenter requests an explanation of how a transition between new
development and historic resources, including how the Maryland Hotel Wall could provide a
transition. The setting and spatial relationship of the Maryland Hotel Wall to its current
immediate surroundings is non-historic, all of the nearby buildings to which it was historically
related having been demolished several decades ago. The existing setting for the Maryland
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Hotel Wall does not currently include a garden as suggested in the comment. (See CEQA
Guidelines Section 15125.) Rather the existing site contains a playground, a storage building
and a trailer building immediately to the east, a paved parking lots to the north, and the
Rectory building to the South (the east side of the wall is not currently accessible to the public
as shown in Figure 4.3-2.) (DEIR page 4.3-9, and associated revisions to this chapter in the Final
EIR.) Introducing a landscaped setback between the wall and the proposed building may
provide aesthetic benefits, but would not serve to restore any lost historic relationships or
setting for the wall, particularly as the historic landscape design treatments are not presently
known. The Secretary of Interior’s Standards specifically advise against re-created historic
features if they would be based upon conjecture or speculation. Furthermore recreation of
conditions that do not existing under baseline conditions is beyond the scope of the CEQA
analysis. (See Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059
[“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far
beyond its scope”].
The comment also states “[a] discussion of how the Maryland Hotel wall, if left in place and in
its garden context, could provide a transition would be germane to this analysis.”
The proposed project includes the “[r]elocation of the Maryland Hotel wall” as described in
DEIR page 2-4. The purpose of the Draft EIR’s impact analysis is to analyze the “significant
effects of the proposed project.” (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a).) It would therefore be
inappropriate to provide the analysis suggested in the comment, which would not occur under
the proposed project, in Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR. However, please note that the DEIR
Alternatives Chapter and the Recirculated DEIR Alternatives Chapter (Section 6.0) include
discussion of Alternatives which do not include the relocation of the Maryland Hotel wall;
please see these chapters for greater detail. Please also see General Response #3.
Response R8.13
The commenter states that they believe the proposed project is not consistent with various
Citywide Design Criteria listed in Comment D10.8.
Please see Response D7.1 on the Draft EIR for discussion of consistency analysis under CEQA.
Please also note that consistency or inconsistency with a plan does not necessarily result in a
significant impact. Consistency or inconsistency with a plan alone does not result in an
environmental impact. As discussed in a leading CEQA treatise “[a]n inconsistency between a
proposed project and an applicable plan is a legal determination, not a physical impact on the
environment. See Lighthouse Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th
1170…” (Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act, (2d ed.
Cal CEB, January 2011), p. 612, § 12.34.)
As the commenter notes, the analysis under Impact AES-1 indicates that the project is
consistent with the Citywide Design Criteria. While the commenter’s opinion is noted and
included in the Final EIR, disagreement does not constitute grounds for invalidation of the EIR.
(See CEQA Guidelines Section 15151; See also Eureka Citizens for Responsible Government v. City of
Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357, 371-372; California Native Plant Society v. City of Rancho
Cordova (2009) 172 Cal.App.4th 603, 626.) Furthermore, the City is given substantial deference
in interpreting its own planning documents as discussed under Response to Comment D7.1.
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In addition, the commenter states that private and quasi-public spaces that would be located in
the interior of the property are used to explain project consistency with design criteria related to
the project’s physical connection and visual relationship criteria for public spaces. The Design
Criteria do not specify that physical connections be met specifically with public spaces, nor do
they specify that public spaces, such as streets, cannot be identified and enhanced by entry
points to private open spaces. The analysis under AES-1 demonstrates that the proposed
project is consistent with these Citywide Design Criteria. No changes to the EIR are required.
Response R8.14
Please refer to Response R8.13.
Response R8.15
The commenter states that, in the Citywide Design Criteria Consistency Analysis table on page
4.1-16, “The findings for consistency and ‘Contextual Fit’ under ‘Building Design’ are
unjustified” because the discussion does not address “the placement of buildings on the site,
their relationship to the street, and, ultimately, their architectural design.” However, the design
criteria in question does not specify that the discussion must address any of these issues.
Rather, it simply states that “A building should fit with its surroundings.” Given this fact,
there is no evidence that the analysis contained within this discussion, which focuses on scale
and form, is inadequate. No changes to the EIR are required.
The comment also states that the City should engage in consultation with a preservation
architect with expertise in compatible and contextual qualified professionals with historic
preservation credentials. The Draft EIR Historic Resource analysis is based in part upon the
Historic Resource Report, included as Appendix D to the Draft EIR as well as Rincon
Consultants, and City Staff. This report was prepared by San Buenaventura Research
Associates Historic Resources Consulting. The City also has substantial internal expertise
regarding historic resources. The City adopted its first historic preservation ordinance in 1969,
established design review over historic resources in the Central District in 1985 (using Secretary
of Interior’s Standards), and established full design review over all NRHP districts in 2002. The
City of Pasadena has been a State of California Office of Historic Preservation Certified Local
Government (CLG) since 1986, one of the first in the state to be so certified. The State
recognizes two CLG commissions in Pasadena, the Design Commission and Historic
Preservation Commission. The City employs historic preservation professionals on staff.
Response R8.16
The commenter states that the discussion of “three-dimensional quality” in the Citywide
Design Criteria Consistency Analysis table on page 4.1-16 does not adequately address issues of
scale, plan, and shape. However, the design criteria in question does not specify that the
discussion must address any of these issues. Rather, it simply states that “A building should
add interest and variety to its surroundings.” Given this fact, there is no evidence that the
analysis contained within the discussion which focuses on rhythmic order and deep openings
is inadequate.
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The comment also states that the DEIR has only one reference to the “scale” of the project in the
DEIR. Contrary to the comment, the scale of the proposed project is discussed numerous times
throughout Section 4.1 of the DEIR. The massing and scale of the proposed project is portrayed
in DEIR Figure 4.1-6. As discussed in the DEIR, “the scale of the project is compatible with the
existing surrounding development and the height of the proposed building is within the limits
called for in the zoning code…In scale and in massing, none of the proposed building would
overwhelm the existing historic structures… the proposed height is similar to that of several
structures located within a block or two of the project site, including the 13-story Plaza Las
Fuentes complex to the east, the six-story County Court Building to the west and the five to
seven-story Kaiser Permanente buildings about a half block to the north” (DEIR page 4.1-13,
4.1-16, and 4.1-20.) Please also see DEIR Section 4.3, Impact HR-3, including revisions in the
FEIR, and Responses D7.1, D10.4 and D10.8. No changes to the EIR are required.
The comment also states that Section 4.1 should include “a comparison of Alternative with the
proposed project…” The Alternatives analysis is provided in Chapter 6.0. Sections 4.1 through
4.6 analyze the impacts of the proposed project.
Response R8.17
The Maryland Arms Apartments and Maryland Hotel Wall are identified on page 4.3-5 of the
DEIR as contributors to the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District. The Maryland Apartments
are located approximately 400 feet south of the Maryland Hotel Wall.
While the Maryland Hotel Wall is considered a contributing component of the Historic District,
the existing spatial relationship for the Maryland Hotel Wall remnant to its immediate
surroundings is not considered historic; all of the nearby buildings to which it was historically
related having been demolished several decades ago. The only existing relationship of the
Maryland Wall is its general inclusion within the geographic boundaries of the historic district
and general proximity to the Maryland Arms Apartments located approximately 400 feet south
of the wall. Neither of these relationships would be substantially altered by the project and was
therefore not necessary to describe this level of detail (CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)).
Nevertheless, this additional clarification has been added to the EIR (see Final EIR “Addenda
and Errata” Section). This information however does not constitute significant new
information within the meaning of CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a). Please see General
Response #3 for additional discussion.
Response R8.18
Please see Response R8.17. As discussed therein the existing setting for the site contains a
playground, a storage building, and a trailer immediately to the east, a paved parking lot to the
north, and the Rectory building to the South (the east side of the wall is not currently accessible
to the public as shown in Figure 4.3-2). Under CEQA, impacts are made in comparison to
existing conditions around the time of the NOP. (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a).)
Furthermore recreation of conditions that do not existing under baseline conditions is beyond
the scope of the CEQA analysis. (See Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010)
183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft
problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]. As described in DEIR Section 4.3 (and clarified
revised Section 4.3 included in Section 8.3 of the Final EIR), the proposed project does not result
8-236

City of Pasadena

All Saints Church Master Development Plan EIR
Section 8.0 Addenda and Errata/Comments and Responses

in impacts to a historic spatial relationship. Please see General Response #2 for discussion of
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.
The comment also states that Section 4.3 should include “a comparison of Alternative with the
proposed project…” The Alternatives analysis is provided in Chapter 6.0. Sections 4.1 through
4.6 analyze the impacts of the proposed project. Please also see General Response #3.
Response R8.19
The commenter requests that a historic preservation professional be retained to provide
consultation before and during design of the proposed project to inform and guide the design
process.
Please see Response R8.15 which discusses review of the proposed project by historic resource
consultants. The requested review has occurred, and will continue to occur as outlined through
the permitting process. (See General Response #1 and #2 for discussion of existing City
regulations which address historic resources). Therefore the suggestion that additional review
occur would not reduce or avoid impacts and is therefore not considered a mitigation measure
under CEQA.
Please also note that the proposed project is being designed by an architectural firm that has
substantial experience in building new structures in proximity to historic structures. As
discussed on DEIR page 4.1-16:
“The architectural firm has a distinguished reputation and international practice and
has constructed several notable buildings, including the Getty Center in Los Angeles;
the Jubilee Church in Rome, Italy; the High Museum of Art in Atlanta, Georgia; the
Citadella Bridge in Allessandria, Italy; the Barcelona Museum of Contemporary Art in
Barcelona, Spain; the Arp Museum in Rolandseck, Germany; and many others. The
work of Richard Meier & Partners often integrates new architecture with historic
buildings or sites and the architectural firm has won numerous awards.”
Response R8.20
The commenter states that Mitigation Measure HR-4 indicates that vibration reduction
strategies limiting the size of equipment within 25 feet of historic resources, and that the
proposed construction would be within nine feet of the Maryland Hotel Wall. The Draft EIR
acknowledges impacts to the Maryland Hotel Wall under Impact HR-2. The impact analysis
also assumed that construction activity would occur at a distance of one-foot. (See Draft EIR
page 4.3-20.)
Furthermore, CEQA case law provides that “where practical considerations prohibit devising
such measures early in the planning process…, the agency can commit itself to eventually
devising measures that will satisfy specific performance criteria articulated at the time of
project approval.” Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884. In
this instance the City has provided an explicit performance criteria under Mitigation Measure
HR-4 (“such that the PPV 0.25 (in/sec) threshold is not exceeded.”) Furthermore, Mitigation
Measure HR-4 provides a number of methods of meeting this threshold, given various
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unknown construction factors which warrant some flexibility (i.e. unknown information on the
day to day mix of construction equipment, duration and timing of activities, and unforeseen
circumstances encountered on site).
The comment suggests that a mitigation measure that allows “more space between the wall and
adjacent new construction.” The proposed project includes relocation of the Maryland Hotel
Wall, therefore it would be infeasible to not allow construction activities within less than nine
feet of the wall. However, the Draft EIR includes several alternatives which do not include
relocation of the Maryland Hotel Wall. Please also see General Response #3.
Response R8.21
The commenter states that elements of the proposed Master Plan do not conform to certain
guidelines set forth in the Central District Specific Plan (CDSP). More specifically, the
commenter states that Pasadena Heritage finds elements of the proposed Master Plan to not
conform with guidelines CC 5.2 and CC 5.4, which recommend that new construction
“Maintain the distinguishing qualities and features of a historic or architecturally significant
building, structure, or site”, and that contemporary alterations and additions to such structures
be allowed provided they do not harm such distinguishing qualities and features. To support
this conclusion, the commenter states that the “long expanse of building proposed for the
Euclid Street frontage” does not maintain the historic development pattern which, according to
the commenter, “is a series of building facades and open spaces that create a rhythm of
alternating solids and voids.” This opinion is noted, but there is nothing in guidelines CC 5.2
and CC 5.4 to suggest that the historic development pattern of a site necessarily constitutes a
distinguishing quality or feature of the site, and the commenter provides no evidence to
support this implicit assertion. Furthermore, the Euclid Street frontage proposed by the project,
as shown in Figures 4.1-4 and 4.1-5, would include a pattern of buildings interspersed with
several openings leading into the site that would in fact create a rhythm of alternating solids
and voids. The analysis contained throughout the relevant portions of the EIR supports a
finding of consistency with guidelines CC 5.2 and CC 5.4, and no changes to the EIR are
required.
Furthermore, “state law does not require precise conformity of a proposed project with the land
use designation [in a General Plan] for a site, or an exact match between the project and the
applicable general plan.” (See San Franciscans Upholding Downtown Plan (supra) 102 Cal.App.4th
656 and Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. (supra) 23 Cal.App.4th at 717.) The City is given
deference in interpreting its own planning documents. (See Anderson First Coalition v. City of
Anderson (2005) 130 Cal. App. 4th 1173; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City &
County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656.)
Furthermore, a Draft EIR is only required to discuss inconsistencies and does not require
discussion of consistency. As discussed in City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified School District
(2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 889, 918-919, “‘because EIRs are required only to evaluate 'any
inconsistencies' with plans, no analysis should be required if the project is consistent with the
relevant plans. [Citation.]’ (Kostka, supra, § 12.28, p. 605, italics added.)…In sum, because
LAUSD explained how the proposed school would not conflict with the Long Beach General
Plan, and because the school district exercised its exemption power with respect to any possible
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conflict with Long Beach's Zoning Code, no inconsistencies exist and so the FEIR is not
required to provide additional analysis.”
The commenter also states that the very long expanses of buildings proposed for new buildings
is not compatible in character with the All Saints complex nor the broader context including
City Hall. As shown on Figures 4.1-4 and 4.1-5, the longest built frontage along Euclid Avenue
proposed by the project under either development scenario would be Building A. However,
according to the preliminary design proposed by the project, the façade of this building would
include variety of materials and elements including glass doors and windows, a freestanding
cast-stone colonnade, and perforated copper-mesh sunscreens. Use of these elements as shown
in Figures 4.1-4 and 4.1-5 would help produce a sufficiently detailed, articulated façade. No
changes to the EIR are required.
Response R8.22
The commenter states that the adjacency of a new building to the Maryland Hotel Wall
separates the wall from its original setting and would therefore not maintain a key
“distinguishing quality” of this historic feature.
As discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) the environmental setting [i.e. the basis
for determining whether an impact is significant] are the “physical environmental conditions in
the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published…” While
the Maryland Hotel Wall is considered a contributing component of the Historic District, the
existing spatial relationship for the Maryland Hotel Wall remnant to its immediate
surroundings is not considered historic; all of the nearby buildings to which it was historically
related having been demolished several decades ago. Furthermore, any spatial relationship of
the wall within the historic district or to the Maryland Apartments would not be substantially
modified. The existing setting does not currently include a garden, but rather the existing
setting contains a playground, a storage building, and a trailer immediately to the east, a paved
parking lot to the north, and the Rectory building to the South (the east side of the wall is not
currently accessible to the public as shown in Figure 4.3-2). Please see FEIR Section 8.3 (Revised
DEIR Section 4.3) for further details on the environmental setting for the Maryland Hotel Wall.
Please also see General Response #3.
Response R8.23
Please see Response R8.22. The commenter states that the proposed project is not consistent
with recommendations CC 8.2 or CC 8.3 of the Public Realm Design Guidelines because the
proposed configuration of buildings in the Master Plan does not “unify” the Euclid Avenue
streetscape but rather substantially changes it, and is not harmonious with existing adjacent
buildings.
Please see Response R8.21 regarding consistency requirements for the EIR.
The commenter opines that the Civic Center plans and goals were not considered in the design
of the proposed project. The commenter’s concern is noted for consideration by decisionmakers; however, as discussed in Appendix E of the EIR, the CDSP incorporated and
superseded the Civic Center/Midtown Programming Effort Report and the Civic Center
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Specific Plan, and the proposed project’s consistency with the CDSP is analyzed in Impact LUP1 in Section 4.6 of the EIR. According to this analysis, the project does not conflict with the
City’s General Plan, the CDSP, or the City’s Zoning Ordinance, the EIR has analyzed the
consistency of the proposed project with applicable City planning documents, including the
City’s General Plan, the CDSP, or the City’s Zoning Ordinance, and found that the project does
not conflict with these documents. Please see Responses D7.1 and D10.13 to comments on the
Draft EIR which address these concerns in greater detail.
Response R8.24
Please refer to Response D8.23 and DEIR Section 4.6, Land Use and Planning of the DEIR for
discussion of the Civic Center Sub-District Design Guidelines (pages 4.6-7 & 8).
Response R8.25
Please refer to Response D8.23 and DEIR Section 4.3, Historic Resources of the DEIR for
discussion of project impacts associated with the Maryland Hotel Wall (pages 4.3-14 through
16). Please also see revised Section 4.3 included in Section 8.3 of the FEIR.
Response R8.26
The commenter states that the EIR should include a more thorough analysis of the project’s
“compatibility” with its surroundings according to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.
Please see General Response #2 regarding the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.
Response R8.27
The commenter states that the buildings proposed by the project are too radically different from
their surroundings to be compatible with them, and that “the sense of place being created is
starkly different from the original church buildings and open spaces.” While this comment is
noted, this issue of compatibility has been adequately addressed in the EIR. The massing of the
proposed project is portrayed in DEIR Figure 4.1-6. As discussed in the DEIR, “the scale of the
project is compatible with the exiting surrounding development and the height of the proposed
building is within the limits called for in the zoning code…In scale and in massing, none of the
proposed building would overwhelm the existing historic structures… the proposed height is
similar to that of several structures located within a block or two of the project site, including
the 13-story Plaza Las Fuentes complex to the east, the six-story County Court Building to the
west and the five to seven-story Kaiser Permanente buildings about a half block to the north.”
(DEIR page 4.1-13, 4.1-16, and 4.1-20.)
Response R8.28
The commenter again states that the “Euclid building” is not compatible to adjacent historic
structures because it is too long, is architecturally incompatible, and is the most visible from the
street and surrounding historic structures, and also states various concerns regarding the
overall compatibility of the project with its surroundings. These concerns have already been
addressed in the responses to this comment letter. The commenter also states that the project
does not reflect prior planning concepts of how the property might be sensitively developed.
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As discussed in Section 4.6, Land Use, the Central District Specific Plan (CDSP) was adopted on
November 8, 2004, incorporating the Civic Center/Midtown Programming Effort Report and
the Civic Center Specific Plan. Additional detail on the Civic Center Specific Plan, the Civic
Center/Midtown Programming Effort Report, and the Draft CDSP is provided in Section 4.6.4
of the EIR in Appendix E. The proposed project’s consistency with the CDSP is analyzed in
Impact LUP-1 in Section 4.6 of the EIR. According to this analysis, the project does conflict with
the City’s General Plan, the CDSP, or the City’s Zoning Ordinance. No changes to the EIR are
required. Please also see Response D7.1 to comments on the Draft EIR, and Response R8.21 to
comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR. Please also see General Response #2 regarding the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.
Response R8.29
The commenter states that the alternatives analysis in the EIR “is especially weak and
unacceptable” but then goes on to state, “We are pleased to see that the Recirculated DEIR
includes alternatives that provide the opportunity to compare and contract various approaches
to site planning, massing and organization of space for this project.” The comment however
does not specify what aspects of the analysis are weak and unacceptable. Please note that the
Draft EIR Alternatives analysis was subsequently revised and recirculated after the closure of
the first comment period.
Under CEQA, alternatives are only required to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives
“which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” (CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6.) CEQA does not require an EIR to consider multiple variations on the alternatives
analyzed in the draft EIR. “What is required is the production of information sufficient to
permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as environmental aspects are concerned.”
(Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors of Orange County (1982) 134
Cal.App.3d 1022.) As discussed in the Village Laguna case, “there are literally thousands of
‘reasonable alternatives’ to the proposed project…But, no one would argue that the EIR is
insufficient for failure to describe the alternative [suggested in the comment letters].” (Village
Laguna (supra) 134 Cal.App3d at 1028.) Furthermore, the CEQA Guidelines specify that the
analysis of alternatives “shall be discussed, in less detail than the significant effects of the
project as proposed.” (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d).)
Alternatives 1 through 6 all include retention of the Maryland Hotel Wall in its current location.
Furthermore, Alternatives 3 through 6 included reconfiguration of the buildings and retention
of the Maryland Hotel wall. As discussed in the Village Laguna case, the City is not required to
analyze every variation of an alternative, as suggested in the comment letter. The commenter’s
appreciation for inclusion of Alternative 5 and 6 is acknowledged. See also General Response
#3.
Response R8.30
The commenter requests a more detailed discussion regarding project alternatives and how
they achieve or do not achieve some or all of the project objectives. Please refer to Section 6.0,
Alternatives, pages 6-9 & 10, as well as 6-19 & 20 of the Recirculated EIR for a discussion of
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project alternatives and project objectives. The comment also states that the alternatives
analysis must be quantifiable.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 provides “the EIR shall include sufficient information about
each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed
project. If an alternative would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that
would be caused by the project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be
discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.” As discussed
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7, “A threshold of significance [methodology for
calculating impacts] is an identifiable quantitative, qualitative or performance level of a
particular environmental effect…”
The Draft EIR alternatives analysis is only required to analyze “a range of potential alternatives
to the proposed project” and “include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic
objectives of the project...” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c).) While the Recirculated Draft
EIR provided a brief discussion of the ability of the Alternatives to meet the project objectives,
the Recirculated Draft EIR carried these alternatives forward as being potentially feasible and
did not “dismiss a majority of the alternatives.” (See Recirculated Draft EIR Section 6.0) In the
event that the City elects to reject an alternative in the Draft EIR that is environmentally
superior to the proposed project, specific CEQA Findings will be adopted by the Lead Agency
which describe any appropriate grounds for findings such alternatives infeasible, which may
include inability to meet project objectives. (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15091.) This
information however is not required to be in the EIR. (See Sierra Club v. County of Napa (2004)
121 Cal.App.4th 1490, 1506; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Specific Plan v. City &
County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656.)
Response R8.31
The proposed project’s State Clearinghouse Number, #2009101073, is included on the cover of
the Recirculated EIR.
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CLAIRE W. BOGAARD
311 CONGRESS PLACE
PASADENA, CALIFORNIA 91105
TEL. (626) 799-9819
FAX (626) 799-4725
cwbogaard@earthlink.net
26 June 2011
Antonio Gardea
Planning and Development Department
City of Pasadena
175 North Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, California 91101
RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
All Saints Church Master Plan
Dear Mr. Gardea:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for the All Saints Church
Master Plan. As you will see from comments that follow, I do not believe that either
DEIR is adequate, complete or even accurate. Much additional work will be needed
to provide the decision makers with adequate information as well as to be
responsive to CEQA.

1

These comments are submitted in addition to my earlier comments offered at public
hearings or in writing. Would you be so kind as to forward these comments to the
consultants in charge of the environmental documentation.
GENERAL COMMENTS
The Central District Specific Plan (CDSP) – and its ‘foundation-documents’ which
include the Bennett Plan (1920), the Master Plan of 1990 (often referred to as the
Donlyn Lyndon Plan), and the Civic Center/Mid-Town Programming Effort of 1998
(most often referred to as the Gray Book) - have a unified and strong message
about the importance of the landmark Civic Center and the need to protect the
historic buildings and their context. In all of the documents, there are countless
references about the importance for new development to harmonize with the
existing landmark buildings. Here are a few quotes from the CDSP which apply to
the proposed All Saints Church Master Plan:
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Public Realm Design Guidelines: New development should positively contribute
to the public realm. Urban infill development offers an excellent opportunity to
strengthen historic development patterns and restore the urban
fabric…Nonetheless, sensitivity to the surrounding character and design context is
crucial to their success.
Harmonize infill development with adjacent buildings through compatible scale,
massing rhythms (i.e., vertical and horizontal patterns expressed by architectural
features such as cornice and belt lines, doors and windows), solid-to-void
relationships, and/or materials.
Support infill development that visually unifies the street; respect the streetoriented development patterns of existing buildings.
Respect the architectural design of historic buildings and protect the
monumentality of landmark civic buildings; limit the scale and massing…by
employing articulated sub-volumes.
Sub-District Planning Concepts – Civic Center
“City Beautiful” Vision: Some of Pasadena‟s most significant architectural
treasures are found within the Civic Center/Midtown area, particularly the
complex of public buildings that includes the City Hall, the Central Library, and
the Civic Auditorium. The setting for these buildings is no less important, and
therefore, realization of the 1920s „City Beautiful‟ Vision should be advocated
through 1) preservation of historically significant buildings; 2) requirements for
new buildings that are complementary to existing landmarks; and 3) reintegration
of the Beaux Arts axial plan.

2

Use the palette of materials and colors currently found in the area: masonry,
stucco, colored concrete, and tile…
The design of all buildings and public spaces in this precinct should reflect the
highest quality, respect the prominence of civic landmark buildings, and reinforce
the vision of the Bennett Plan.
The General Plan which was approved by the voters, has as its second principle:
Change will be harmonized to preserve Pasadena‟s historic character and
environment.
Policy 5.9: Context and Compatible Design: Urban design programs will ensure
that new development shall respect Pasadena‟s heritage by requiring that new
development respond to its context and be compatible with the traditions and
character of Pasadena…
The proposed All Saints project does not conform to the City‟s Central District Specific
Plan (CDSP), the Donlyn Lyndon Master Plan or the Gray Book, or to the General Plan.
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The proposed All Saints Church Master Plan does not present a contextual fit. The
placement of building A is in conflict with existing City guidelines. The proposed
building materials are not in harmony with other buildings in the Civic Center including
the historic All Saints Church, Rectory and the Regas House.

3

The EIR must provide complete and accurate information about these and other
significant negative impacts and lack of conformity with existing City policies. These
impacts must be documented so possible mitigation measures can be identified, explored,
and considered by the decision-makers.

4

The chart with its lists of consistency on page 4.1-16-19 is incomplete, not helpful and
provides no discussion or rationale for the findings. The EIR needs to include a full
discussion about how the new buildings will complement the unique characteristics of the
Civic Center - or not. Here are just a few examples of questions that need a response:
- How do the new buildings provide a transition from the historic buildings to the new
ones?
- How will the new buildings „harmonize‟ with the surrounding historic buildings?
- How do these buildings conform and not conform to the City‟s approved planning
documents, such as the CDSP?

5

NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES
The DEIR includes no information about the National Register Historic District, the
contributing buildings, or the important characteristics of the Civic Center Historic
District. Such information must be included in the Final EIR.
The DEIR does not include any information about how the All Saints Master Plan
conforms or does not conform to the Secretary of Interior‟s Guidelines for Rehabilitating
Historic Buildings – especially with regard to the building site and setting. These
Guidelines are applicable to the relationship of the new buildings to the existing
designated resources on site, which includes the Maryland wall and more importantly,
the All Saints Church, the Rectory and Regas House.

6

7

AESTHETICS
The new buildings in the style and in materials as now proposed are not in conformance
with the CDSP, or the Gray Book or the Bennett Plan. This controversial issue – the
design of new buildings - must be explored in detail in the final EIR.
At the heart of the controversy regarding the All Saints Master Plan is the design of the
new buildings, the massing, openings, materials, etc. The proposed buildings have little
to no relationship to the existing All Saints Church complex or to the magnificent
structure across the street – City Hall. Again, this is at the heart of the controversy and
yet there is no discussion of design.

8

In the Summary of Impacts, the EIR indicates that the proposed project:

9

8-245
3

“ is consistent with applicable policies of the Central District Specific Plan (CDSP) as
well as Citywide Design Principles and Criteria.” On page 2-5, the EIR describes the
project as being composed: “of glass doors and windows, a free standing cast-stone
colonnade and perforated copper-mesh sunscreen. “ Such design elements are not
compatible with the existing and historic All Saints complex or with the surrounding
historic areas.

9

Additional information is needed about the design, massing, materials, scale, fenestration
patterns, etc. of new buildings and how they will relate to the historic buildings and
conform to the Bennett Plan, the Master Plan (Donlyn Lyndon), the Gray Book, and the
Central District Specific Plan.
The Final EIR must contain accurate and complete information about „consistency‟. For
example, the project is more logically aligned on an east-west axis to protect the rhythm
of the street. The project, as it is now designed, is not consistent with that design criteria.
The north and west elevations are noted as consistent because they have strong massing
and horizontal divisions – but there is no explanation as to how the buildings conform or
do not conform to the City‟s Guidelines for new buildings in the Civic Center.
It is important to note that the Civic Center Sub-District Design Guidelines includes the
following guidelines:
- Maintain historic landscape elements.
- Respect the architectural design of historic buildings and protect the monumentality of
landmark civic buildings; limit the scale and massing…by employing articulated subvolumes.
- Use the palette of materials and colors currently found in the area: masonry, stucco,
colored concrete and tile…

10

11

Yet, there is no discussion in the DEIRs of these important guidelines and how the All
Saints proposed project conforms to the guidelines.
THE MARYLAND WALL
The Maryland Hotel wall is an important part of the history and the fabric of the Civic
Center and it must remain in place. It should also be noted that recent research has
become available indicating the Maryland wall was designed by renowned Architect
Wallace Neff. This information must be included in the FEIR.

12

On June 14, 2011, a „Clarification of Information…Draft Environmental Impact Report‟
document became available to the public. The document, which was provided to the City
of Pasadena by the San Buenaventura Research Associates, includes information about
the Maryland wall – which is incorrect. The Research Associates argue that the wall‟s
integrity was lost when the property was purchased by All Saints in 1961 and: “the
gardens behind the wall were replaced with church buildings and a parking lot.” In fact,
the gardens behind the wall remain to this day and were used for decades by the Church

13

8-246
4

as a landscaped play area for the All Saint‟s Children‟s Center. The parking lot is north of
the gardens and the Maryland wall.
It should be noted that the Secretary of Interior‟s Guidelines do not support or
recommend:
“removing or relocating…landscape features, thus destroying the relationships between
buildings and landscapes.” The Guidelines do not recommend: “ locating new
construction on the building site in a location which contains important landscape
features or open space.” Any plan to move or demolish/reconstruct the Maryland wall
and eliminate its relationship to a landscaped open space by constructing a new building a
few feet from the wall is not consistent with the Guidelines.

13

It should be noted that for many decades it has been the approved policy of the City of
Pasadena to respect and to adhere to the Secretary of Interior‟s Standards and Guidelines.
PARKING
The information about the parking needs for the project is incomplete. The addition of a
47,500 square ft., eight-story building for senior citizens (Building E, Scenario 1)
dramatically changes the parking needs.
The traffic/parking study did not include information about the evening parking problems
in the Civic Center, which exist today. When the Westin Hotel is full, the City Council or
Commissions are meeting, and other events are occurring in the area – there are not
adequate parking places. The proposed subterranean lot will provide space for All Saints
staff and guests but it will not provide adequate space for residents of a 45 unit residential
complex and their guests.

14

The obvious solution is the construction of a second level of subterranean parking,
which would be available 24 hours a day to the residents in the senior citizens facility.
The EIR needs to fully explore this option.
ALTERNATIVES
CEQA Guidelines require a DEIR to “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the
project, or to the location of the project, that could feasibility attain most of the basic
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” [CEQA
Guidelines 15126, subd. (d)].
The Alternatives sections of both versions of the DEIR do not conform to CEQA
Guidelines, are incomplete, and need to be re-studied. Neither DEIR provides a clear,
complete analysis of alternatives, as requested by the public.
During the scoping sessions for the DEIRs, many persons from City Commissions and
from the general public asked that other alternatives be studied and included in the FEIR.
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15

These alternatives have not been included in the DEIR. For example, there is no
discussion as to other arrangements of buildings, or the possibility of moving square
footage to Building C, or a significant re-design of buildings on site to achieve a
contextual fit.
During the earlier public meetings, many spoke about the problems of Building A, which
– as it is now sited – interrupts the historic street pattern along Euclid Street. It was
suggested that Building A be moved into an east-west configuration and reduced in size.
That option must be explored in detail. The square footage lost, due to the relocation,
could be added to other buildings on site, such as Buildings C or E. At no point did
anyone suggest that Building A be relocated and additional space be added as is
suggested in the latest DEIR.

15

16

Building C, because of it close proximity to the large and tall hotel building to the east,
could easily add another floor which would contain the square footage lost by reducing
the square footage of Building A – in its east-west configuration and in its reduced
footprint.
Historically, the Maryland wall and fountain were part of a landscaped area. The wall and
fountain should be carefully restored and the area between the wall and the Worship
Center should be landscaped. That would continue the historic rhythm of the street (open
space-building-open space etc.) and provide an attractive open space for the Church as
well as an appropriate setting for the Worship Center. That option needs a full
exploration in the EIR. As noted earlier, historically, the Maryland wall has always had a
companion landscaped area to the east of the wall.

17

ALTERNATIVE SITE ANALYSIS
The current Master Plan includes plans for a youth recreation building (Building E:
Scenario 2). It should be noted that there are two large and unused swimming pools
nearby in both the former YWCA and the YMCA buildings. There is also an unused gym
in the YWCA building and another gym in the First Congregational Church. These
buildings are in close proximity to the All Saints Church complex. The EIR should
explore the use of these facilities for the youth programs at the All Saints Church.

18

HISTORIC RESOURCES SECTION
As mentioned earlier, there needs to be a full and accurate presentation about the
Secretary of Interior‟s Standards and Guidelines and how they apply to this project. In
reading this DEIR, it immediately became clear that this section is inadequate and even
erroneous. The services of an experienced historic preservation consultant are needed
to re-write this section.
The EIR must include a detailed analysis of the entire project‟s conformance with the
Secretary of Interior‟s Standards and Guidelines. The proposed new buildings are not
compatible with the nearby historic buildings in the National Register Civic Center
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District and are very different in style, setting, massing, openings, detailing and materials.
The project is an addition to a treasured historic campus of the All Saints Church and
must be compatible and conform to the Secretary of Interior‟s Standards and Guidelines –
and the City of Pasadena‟s CDSP and design guidelines.

19

CONCLUSION
At this point in the environmental work, the information provided so far is incomplete
and inadequate - in many ways. Some information is even inaccurate. There are
numerous conclusions but without any supportive information. The Alternative Section is
weak and focused mostly on the Maryland wall rather than the complete project. Since so
much analysis is missing from the existing Draft EIRs, it would be my recommendation
that the City hire an experienced and qualified historic preservation professional to rewrite the DEIR with a full and complete analysis of the entire project. Trained and
experienced consultants will be able to provide an objective analysis of the project‟s
compliance with the Secretary of Interior Standards and Guidelines as well as the City‟s
Plans: the Bennett Plan, the Donlyn Lyndon Master Plan and Central District Specific
Plan.

20

In conclusion, the DEIR for the All Saints Master Plan is inadequate in many ways and
needs substantial work in order to serve as a helpful document for the decision makers
and the public and meet CEQA requirements.

21

Sincerely,

8-249
7

Some Background Information about the Planning Process
In the late 1970s, a group from Pasadena Heritage studied in detail the history of the
Civic Center from its earliest planning stages. The group, which included architects,
historians, and the widely respected architectural historian, Alson Clark, worked in
cooperation with the staff at the Office of Historic Preservation in Sacramento.
Pasadena Heritage then nominated the Civic Center District to the National Register
of Historic Places.
This information is included in response to a question raised about the National
Register nomination, which appears in the DEIR.

During the past thirty years, the Pasadena City Council created a number of
Committees and Task Forces to address proposals for buildings or spaces in the
Civic Center. These documents are important to all projects going through the City’s
planning process.
During the 1980s, a number of Pasadena residents worked closely with Architect
Donlyn Lyndon who was retained by the City to create a Master Plan for the Civic
Center. That Master Plan, based on the 1920s Bennett Plan, still serves as a guide
for development in the Civic Center. It should be noted that: the Bennett Plan was
approved by the voters of Pasadena.
During the 1990s, another Task Force was created by then-Mayor Chris Holden to
review the Civic Center with a focus on the Plaza Pasadena and its expected changes.
Many, many meetings were held to review the entire Civic Center, including the
original Bennett Plan, the Donlyn Lyndon Master Plan, buildings, streets, trees,
landscaping, and even paving materials. The goal was to create a more detailed
Master Plan so that the City would avoid the controversies of the earlier decades.
Following the multi-year effort, the final Civic Center Master Plan, known as the
Gray Book, was approved and was well received by the community. A few years
later, the Master Plan was integrated into the Central District Specific Plan, but the
Gray Book still remains a more detailed and guiding force for new buildings in the
Civic Center today. (For another point of clarification, at the meeting of the Planning
Commission in November 2009, John Poindexter from the City of Pasadena’s
Planning Department indicated that there were no conflicts between the CDSP and
the Gray Book.)
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Letter R9
COMMENTER:

Claire W. Bogaard

DATE:

June 26, 2011

Response R9.1
Comment is acknowledged and included in the Final EIR.
Response R9.2
The commenter indicates that various elements of the Central District Specific Plan, and that
Policy 5.9 of the City of Pasadena General Plan applies to the proposed project. No specific
reference is made to the DEIR or analysis of the proposed project.
Please see Response D7.1 to comments on the Draft EIR regarding applicability of various prior
planning documents, the standard of review for these planning documents, and their
relationship to the CEQA process. While the commenter’s opinion is noted regarding
consistency with the referenced planning documents and included in the Final EIR,
disagreement does not constitute grounds for invalidation of the EIR. (See CEQA Guidelines
Section 15151; See also Eureka Citizens for Responsible Government v. City of Eureka (2007) 147
Cal.App.4th 357, 371-372; California Native Plant Society v. City of Rancho Cordova (2009) 172
Cal.App.4th 603, 626.) Furthermore, the City is given substantial deference in interpreting its
own planning documents. Please see Section 4.6 of the DEIR for analysis of consistency with
the General Plan, and various other planning documents.
Response R9.3
The commenter indicates that the proposed project does not conform to the City’s Central
District Specific Plan, and is not a “contextual fit.” The commenter expresses specific concerns
about the placement of Building A, and the proposed building materials. Additions to the
Civic Center must respect the original plan, its vision and subsequent contributions to it.”
Please see Response R9.2. As explained in Section 4.6.4 of the EIR, the downtown area has,
through the years, been the focus of numerous planning studies which preceded preparation
and adoption of the Central District Specific Plan (CDSP). Previous plans and planning studies
were generally incorporated into the CDSP during its preparation, and the EIR analyzes the
project’s consistency with the CDSP.
Response R9.4
The commenter indicates that the proposed project does not conform to the City’s Central
District Specific Plan, and is not a “contextual fit.” The commenter expresses specific concerns
about the placement of Building A, and the proposed building materials. Discussion of building
materials is included in multiple responses in Section 8.2; please see, for example, Responses 5.4
and D10.13. Please note that multiple alternatives include some variation of Building A in the
proposed project. Please also see General Response #1 for discussion of Building A. Please see
Responses R9.2 and R9.3. A complete and detailed discussion of applicable City policies, plans,
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and zoning is provided in Section 4.6, Land Use and Planning of the DEIR. Please also see
General Response #3.
Response R9.5
The commenter appears to be concerned that EIR does not provide complete and accurate
information regarding the proposed project’s “lack of conformity” with existing City policies. The commenter’s concern is noted for consideration by decision- makers; however, as discussed
in Appendix E of the EIR, the CDSP incorporated the Civic Center/Midtown Programming
Effort Report and the Civic Center Specific Plan, and the proposed project’s consistency with
the CDSP is analyzed in Impact LUP-1 in Section 4.6 of the EIR. According to this analysis, the
project does not conflict with the City’s General Plan, the CDSP, or the City’s Zoning
Ordinance, the EIR has analyzed the consistency of the proposed project with applicable City
planning documents, including the City’s General Plan, the CDSP, or the City’s Zoning
Ordinance, and found that the project does not conflict with these documents.
Furthermore, CEQA requires analysis of changes resulting from a project to the “existing
physical conditions.” (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15125 and 15126.2.) Consistency or inconsistency
with a plan alone does not result in an environmental impact. As discussed in a leading CEQA
treatise “[a]n inconsistency between a proposed project and an applicable plan is a legal
determination, not a physical impact on the environment. See Lighthouse Field Beach Rescue v.
City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 1170…” (Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the
California Environmental Quality Act, (2d ed. Cal CEB, January 2011), p. 612, § 12.34.)
Furthermore, consistency conclusions are not as strictly construed (i.e. policy by policy
consistency) as suggested in the comment. As discussed in the Kostka & Zischke’s treatise
“[c]ourts will defer to an agency’s decision on consistency with its own plans unless, based on
the evidence before the decision making body, a “reasonable person” could not have found the
project to be consistent…strict consistency with all aspects of a plan is not usually
required…given that land use plans reflect a range of competing interest, a project must be
consistent with the plan overall. Friends of Lagoon Valley v. City of Vacaville (2007) 154
Cal.App.4th 807…(upholding overall consistency finding even though project deviated from
some particular planning provisions.).” (Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the California
Environmental Quality Act, (2d ed. Cal CEB, January 2011), p. 610, § 12.33; see also San
Franciscans Upholding Downtown Plan v. City & County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th
656 [“state law does not require precise conformity of a proposed project with the land use
designation for a site, or an exact match between the project and the applicable general plan.”]
relying upon Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 705,
717].)
Response R9.6
The commenter criticizes the adequacy of the information presented in the Table “Citywide
Design Criteria Consistency Analysis” presented at pages 4.1-16 through 4.1-19 in the Draft
EIR. The commenter requests additional analysis. The commenter’s opinions regarding the
adequacy of information is acknowledged. Please note that CEQA does not require a lead
agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended
or demanded by commentors. (See CEQA Guidelines §15204(a).) The EIR provides
decisionmakers with a sufficient degree of analysis to enable decisionmakers to make a decision
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that intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. The evaluation need not be
exhaustive. (See CEQA Guidelines§15151.) Please also see Responses D10.13, D15.5 and R9.5.
Response R9.7
Please refer to Response R7.6 and R9.5. The commenter states that the DEIR includes no
information about the National Register Historic District, the contributing buildings, or the
important characteristics of the Civic Center Historic District.” The requested information was
already included in the DEIR. Please refer to Section 4.1.1.b, Aesthetics (page 4.4-1) of the DEIR
for a description of the Civic Center and the buildings within it, and Section 4.3, Historic
Resources (pages 4.3-3 through 9) of the DEIR for a description of the buildings within the Civic
Center NRHP Historic District.
Please see General Response #2 for discuss of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and
revisions to Section 4.3 contained in Section 8.3 of the Final EIR.
Response R9.8
The commenter opines that the proposed project is inconsistent with local planning documents,
and that staff limited the applicable plans that were discussed in the EIR. As examples of
applicable planning documents, (referred to in the EIR as the Civic Center/Midtown
Programming Effort Report, or the “Gray Book”, April 1998), the 1925 Bennett Plan, the Civic
Center Specific Plan (March 1990, amended July 1994), and the 1994 General Plan.
Please see Response D7.1 to comments on the Draft EIR, and Response R6.4 to comments on the
Recirculated Draft EIR.
As discussed in Section 4.6, Land Use, the Central District Specific Plan (CDSP) was adopted on
November 8, 2004, incorporating the relevant policies and guidelines of the Civic
Center/Midtown Programming Effort Report and the Civic Center Specific Plan. Additional
detail on the Civic Center Specific Plan, the Civic Center/Midtown Programming Effort Report,
and the Draft CDSP is provided in Section 4.6.4 of the EIR in Appendix E.
The proposed project’s consistency with the CDSP is analyzed in Impact LUP-1 in Section 4.6 of
the EIR. According to this analysis, the project does conflict with the City’s General Plan, the
CDSP, or the City’s Zoning Ordinance. No changes to the EIR are required.
Response R9.9
The commenter states that the proposed project features such as “ glass doors and windows, a
free standing cast-stone colonnade and perforated copper-mesh sunscreen “are not compatible
in character with the existing buildings, materials or level of detail.”
As shown on Figures 4.1-4 and 4.1-5, the longest built frontage along Euclid Avenue proposed
by the project under either development scenario would be Building A. However, according to
the preliminary design proposed by the project, the façade of this building would include
variety of materials and elements including glass doors and windows, a freestanding cast-stone
colonnade, and perforated copper-mesh sunscreens. Use of these elements as shown in Figures
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4.1-4 and 4.1-5 would help produce a sufficiently detailed, articulated façade. While the
commenter’s opinion is noted and included in the Final EIR, disagreement does not constitute
grounds for invalidation of the EIR. (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15151; See also Eureka
Citizens for Responsible Government v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357, 371-372;
California Native Plant Society v. City of Rancho Cordova (2009) 172 Cal.App.4th 603, 626.) See also
General Response #1.
The comment also reiterates the commenter’s theme that information regarding various
elements of building and project design is inadequate. Please see Response R9.6.
Response R9.10
Please refer to Response R9.8. Please also see Response D7.1 to comments on the Draft EIR for
further discussion of the applicability of previous planning documents. Please also see
Response R6.4 to comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR for discussion of the Bennett Plan.
The comment also reiterates the commenter’s theme that information regarding various
elements of building and project design is inadequate. Please see Responses R9.6 and R9.9.
Response R9.11
The commenter indicates that there is no discussion in the DEIR of the Civic Center Sub-District
Design Guidelines, and how the proposed project conforms to the guidelines. Section 4.1,
Aesthetics of the EIR analyzes consistency with Pasadena’s Citywide Design Principles and
Design Criteria, and the Civic Center/Midtown Sub-District Design Guidelines. As discussed
in Section 4.1.2 under Impact AES-1, the Design Commission has previously conducted
advisory reviews of the prior versions of the project on March 24, 2008 and October 13, 2008.
The design review process involves meetings during the project design process and additional
meetings after project approval prior to finalizing project design details. The Design
Commission affirmed the finding that the project would not result in adverse aesthetic
environmental impacts with a favorable recommendation. No changes to the EIR are required.
Response R9.12
Subsequent to the circulation of the EIR for public review information was provided to the City
which indicated that the Maryland Hotel Wall was designed as part of a single-family residence
by the architect Wallace Neff. The Draft EIR treated the Maryland Hotel Wall as a Historic
Resource. The information is noted, however this does not change the significance conclusions
and does not trigger recirculation per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a). Subsequent to the
circulation of the Draft EIR for public review and comment, information has been submitted
along with comments that provide additional background and clarification regarding the
historic resources that were analyzed in this section, but this additional material does not
change the conclusions of the analysis. Revisions to this section reflect the content of this
information where appropriate. The Revised Section 4.3, Historic Resources, is included in
Section 8.3 of the Final EIR.
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Response R9.13
The commenter disagrees with the findings contained in the June 14, 2011 correspondence from
San Buenaventura Research Associates, “Clarification Information….Draft Environmental
Impact Report.
Clarifications have been made to Section 4.3 regarding the Environmental Setting for the
Maryland Hotel Wall. Please see Final EIR Section 8.3 for further details. Please see General
Response #2 for discussion of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.
Response R9.14
The commenter indicates that the information about the parking needs for the proposed project
is incomplete due to the addition of Building E in Scenario 1 (senior citizens housing).
A shortfall in parking spaces is not considered an environmental impact for the purposes of
CEQA. In San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco
(2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656, 697, the Court of Appeal stated that “parking deficits are an
inconvenience to drivers, but not a significant physical impact on the environment.” (Emphasis in
original.) The CEQA Guidelines Appendix G has also recently been revised to remove parking
from the Initial Study Checklist. As noted in the Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action
which amended the CEQA Guidelines. (Page 96-97, Available at
http://ceres.ca.gov/ceqa/guidelines/.)
Despite these clarifications to CEQA, the DEIR addressed impacts to parking and determined
such impacts would be less than significant. (See DEIR pages 3-313, 4.4-25 through 4.4-30 and
4-4.37 through 4.4-38.)
The required parking for the senior housing alternative is based on City of Pasadena Zoning
Code Section 17.46.040. The parking study conducted for the project included exclusive use of
24 parking spaces for the senior housing alternative. Shared parking demand for the church use
did not include shared use of residents’ parking spaces for the senior housing alternative.
Please refer to Appendix L of the traffic impact study for the weekday and Sunday future
parking demand analysis. With regard to parking deficiency during events at City Hall, CEQA
Guidelines Section 15130, Discussion of Cumulative Impacts states:
“An EIR should not discuss impacts which do not result in part from the project
evaluated in the EIR.”
The perceived lack of existing on-street parking for the City Council or Commission meetings is
not properly addressed by this proposed project because the proposed project is not the cause
of the perceived lack of existing parking. As also discussed in recent case law, it is not the
responsibility of the EIR to “fix” or mitigate existing conditions which are part of the project
baseline. (See Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059
[“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far
beyond its scope”] Furthermore, parking is available in the surrounding area at the parking
structure immediately to the south of City Hall as well as at surface parking lots along Union
Street southwest from City Hall. If the Senior Housing alternative is selected, dedicated parking
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spaces exclusive to for the residential use, including guest parking spaces, have been
considered. The traffic study included this in their shared parking analysis, as summarized in
Appendix L – Table 1: Weekday Future Parking Demand, and Table 2: Sunday Future Parking
Demand.
Response R9.15
The commenter states that the alternatives analysis (which was revised in the Recirculated
DEIR) does not provide a clear, complete analysis of alternatives and does not include an
alternative “to other arrangements of buildings or the possibility of moving square footage to
Building C, or a significant redesign of buildings on site to achieve a contextual fit.”
Under CEQA, alternatives are only required to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives
“which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” (CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6.) CEQA does not require an EIR to consider multiple variations on the alternatives
analyzed in the draft EIR. “What is required is the production of information sufficient to
permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as environmental aspects are concerned.”
(Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors of Orange County (1982) 134
Cal.App.3d 1022.) As discussed in the Village Laguna case, “there are literally thousands of
‘reasonable alternatives’ to the proposed project…But, no one would argue that the EIR is
insufficient for failure to describe the alternative [suggested in the comment letters].” (Village
Laguna (supra) 134 Cal.App3d at 1028.) Furthermore, the CEQA Guidelines specify that the
analysis of alternatives “shall be discussed, in less detail than the significant effects of the
project as proposed.” (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d).)
The commenter is referred to the Recirculated Draft EIR Section 6.0, which includes analysis of
six alternatives. The six alternatives constitute a reasonable range of alternatives and include
various changes to the proposed project as summarized in Table 6-1. Please also see General
Response #3, which incorporates an additional alternative (Alternative 7). The commenter does
not provide an explicit example or explain how the suggestion would reduce or avoid a
significant environmental impact. See also General Response #3.
Response R9.16
The commenter states that the alternatives analysis in the EIR is inadequate and does not
address a specific alternative requested during scoping sessions.
Please see Response R9.15. The alternatives analysis evaluates a reasonable range of
alternatives designed to minimize significant adverse effects per CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6. Alternative 4, which would retain the Maryland Hotel Wall and rotate Building A
while combining Buildings A and C, was designed in response to Planning Commission and
public input. It is the purpose of the EIR to analyze the proposed project and provide
alternatives that lessen identified significant effects.
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Response 9.17
The commenter suggests restoring the Maryland Wall and fountain in a way that is consistent
with the commenter’s beliefs regarding the historical setting for these features. The existing
setting does not currently include a garden, but rather the existing setting contains a
playground, a storage building, and a trailer immediately to the east, a paved parking lot to the
north, and the Rectory building to the South (the east side of the wall is not currently accessible
to the public as shown in Figure 4.3-2). The purpose of the CEQA analysis is to address impacts
in comparison to existing conditions. (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a).) As also
discussed in recent case law, it is not the responsibility of the EIR to “fix” or mitigate existing
conditions which are part of the project baseline. (See Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of
Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing]
overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”].) Please see Revised Section 4.3 in
Section 8.3 of the Final EIR for further clarifications regarding the existing setting of the
Maryland Hotel Wall. Please also see General Response #3.
Response R9.18
The commenter requests that the DEIR analyze use of the YMCA and the First Congregational
Church, and the former YWCA. The commenter gives no reason why these alternatives must
be included in the EIR. While these requests are noted, the EIR is not charged with redesigning
the project, only with evaluating alternatives that would reduce or avoid impacts. Please see
Response R9.15 for further details.
Response R9.19
Please refer to Response R9.7 and General Response #2.
The comment also states that the City should engage in consultation with a preservation
consultant. The Draft EIR Historic Resource analysis is based in part upon the Historic
Resource Report, included as Appendix D to the Draft EIR as well as Rincon Consultants, and
City Staff. This report was prepared by San Buenaventura Research Associates Historic
Resources Consulting. The City also has substantial internal expertise regarding historic
resources. The city adopted its first historic preservation ordinance in 1969, established design
review over historic resources in the Central District in 1985 (using Secretary of Interior’s
Standards), and established full design review over all NRHP districts in 2002. The City of
Pasadena has been a State of California Office of Historic Preservation Certified Local
Government (CLG) since 1986, one of the first in the state to be so certified. The State
recognizes two CLG commissions in Pasadena, the Design Commission and Historic
Preservation Commission. The City employs historic preservation professionals on staff.
The massing of the proposed project is portrayed in DEIR Figure 4.1-6. As discussed in the
DEIR, “the scale of the project is compatible with the existing surrounding development and
the height of the proposed building is within the limits called for in the zoning code…In scale
and in massing, none of the proposed buildings would overwhelm the existing historic
structures… the proposed heights are similar to that of several structures located within a
block or two of the project site, including the 13-story Plaza Las Fuentes complex to the east, the
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six-story County Court Building to the west and the five to seven-story Kaiser Permanente
buildings about a half block to the north” (DEIR pages 4.1-13, 4.1-16, and 4.1-20.)
Response R9.20
Comment is acknowledged and included the Final EIR. Please see Responses R9.1 through
R9.19.
Response R9.21
Comment is acknowledged and included the Final EIR. Please see Responses R9.1 through
R9.19.
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Letter R10
25 June 2011
City of Pasadena, Planning and Development Department
Attn: Antonio Gardea, Associate Planner
175 North Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, California 91101-1704
Dear Mr. Gardea:
Re: All Saints Master Development Plan Revised DEIR
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Revised DEIR for the All Saints
Master Development Plan.
Conformance of the Project with the Central District Specific Plan and
Subdistrict Design Guidelines-Civic Center/Midtown
Approval of the proposed Master Plan will reduce the discretionary review of the
City with regard to siting, massing, and architectural design, so as to make
discretionary reviews by the Design Commission and Historic Preservation
Commission virtually meaningless.
Many comments received during the most recent review of the DEIR and the
comments on the original DEIR, including my own, asked for an analysis of the
project against the requirements of the Central District Specific Plan: Subdistrict
Design Guidelines-Civic Center/Midtown. This analysis is lacking in the Revised
DEIR.

1

2

The CDSP includes language requiring that buildings added in the Civic Center be
“complementary” to existing buildings. This is a much higher standard than the Sec
of the Interior’s Standards, which require “differentiation” and “compatibility.”
Pasadena’s rules
Alternatives
Several persons requested that a qualified historic preservation architect
experienced in the design of additions to historic buildings and historic districts
provide expertise in the development of alternatives to the project required in the
DEIR. Alternatives 4 and 5 as presented are not sufficiently developed to qualify as
realistic alternatives to the proposed project. The simple assertion that they do not
fulfill what the church wants is not a convincing argument against the further
development of these alternatives.

3

Alternative 6, a study of alternative sites for the project or part of the project is
dismissed out of hand for the following reasons:

4
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1) primary project objective is to “update” the existing church to serve the
spiritual needs of the users and programmatic functions of the church. Are the
spiritual needs attached to a particular piece of land or building?
2) relocating the project or portions of the project to another site would not
meet the main project objectives.
3)relocation of the recreation hall/gymnasium would not provide a new
space that allows the expansion and on-site retention of a community serving
program of the church. The church has a community serving program off-site at the
Linda Vista school.
4) financial losses would occur if another site or site were used. This requires
a more complete analysis of the possible costs of purchase and rehab of other
possible sites, such as the YWCA building and/or portions of the Congregational
Church building and a comparison to the costs of the proposed project to be a
convincing argument.

4

Since there has been no analysis of any alternative site, these reasons represent a
complete rejection of the possibility of such an alternative. The argument that the
church cannot run a program in an off-site location is undermined by its current use
of the Linda Vista School as the site of its day-care program.
Given the criteria outlined in Goleta, a detailed analysis of each of the 7 questions
posed is required to determine the viability of Alternative 6. They cannot be
dismissed simply because the church does not want to consider them.
The Wallace Neff Wall
The memo re the Maryland Wall (now Wallace Neff Wall), dated June 9, 2011, from
San Buenaventura Research Associates, is inaccurate in stating that the wall’s
“historic setting relationship to a garden no longer exists. . . . The gardens behind the
wall were replaced with church buildings and a parking lot.”
The historic photo of the Wallace Neff garden for Keith and Eudora Spalding (1926)
from Diane Kanner’s book, Wallace Neff and the Grand Houses of the Golden State
shows a large lawn with a central water feature and plantings along the base of the
wall.
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5

House and garden designed 1926 by Wallace Neff for Keith and Eudorah Spalding.
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Neff’s renown for his Mediterranean style architecture made him the best choice for
this design within the Civic Center and within the Maryland Hotel “bungalow”
complex.
While the garden behind the wall has certainly been diminished in size by the
construction of the Scott Building, the wall still maintains its relationship to a
garden, a lawn, which has been used as a play area for pre-school children. The
trailer along the south side of the garden space is not a permanent building and
therefore can easily be removed. The parking lot referenced in the memo is north of
the Spalding garden.

5

The memo’s statement also contradicts the City’s own report of April 13, 2011,
which recognizes that the “area behind the wall was used as a play space for the
child daycare center.”
Recent aerial photographs (Google) of the site clearly show open space behind the
wall. Why is the City trying to claim otherwise?
Conclusion
Without a more complete analysis of the points above, without consideration of the
Bennett Plan, the Civic Center Master Plan of the 1980s, the Grey Report of the
1990s, the Central District Specific Plan, and the clear intention of the City to
enhance and reinforce the original plan to the tune of over $400,000,000 invested,
this Revised DEIR is clearly inadequate.
The City is once again putting itself in the position of not following its own planning
rules and regulations, which has led in the past to unfortunate consequences.
Sincerely,
Ann Scheid
500 South Arroyo Boulevard
Pasadena, California 91105
626-577-7620
alund.ann@gmail.com
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Letter R10
Letter R10 is preceded by a page of introductory remarks regarding the history of planning
efforts in the City of Pasadena. Please see Response D7.1.
COMMENTER:

Ann Scheid

DATE:

June 25, 2011

Response R10.1
The commenter indicates that the proposed Master Plan will reduce the discretionary review by
the Design Commission and Historic Preservation Commission. As documented on page 4.1-7
of the DEIR, pursuant to the Pasadena Zoning Code, the Design Commission may require
changes to the preliminary design of a building that has received land use entitlements with
regard to “density, height, open space, parking or loading, and sign requirements, as long as
the conditions are not more restrictive than those prescribed by applicable zoning district
regulations or a valid Adjustment Permit, Conditional Use Permit, …or other legislative or
zoning entitlements.” (Pasadena Municipal Code (“PMC”), Title 17, § 17.61.030.I(5)(a).
The Design Commission cannot approve the final design of the Project unless it can make all of
the following findings: (1) the design is consistent with the purposes of the City’s design review
chapter, and (2) the design is consistent with the Civic Center District Design Guidelines. In
addition, for alteration to a designated or qualifying historic resource in the Central District, a
finding of consistency with the Secretary’s Standards must also be made.
The City’s process of analyzing the potential environmental effects of a project to the
preliminary level of design review generally known at the time of initial land use approval
consideration does not leave to Design Review a duty to mitigate any impacts with regard to
massing or aesthetics. Instead, the City’s process requires the Design Commission to ensure the
continued integrity of the previously adopted environmental and land use analysis through the
required design review findings, which ensure that further design iterations do not create new
significant effects, and to require that the project design continue to be revised until those
findings can be made. Thus, the City’s process does not rely on post-approval mitigation
measures adopted during the subsequent design review process.
Two previous project iterations have been submitted to the Design Commission for advisory
review in 2008 as documented on page 4.1-13 of the DEIR. The first design was submitted to
the Design Commission for advisory review and subsequently modified to address their
comments. At the second review, the Design Commission recommended approval and
affirmed the finding that the project would not result in adverse environmental impacts in
terms of aesthetics, land use/planning, or cultural resources.
As described on page 4.1-7, the role of design review before the Design Commission is to
implement the City’s urban design goals and policies and is specifically set forth in Pasadena
Municipal Code Section 17.61.030. The Design Review process consists of several stages as
documented in PMC § 17.61.030.(C), including Preliminary Consultation, Concept Design
Review and Final Design Review. In addition, the Director may authorize consolidation or
additional Design Review for partially completed designs.
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Preliminary Consultation is defined as an informal discussion between staff and the
applicant to explain to the applicant the applicable design guidelines, findings, and procedures
that will apply to the project, and to discuss compliance of the project with the design
guidelines.
Concept Design Review is defined as the primary step in the Design Review process.
Applications for Concept Design Review normally address the basic design of a project,
including compatibility with surroundings, massing, proportion, siting, solid-to-void
relationships, and compliance with applicable design guidelines. Concept Design Review is
undertaken with formal application procedures and a public hearing. Concept Design Review
approvals are currently valid for 12 months unless extended or unless a complete application
for Final Design Review has been filed.
Final Design Review is defined as the final phase of the review process. It normally
focuses on construction details, finishes, materials, and landscaping, and on consistency of the
project with the design approved during Concept Design Review and compliance with the
conditions of the approved Concept Design Review. A public hearing is not required for Final
Design Review and the approval is valid for 24 months.
PMC Section 17.61.030.I(5)(b) further states that the role of Design Review for projects
proposing new and amended Master Plans and Planned Developments shall be limited to
recommendations to the Commission and Council on aesthetic and urban design issues related
to architecture, landscaping, site plan, and related aesthetic issues, as well as historic
preservation. Additionally, recommendations regarding the future scope of Design Review for
the area within a Master Plan, and comments on the aesthetic/cultural resources of a draft
environmental study are appropriate [PMC § 17.61.030.I(5)(b)].
See also General Response #1 and Response D10.4.
Response R10.2
The commenter indicates that there is no discussion in the DEIR of the Civic Center Sub-District
Design Guidelines, and how the proposed project conforms to the guidelines.
CEQA’s impact analysis only requires discussion of changes resulting from a project to the
“existing physical conditions.” (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15125 and 15126.2.) Consistency or
inconsistency with a plan alone does not result in an environmental impact. As discussed in a
leading CEQA treatise “[a]n inconsistency between a proposed project and an applicable plan is
a legal determination, not a physical impact on the environment. See Lighthouse Field Beach
Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 1170…” (Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under
the California Environmental Quality Act, (2d ed. Cal CEB, January 2011), p. 612, § 12.34.)
Nevertheless, the Draft EIR provided the requested analysis. Section 4.1, Aesthetics of the EIR
analyzes consistency with Pasadena’s Citywide Design Principles and Design Criteria, and the
Civic Center/Midtown Sub-District Design Guidelines. As discussed in Section 4.1.2 under
Impact AES-1, the Design Commission has previously conducted advisory reviews of the prior
versions of the project on March 24, 2008 and October 13, 2008. The design review process
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involves meetings during the project design process and additional meetings after project
approval prior to finalizing project design details. The Design Commission affirmed the
finding that the project would not result in adverse aesthetic environmental impacts with a
favorable recommendation. Please see Response R10.1 for additional discussion.
The comment also addresses the project’s relationship to other existing buildings. The massing
of the proposed project is portrayed in DEIR Figure 4.1-6. As discussed in the DEIR, “the scale
of the project is compatible with the exiting surrounding development and the height of the
proposed building is within the limits called for in the zoning code…In scale and in massing,
none of the proposed buildings would overwhelm the existing historic structures… the
proposed heights are similar to that of several structures located within a block or two of the
project site, including the 13-story Plaza Las Fuentes complex to the east, the six-story County
Court Building to the west and the five to seven-story Kaiser Permanente buildings about a
half block to the north” (DEIR pages 4.1-13, 4.1-16, and 4.1-20.)
No changes to the EIR are required.
Response R10.3
The commenter indicates that a qualified historic preservation architect was requested to assist
in the development of alternatives to the proposed project, and that Alternatives 4 and 5 do not
represent realistic alternatives to the proposed project.
The Draft EIR Historic analysis is based in part upon the Historic Resource Report, included as
Appendix D to the Draft EIR as well as the professional opinions of Rincon Consultants, and
City Staff. This report was prepared by San Buenaventura Research Associates Historic
Resources Consulting. The City also has substantial internal expertise regarding historic
resources. The City adopted its first historic preservation ordinance in 1969, established design
review over historic resources in the Central District in 1985 (using Secretary of Interior’s
Standards), and established full design review over all NRHP districts in 2002. The City of
Pasadena has been a State of California Office of Historic Preservation Certified Local
Government (CLG) since 1986, one of the first in the state to be so certified. The State
recognizes two CLG commissions in Pasadena, the Design Commission and Historic
Preservation Commission. The City employs historic preservation professionals on staff.
The comment also states that “Alternatives 4 and 5 as presented are not sufficiently developed
to qualify as realistic alternatives.”
Under CEQA, alternatives are only required to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives
“which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” (CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6.) CEQA does not require an EIR to consider multiple variations on the alternatives
analyzed in the draft EIR. “What is required is the production of information sufficient to
permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as environmental aspects are concerned.”
(Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors of Orange County (1982) 134
Cal.App.3d 1022.) As discussed in the Village Laguna case, “there are literally thousands of
‘reasonable alternatives’ to the proposed project…But, no one would argue that the EIR is
insufficient for failure to describe the alternative [suggested in the comment letters].” (Village
8-265

City of Pasadena

All Saints Church Master Development Plan EIR
Section 8.0 Addenda and Errata/Comments and Responses

Laguna (supra) 134 Cal.App3d at 1028.) Furthermore, the CEQA Guidelines specify that the
analysis of alternatives “shall be discussed, in less detail than the significant effects of the
project as proposed.” (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d).)
The EIR provided a reasonable range of alternatives which reduce and avoid impacts. The
comment does not propose an actual alternative nor explain how it would reduce or avoid a
significant environmental impact.
No changes to the Recirculated DEIR are required.
Response R10.4
The commenter states that the Recirculated DEIR does not include an analysis of how the
citation of the California Supreme Court, in Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990)
relates to the proposed project.
The CEQA Guidelines permit the Lead Agency to “identify alternatives that were considered
by the Lead Agency but were rejected as infeasible…” (See CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6(c).) Section 6.7 of the Draft and Recirculated EIR describe some of the factors for
considering alternative locations, as described in the Goleta case. As described in Section 6.7,
because of the inability to meet the main objective/fundamental purpose of the proposed
project, the Draft EIR determined alternative locations to be infeasible. (See In re Bay-Delta
Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1165
[“[A]n EIR need not study in detail an alternative that is infeasible or that the lead agency has
reasonably determined cannot achieve the project’s underlying fundamental purpose.”].)
Furthermore, the comment does not explain how relocating the project to another site would
reduce or avoid the project’s significant environmental impacts. The City seeks to promote
development in existing dense locations, such as the project site, to avoid sprawl. This policy
determination is also an appropriate grounds for finding such such an alternative infeasible.
(See California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957.)
Response R10.5
The commenter provides additional information regarding the history of the Maryland Hotel
Wall. This information is incorporated into the Final EIR. The commenter also disagrees with
the information contained in the June 9, 2011 memo from San Buenaventura Research
Associates with indicates that the historic setting of the Maryland Hotel Wall and its
relationship to a garden no longer exists. Comment is noted. The reader is directed to
additional clarifications to the environmental setting section to the Historic Resource Section
contained in Section 8.3 of the Final EIR. As discussed therein, the existing setting does not
currently include a garden, but rather the existing setting contains a playground, a storage
building, and a trailer immediately to the east, a paved parking lot to the north, and the Rectory
building to the South (the east side of the wall is not currently accessible to the public as shown
in Figure 4.3-2). Additional photographs of the site have been provided in the Final EIR in
Section 8.3, Revised Section 4.3 (Figures 4.3-1a, 4.3-1b, and 4.3-1c). While the commenter equates
the current playground site to the space shown in the pictures in the comment, in the opinion of
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the City and its consultants the current site does not maintain a historic spatial relationship to
its immediate surroundings.
While the commenter’s opinion is noted and included in the Final EIR, disagreement does not
constitute grounds for invalidation of the EIR. (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15151; See also
Eureka Citizens for Responsible Government v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357, 371-372;
California Native Plant Society v. City of Rancho Cordova (2009) 172 Cal.App.4th 603, 626.)
Response R10.6
The commenter opines that the analysis in the EIR did not consider various planning
documents to analyze the proposed project. Examples of applicable planning documents,
(referred to in the EIR as the Civic Center/Midtown Programming Effort Report, or the “Gray
Book”, April 1998), the 1925 Bennett Plan, the Civic Center Specific Plan (March 1990, amended
July 1994), and the 1994 General Plan. As discussed in Section 4.6, Land Use, the Central District
Specific Plan (CDSP) was adopted on November 8, 2004, incorporating the relevant policies and
guidelines of the Civic Center/Midtown Programming Effort Report and the Civic Center
Specific Plan. Additional detail on the Civic Center Specific Plan, the Civic Center/Midtown
Programming Effort Report, and the Draft CDSP is provided in Section 4.6.4 of the EIR in
Appendix E. Please also see Response D7.1 (Responses to the Draft EIR Comment letters), and
Response R6.4 (Responses to the Recirculated Draft EIR) for further discussion of these
documents.
The proposed project’s consistency with the CDSP is analyzed in Impact LUP-1 in Section 4.6 of
the EIR. According to this analysis, the project does conflict with the City’s General Plan, the
CDSP, or the City’s Zoning Ordinance. No changes to the EIR are required.
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Letter R11
MARSHA V. ROOD, FAICP
216 S. Madison Avenue, #302
Pasadena, CA 91101
626.568.8329
marsharood@earthlink.net
June 27, 2011
Mr. Antonio Gardea
Associate Planner
175 N. Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91109
Subject: Comments on All Saints Church Master Development
Plan Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report, May 2011;
Comments Regarding the Historic Resources Section 4.3; the
Land Use and Planning Section 4.6,
and the Alternatives
Section 6.0)
Dear Mr. Gardea:
The importance of developing the All Saints Church Master Development
Plan as a complementary and harmonious addition to the Civic Center area
and of carefully evaluating its environmental impacts cannot be overstated.
Simply put the prospect of doing irreparable harm to the historical integrity
of the Civic Center and the All Saints Campus is at stake.
My
recommendations focus on the Historic Resources Section, the Land Use
and Planning Section and the Alternatives Section of the Draft Revised
EIR; background information and the rationale for these recommendations
are contained in the body of this letter.

I.

RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING REVISED
HISTORIC RESOURCES SECTION 4.3

DRAFT

EIR

A. The Civic Center: The importance of the Civic Center to the city is
indisputable. “A Plan for the City of Pasadena, California” was created by
the firm of Bennett Parsons & Frost, Consulting Architects, Chicago,
(commonly known as the “Bennett Plan”) established its foundations in the
1920s with creation not only of the individual City Hall, Central Library and
Civic Auditorium buildings but also their placement in relationship to one
another in a Beaux-Arts axial layout. In 1923, the citizens of the city
endorsed the City Council–approved Bennett Plan in a citywide election to
finance the three principal civic buildings called for in the Plan. The Chicago
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firm was the successor firm to Burnham & Bennett, who developed the
1909 Plan for Chicago and founded the city planning movement in America.
The City followed Bennett Plan through the 1950s; however, the
introduction of several modernist buildings to the Civic Center in the 1960s
and 1970s caused some controversy, resulting in the City’s rededicated
itself to the full realization of the “City Beautiful” Bennett Plan in the late
1980s with the approval of the Civic Center Master Plan (the “Master Plan”)
and in the late 1990s with the approval of the “Civic Center/Mid-Town
Programming Effort Report” (commonly referred to as the “Grey Report”).
The City did more than adopt plans to reinstate the Bennett Plan for the
related the Civic Center. These plans became living documents,
resulting in a massive infusion of public and private investments in the
Civic Center/Midtown area over the past three decades. The City alone
has spent nearly $400 million dollars from the 1980s through 2011 on
seismic upgrades and restoration of City Hall, construction of the new
Police Building, upgrades and re-landscaping of the Central Library,
development of Plaza las Fuentes and the Holly Street Village Apartments,
rehabilitation of the Hale Building for the City’s Permit Center, expansion
of the Convention Center and upgrades to the Pasadena Civic Auditorium,
redevelopment of the Plaza Pasadena into the Paseo Colorado and the
installation of major public improvements in the Civic Center (now under
construction).

2

Conclusion: It can be concluded that not only did the City of
Pasadena “make no small plan…” it also has made “no small
commitment” to the continuing realization of its City Beautiful
Bennett Plan. Few “City Beautiful” cities continue to have intact
buildings and boulevards which reflect their original plans. That is
what makes Pasadena unique among cities in California.
B. All Saints Episcopal Church Campus: The All Saints Church
complex of buildings is the product of renowned architects – Johnson,
Kaufmann, and Coates - who designed the English Gothic Revival sanctuary;
and Bennett and Haskell who designed the Parish and Rectory addition in
the same style. Additions designed by Smith and Williams were made in the
1960s in a modern interpretation of the English Gothic Revival style, thus
creating an identifiable campus of church buildings and context for future
additions. According to the Draft Revised EIR, the Maryland Hotel Wall, a
section of the wall that enclosed a portion of former resort hotel grounds, is
also a contributing element to the designated historic district.
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In the Historic Resources section, the Draft Revised EIR states
that the Project is located within the boundaries of the National
Register Pasadena Civic Center District. It also states that the All
Saints Episcopal Church complex (Church, Parish Hall and the
Rectory) and the Maryland Hotel Wall should be regarded as historic
resources for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality
Act (“CEQA”). This means that the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation of Historic Structures must be applied
when looking at the proposed new buildings. Standard “9” states
the following:
“New additions, exterior alterations or related new construction shall
not destroy historic materials that characterize the property. The new
work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with
the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the
historic integrity of the property and its environment.”

3

This standard is reflected in the requirements of the “Central
District Specific Plan (2004)” (the “Specific Plan”), “The design of
all buildings and public spaces in this precinct should reflect
the highest quality, respect the permanence of civic
landmark buildings, and reinforce the vision of the Bennett
Plan.” (p. 104) The Specific Plan further states that the “…setting
for these buildings is no less important, and therefore,
realization of the 1920s „City Beautiful‟ Vision should be
advocated through 1) preservation of historically significant
buildings; 2) requirements for new buildings that are
complementary to existing landmarks; and 3) reintegration
of the Beaux-Arts axial plan”. (p.102)
C. How To Interpret the Secretary of the Interior Standards
in the Draft Revised EIR
Given the weight of the evidence of Pasadena – the
distinguished history of architecture and planning in Pasadena, the
long-standing community-based plans and the continuing value that
the community places on historically important buildings - the
Historic Resources section of the Draft Revised EIR must: Prioritize
compatibility of the Project with the existing national
8-270
3

4

historically significant buildings and environment over
differentiating old buildings from the new building. The bias
in the Draft Revised EIR is to interpret the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation of Historic Structures (“Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards”)
in terms “differentiation” rather than
“compatibility”, clearly favoring a project that is much more
contemporary or “of its time” rather than one that is a contextual or
“of its place”. Although modernist style buildings quite easily solve
the problem of “differentiation” from a standards perspective and an
Environmental Impact Report perspective, they do not solve it from
a “compatibility” standards perspective.

4

D. Evaluate the Project’s Impacts on the Historic
Spalding/Neff Wall (commonly known as the “Hotel
Maryland Wall”)
The Spalding/Wallace Neff Wall (or “Maryland Hotel Wall”)
originally enclosed the garden at the rear of the Spalding house,
designed in 1926 by architect Wall Neff for Keith and Eudorah
Spalding, heirs to the Spalding sports equipment fortune. The
Spaldings built the house as part of the Maryland Hotel complex of
“bungalows,” a common arrangement at the time. Neff, the leading
Southern California architect of the period, designed house and
grounds, including the gardens’ reflecting pool and the wall that
define the property along Euclid Avenue. Neff was particularly wellknown for his California Mediterranean/Spanish type architecture,
so it was no accident that he was chose to develop this site, which
required that style, both as part of the new Civic Center and as part
of the Maryland Hotel grounds.
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The Draft Revised EIR correctly states that that the demolition of the
“Maryland Hotel Wall” is an unavoidably significant impact if the Proposed
Project is implemented and that the mitigation measure is not to demolish
it, but, rather, to leave the wall in place. However, in a Memorandum to
the Draft Revised EIR dated June 9, 2011, entitled “All Saints Church EIR,
Maryland Wall Integrity and Project Alternatives”, dated June 9, 2011, by
the San Buenaventura Research Associates, incorrectly states that the
wall's historic setting relationship to a garden no longer exists.

It further

states that:
“This relationship was lost when the property was purchased by All
Saints Church in 1961, and the building on it demolished in 1964 –
65, leaving the wall as the remaining fragment of the former hotel
8-272
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grounds. The gardens behind the wall were replaced with church
building and a parking lot. Accordingly, the only unaltered aspect of
setting of for the Maryland Hotel Wall is its relationship to N. Euclid
Avenue, which would be changed with the wall's proposed
reconstruction closer to the street.” [Emphasis added.]
This statement is also incorrect.

In fact, the City of Pasadena’s own

research found that from 1964 to the present: “The area behind the
Maryland Hotel wall had been converted to play space for the child day
care center.”

6

(City of Pasadena Memorandum to Stephanie DeWolfe,

Deputy Director of Planning, from Antonio Gardea, Associate Planner,
dated April 13, 2011] A site visit to this location would confirm the
continuing existence of the landscaped area east of the Spalding/Wallace
Neff Wall (or “Maryland Hotel Wall”).
The Draft Revised EIR must analyze the fact that if the Proposed
Project is implemented, there will be separation of the wall from its
companion landscaped area, a long-standing and historic relationship.
Also, reconstructing the wall will make the wall no longer eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places, and therefore is an unmitigable
impact.

In addition, construction of the Proposed Project will cause

7

irreparable damage to the wall as a result of construction activities
and vibrations. An obvious mitigation measure is to retain the wall
in place and retain and restore a substantial landscaped open space
area behind the wall.
III. RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE REVISED DRAFT
EIR LAND USE AND PLANNING SECTION 4.6]
The most significant failing of the Revised Draft EIR is that it is does not
adequately evaluate the Proposed Project against the more specific Civic
Center/Midtown “SUB-DISTRICT PLANNING CONCEPTS” [pp. 101 – 106] and
the SUB-DISTRICT DESIGN GUIDLEINES [pp. 170 – 172] as contained in the
adopted Central District Specific Plan (2004). Although the Proposed Project
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is evaluated against the very broad citywide General Plan Seven Guiding
Principles, a much more detailed and specific analysis must be presented.
The Proposed Project should be evaluated against Civic Center/Midtownspecific guidelines, for example, in a matrix and compared against the
attributes of the Proposed Project. The matrix table would include, but not
be limited to, the following matrix criteria:

SUB-DISTRICT PLANNING CONCEPTS
– CIVIC CENTER

PROPOSED PROJECT
CONFORMANCE (OR) NONCONFORMANCE

“The design of all buildings and public spaces
in this precinct should reflect the highest
quality, respect the prominence of civic
landmark building, and reinforce the vision of [ANALYSIS]
the Bennett Plan.” (p. 102)
“Some of Pasadena’s most significant
architectural treasures are …City Hall, the
Central Library, and the Civic Auditorium.
“…realization of the 1920’s “City Beautiful” [ANALYSIS]
Vision should be advocated through the
preservation
of
historically
significant
buildings; 2) requirements for new buildings
that
are
complementary
to
existing
landmarks; and 3) reintegration of the BeauxArts axial plan.” (p. 104)
“New buildings should exhibit permanence
and quality, as well as respect the dominance
and monumentality of major civic buildings
and the scale and form of existing historic [ANALYSIS]
structures." (p. 105) In general, site buildings
in a manner that defines streets, permitting
courtyards and formal open spaces interior to
the block.” (p. 105)

SUB-DISTRICT DESIGN GUIDELINES – PROPOSED PROJECT
CIVIC CENTER/MIDTOWN
CONFORMANCE (OR) NONCONFORMANCE
“Respect Civic Landmarks Maintain a
balance
between
monumental
and
“background” buildings.
In general, new
development should provide a context that [ANALYSIS]
highlights landmark civic buildings”(p. 171)
“Respect the dominance the principal civic [ANALYSIS]
landmarks; buildings and landscape should
define streets and contain public spaces,
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creating a consistent and unified context for
these landmark buildings.” (p. 171)
“Preserve and restore historic buildings and
landmarks; retain the historic character of the
property.” (p. 171)
“Embellish Outdoor Spaces Courtyards,
gardens and other landscaped areas should be
embellished with year-round greenery and
floral abundance.” (p. 172)
“Encourage the presence of shade trees, lush
plantings, warm materials, and fountains in
outdoor spaces; fountains are an especially
identifiable
element
within
the
Civic
Center/Midtown area.” (p. 172)
“Achieve Design Coherence There should
be a strong visual relationship between
structures in the area, an expression of unity
appropriate to a civic center.
Clear
proportions and materials that relate to
adjacent buildings will help achieve this goal.”
(p. 172)
“Match the permanence and quality of civic
buildings in the area; buildings should be
designed and built as long-term additions to
the area.” (p. 172)
“Respect the architectural design of historic
buildings and protect the monumentality of
landmark civic buildings; limit the scale and
massing of large buildings by employing
articulated sub-volumes.” (p. 172)
“Use the palette of materials and colors
currently found in the area; masonry (nonbrick), stucco, colored concrete, and tile
decorative elements are prominent materials,
and the use of intense colors should be
severely limited.” P. 172)

ETC.

[ANALYSIS]
[ANALYSIS]

[ANALYSIS]

[ANALYSIS]

8

[ANALYSIS]

[ANALYSIS]

[ANALYSIS]

ETC.

Using this matrix, the analysis should address such questions as:
How do the new buildings, arrangement of buildings, architectural
form, and associated open space most respect and harmonize with the
existing architectural and historic environment of the All Saints Church
and Pasadena’s historically significant City Hall?
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How do the massing and building volumes best fit with the existing
pattern of “solids and voids” along Euclid Avenue?
How does the new project respect the architectural design of the
existing historic landmarks – the existing All Saints complex and City
Hall – including the use the palette of material and colors currently
found in the area?
Does the new project disrupt the visual context and historic setting of
the All Saints complex and City Hall by calling attention to the new
work, rather than blending with the old? Would the new buildings
stand out and overwhelm rather than fit in and enhance their
surroundings? Would they minimize the church’s historic importance
as a campus within and in relationship to the Civic Center?

10

11

12

ETC.
IV.

RECOMMENDATIONS

REGARDING

ALTERNATIVES SECTION 6.0

REVISED

DRAFT

EIR

The Alternatives to the project section of the Draft Revised EIR remains
inadequate and unacceptable.

The range of Alternatives is narrow and

limited to keeping the buildings at the same mass and scale, but either
rotating or relocating them. The Alternatives are then judged against only

13

two criteria: 1) whether or not the Maryland Hotel Wall can be retained, and
2) whether or not the alternative configurations conflict with the Project
Architect’s objectives.
Surprisingly, the Revised Draft EIR essentially evaluates the Alternatives
to the Proposed Project against the Proposed Project and the Project
Architect’s objectives, rather than against the City’s Civic Center/Midtown
Sub-District Planning Concepts and Design Guidelines as set forth in the
Central District Specific Plan (see Section II hereinabove above “Land Use
and Planning”). This self-referencing criterion creates a very constrained and
narrow methodology and rationale for evaluating the various Alternatives.
The “vision” of the Project Architect becomes the defining criterion for
evaluating all Alternatives – the major focus becomes the Project Architect’s
“vision” rather than (1) how the Proposed Project and its Alternatives either
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fulfill or do not fulfill the purposes of the church for the building and (2) how
the new building either is compatible or not compatible with the existing Civic
Center context and the Bennett Plan. Essentially, elevating the Architect’s
purpose above all others creates an odd, self-referencing set of criteria upon
which to judge Alternatives.
The Project Objectives, in this case, consist of three (3) “Main Project
Objectives” and fourteen (14) “Supporting Project Objectives” (see pp. 2-21,
22 of the Revised Draft EIR). According to CEQA case law (City of Carmel-by-

14

the-Sea vs. United State Department of Transportation, 1997), it is sufficient
if each Alternative meets most of the project’s objectives, not all. By heavily
weighting the architect’s objectives over all other Project Objectives and over
the mitigation of the significant impacts to the Spalding/Wallace Neff Wall (or
“Maryland Hotel Wall”), a thumb has been placed on the scale when
developing and selecting the Environmentally Superior Alternative(s).
Short of performing this more robust Alternative Analysis, allowing a
more appropriate and compatible Project to emerge, irreparable damage will
occur not only to the historically significant All Saints Church Campus and to
the historic Spalding/Wallace Neff Wall (or “Maryland Hotel Wall”), but also

15

and most importantly, to the City’s nationally renowned and historically
significant Civic Center.
In order to develop these Alternatives, the City should engage a
consulting architect with expertise in compatible infill development
in historic sites and areas to work with the City and All Saints Church
to develop a range of alternative building footprints, massing, scale
and architectural details which are more compatible with the historic
Civic Center and Euclid Avenue.

Alternatives developed should feasibly

attain most of the basic objectives of the project, comply with the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards and avoid the significant effects of the Project.
Once developed, the Proposed Project and its Alternatives must be evaluated
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against the Central District Specific Plan’s rules and guidelines regarding the
Central District, most particularly the Civic Center/Midtown Sub-District.
In its present form, the Draft Revised EIR is inadequate. I urge that it
be

substantially

redrafted

and

reissued

in

accordance

recommendations outlined in this letter.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Respectfully submitted,

[

Marsha V. Rood]

MARHA V. ROOD, FAICP
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ATTACHMENT 1

A CITY BEAUTIFUL PLAN FOR PASADENA
The City of Pasadena’s 1920s plan by Edward H. Bennett produced a
grand civic center and a ceremonial western entrance to the city focused on a
park and art museum, a zoning ordinance, and an overall city plan
recommending the extension, widening, and landscaping of key east-west
streets and boulevards. Most visible today is the Civic Center, an ensemble of
ten historic buildings, a park, and several newer compatible developments
from the 1980s and 1990s. Listed on the National Register of Historic Places,
Pasadena’s historic Civic Center is a major California planning achievement,
conceived and realized within a decade (1923-1932) and enhanced in the
1950s and in recent decades with architecturally compatible additions and
renovated historic buildings.
A Plan Endorsed by the People. Unlike many planning efforts then
and now, “A Plan for the City of Pasadena, California” (Bennett Parsons and
Frost, Consulting Architects, Chicago, April 1925), known as “The Bennett
Plan,” had the support of the city council and was endorsed by the voters in a
city-wide election in 1923 to finance the three principal civic buildings: a
library, a city hall, and a civic auditorium. Ten of California’s most prominent
architects participated in a design competition for the buildings.
The Planner. Edward Bennett, protégé of Daniel Burnham, was the
leading city planner of the day. An English-born Californian and graduate of
UC Berkeley and the Ecole des Beaux Arts, Bennett worked with Burnham on
the plan for San Francisco, and later on the landmark 1909 “ Plan of Chicago.”
During his work with Bennett on San Francisco, Burnham gave him the
ultimate tribute: “No one can take Bennett’s place in this work, not even I.”
After 1909, Burnham referred all requests for city plans to Bennett, effectively
anointing him as America’s leading planning authority. In the following
decades, Bennett completed plans for civic centers, comprehensive city plans,
subdivision and landscape plans, and zoning ordinances in major American
cities. Most significant was his role as chairman of the Board of Architects of
Washington, D. C. (1927-1937) that oversaw the development of the Federal
Triangle and the Capitol Grounds Extension.
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The selection of Edward Bennett and the idea for the competition were
due to the vision, political skills, and charisma of world-famous astronomer
George Ellery Hale, a Chicagoan who counted Daniel Burnham and Bertram
Goodhue among his personal friends. In Pasadena, Hale wanted to create the
“Athens of the West,” with the establishment of premier cultural institutions,
including Caltech, the Huntington Library, an art museum and a major medical
facility. These would complement his Mt. Wilson Observatory, which boasted
the most advanced equipment and the best climate for astronomical viewing
in the world. Hale argued that Pasadena needed a city plan and civic
architecture to match the high standards of its burgeoning institutions,
commenting, “It is just as easy to do a thing in an international way as in a
purely local one.” Using the slogan “to make a city attractive is to make it
prosperous,” Hale garnered overwhelming support from Pasadena’s elected
officials and the public.
Design of the Plan. Bennett’s axial plan sited the city hall at the eastern
end of Holly Street, the principal axis, and flanked by two existing buildings,
Arthur Benton’s YMCA and Julia Morgan’s YWCA. Holly Street extended west
to Carmelita Park at the edge of the Arroyo Seco, linking the civic buildings to
the imposing Colorado Street Bridge across the Arroyo and creating a grand
civic entrance, marked by a cast bronze flagpole designed by Bertram
Goodhue and sculptor Lee Lawrie. The minor axis, Garfield Avenue, crossed
Holly in front of the city hall and terminated in the library building on the
north and the civic auditorium on the south. The location of the new civic
center near the Maryland Hotel, a two-block complex of gardens, bungalows,
hotel buildings and exclusive shops, provided an appropriate setting and
ensured high quality commercial growth in the area. With the stipulation that
the buildings be inspired by “the architecture of the Renaissance or later
periods in the European countries bordering upon the Mediterranean Sea,” a
jury selected the architects in 1924, Myron Hunt for the Pasadena Central
Library, Bakewell & Brown for the Pasadena City Hall, and Bergstrom, Bennett
and Haskell for the Pasadena Civic Auditorium. Both the library and the city
hall were completed in 1927, with the civic auditorium completed in 1932.
Additional commercial and institutional buildings in the California
Mediterranean style clustered around the civic center core, creating an
ensemble of some twenty buildings that provided a remarkably unified
setting.
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A Plan Enforced and Maintained. Pasadena remained faithful to the
plan into the 1950s, when an architecturally compatible county courts
building was built on the Garfield axis and a room to house the music
collection was added seamlessly to the library. In the following two decades,
however, the plan was ignored. A monolithic ten-story bank building was
built on Garfield south of city hall, the county built an even larger ten-story
addition to the court building, and the city’s redevelopment agency subsidized
the construction of a three-block long shopping mall, the “Plaza Pasadena,”
across the Garfield axis, cutting off the civic auditorium from the rest of the
civic center.
With the enactment in the 1970s of the California Environmental Quality
Act (1970) and the National Historic Preservation Act of 1976, the nation and
California focused attention on documenting and preserving historic buildings.
In the 1980s, Pasadena Heritage nominated the Civic Center to the National
Register of Historic Places, once again elevating it to prominence in the civic
consciousness. In 1988, the City rededicated itself to realizing the Bennett Plan
by adopting the “Pasadena Civic Center Master Plan,” prepared by
Lyndon/Buchanan Associates, Berkeley, CA.
Restoration, Reinvestment in the Plan Ensures Continuity. Since then,
the City has invested nearly $400 million in strengthening and enhancing the
plan, undoing earlier mistakes by re-opening the Garfield axis through a
renovated “Paseo Colorado” shopping mall, and making architecturally
compatible additions, including a police administration building and jail (Robert
A.M. Stern), a hotel/office redevelopment project “Plaza Las Fuentes” (Moore
Rubell Yudell), an expanded conference center flanking the auditorium, and a
housing complex, ”Holly Street Village Apartments,” incorporating the historic
police building. These City investments also include the restoration of the City
Hall, the Library, the Civic Auditorium, the Gas Company and Y buildings for
civic and community benefit. Pasadena’s Civic Center clearly qualifies as a
landmark planning achievement, a prime example of Daniel Burnham’s dictum:
“Make no little plans; they have no magic to stir men's blood and probably will
themselves not be realized. Make big plans, . . . remembering that a noble, logical
diagram once recorded will not die.”
_________________
Noted historian Ann Scheid, who prepared this narrative, is the Archivist for the Greene and Green Archives at The
Huntington Library and The Gamble House in Pasadena and the author of several published articles on the Bennett Plan as
well as books on Pasadena history.
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Letter R11
COMMENTER:

Marsha Rood, FAICP

DATE:

June 27, 2011

Response R11.1
Comment is acknowledged and incorporated into the Final EIR.
Response R11.2
The commenter remarks on the historical background regarding policy plans that were
prepared and adopted for the Civic Center, and how these plans have been implemented.
Comments are acknowledged and included into the Final Recirculated EIR. Please see
Response D7.1 (Responses to the Draft EIR Comment letters), and Response R6.4 (Responses to
the Recirculated Draft EIR) for further discussion of the Bennett Plan and various City planning
documents.
Response R11.3
The commenter remarks on the historical background regarding the All Saints Church
Complex, Maryland Hotel Wall, and the Central District Specific Plan. Please see General
Response #2. As discussed therein, even when these standards are applicable, the standards do
not require a project to meet each and every policy, but rather give agencies the discretion to
choose various “options” including the 8 preservation options, the 10 Rehabilitation options,
the 10 Restoration options, and the 6 reconstruction options.
Response R11.4
Please see General Response #2 for discussion of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.
Response R11.5
The commenter provides additional information regarding the history of the Maryland Hotel
Wall.
Response 11.6
The commenter disagrees with the information contained in the June 9, 2011 memo from San
Buenaventura Research Associates with indicates that the historic setting of the Maryland Hotel
Wall and its relationship to a garden no longer exists.
The comment is directed to additional clarifications to the environmental setting section to the
Historic Resource Section contained in Section 8.3 of the Final. As discussed therein, the
existing setting does not currently include a garden, but rather the existing setting contains a
playground, a storage building, and a trailer immediately to the east, a paved parking lot to the
north, and the Rectory building to the South (the east side of the wall is not currently accessible
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to the public as shown in Figure 4.3-2). Additional photographs of the site have been provided
in the Final EIR in Section 8.3, Revised Section 4.3 (Figures 4.3-1a, 4.3-1b, and 4.3-1c). While the
commenter equates the current playground site to the space shown in the pictures in the
comment, in the opinion of the City and its consultants the current site does not maintain a
historic spatial relationship to its immediate surroundings.
While the commenter’s opinion is noted and included in the Final EIR, disagreement does not
constitute grounds for invalidation of the EIR. (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15151; See also
Eureka Citizens for Responsible Government v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357, 371-372;
California Native Plant Society v. City of Rancho Cordova (2009) 172 Cal.App.4th 603, 626.)
Response R11.7
The commenter indicates that retaining the Maryland Hotel Wall in place and restoration of a
substantial landscaped open space behind the wall would be the obvious mitigation for project
impacts associated with reconstructing the wall. Comment is noted. Please see Response
R11.6. The comment also suggests leaving the wall in place. The Draft EIR provided numerous
alternatives which would leave the wall in its current location. Please see the Recirculated
Draft EIR Alternatives Section (Chapter 6.0) and General Response #3.
Response R11.8
The commenter states that the Recirculated Draft EIR does not adequately evaluate the
proposed project against the Sub-District Planning Concepts and Design Guidelines, as
contained in the Central District Specific Plan. The Recirculated Draft EIR included analysis of
two additional project alternatives (Alternatives 5 and 6), and did not include the referenced
evaluation. The Draft EIR did include an evaluation of the proposed project for consistency
with the Central District Specific Plan. Please refer to Section 4.6, Land Use and Planning of the
Draft EIR. Please see Response D7.1 (Responses to the Draft EIR Comment letters), and
Response R6.4 (Responses to the Recirculated Draft EIR) for further discussion of the
applicability of the Bennett Plan and various City planning documents.
CEQA’s environmental impact analysis only requires discussion of changes resulting from a
project to the “existing physical conditions.” (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15125 and 15126.2.)
Consistency or inconsistency with a plan alone does not result in an environmental impact. As
discussed in a leading CEQA treatise “[a]n inconsistency between a proposed project and an
applicable plan is a legal determination, not a physical impact on the environment. See
Lighthouse Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 1170…” (Kostka &
Zischke, Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act, (2d ed. Cal CEB, January
2011), p. 612, § 12.34.)
Furthermore, consistency conclusions are not as strictly construed (i.e. policy by policy
consistency) as suggested in the comment. As discussed in the Kostka & Zischke’s treatise
“[c]ourts will defer to an agency’s decision on consistency with its own plans unless, based on
the evidence before the decision making body, a “reasonable person” could not have found the
project to be consistent…strict consistency with all aspects of a plan is not usually
required…given that land use plans reflect a range of competing interest, a project must be
consistent with the plan overall. Friends of Lagoon Valley v. City of Vacaville (2007) 154
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Cal.App.4th 807…(upholding overall consistency finding even though project deviated from
some particular planning provisions.).” (Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the California
Environmental Quality Act, (2d ed. Cal CEB, January 2011), p. 610, § 12.33; see also San
Franciscans Upholding Downtown Plan v. City & County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th
656 [“state law does not require precise conformity of a proposed project with the land use
designation for a site, or an exact match between the project and the applicable general plan.”]
relying upon Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 705,
717].)
Response R11.9
Please refer to the discussion of Impact HR-3 (pages 4.3-16 through 4.3-18) of the Draft EIR for a
discussion/analysis of the proposed project in relation to the scale, proportion and massing in
comparison to other buildings in the NRHP Historic District. Please also see Response R11.8.
Response R11.10
The commenter questions how the proposed project would best fit with the existing pattern
along the Euclid Avenue frontage of the project site in an area currently featuring “a series of
building facades and open spaces that create a rhythm of alternating solids and voids.” While
it is true that the proposed project would increase the amount of built frontage along Euclid
Avenue in this location, this frontage would be broken up into several different buildings, as
shown on Figures 2-3 (Scenario 1, Site Plan) and 2-6 (Scenario 2 Site Plan) interspersed with
openings leading into a central open space. Impact discussion HR-3 found that the proposed
project is otherwise compatible in size, scale, proportion and massing in comparison to other
buildings in the district, some of which are of greater length and height than the buildings
proposed under the project. Please also see Response R11.8.
Response R11.11
The commenter raises a question about determining architectural compatibility with the
existing environment. The commenter’s concern is noted; however, the proposed project is
evaluated in this EIR based on the thresholds contained in Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines, and under the guidance of historical experts (the Historic Resources Report prepared
by San Buenaventura Research Associates (SBRA) in February, 2010 and updated in May, 2010,
December, 2011 and January 2012 contained in the Final EIR Appendix). This EIR is required to
analyze the effects of the proposed project to the existing physical environment, rather than
answering the question of what design is the most harmonious. Please also see Response R11.8.
Response R11.12
Please refer to Response R11.11. Please also see EIR Sections 4.1 and 4.3 (including revisions
contained in the Final EIR “Addenda and Errata” Section) for analysis of the project’s aesthetic
and historic resource impacts.
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Response R11.13
The commenter states the opinion that the analysis of project alternatives in the DEIR is
inadequate, unacceptable, and too narrow.
Under CEQA, alternatives are only required to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives
“which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” (CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6.) CEQA does not require an EIR to consider multiple variations on the alternatives
analyzed in the draft EIR. “What is required is the production of information sufficient to
permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as environmental aspects are concerned.”
(Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors of Orange County (1982) 134
Cal.App.3d 1022.) As discussed in the Village Laguna case, “there are literally thousands of
‘reasonable alternatives’ to the proposed project…But, no one would argue that the EIR is
insufficient for failure to describe the alternative [suggested in the comment letters].” (Village
Laguna (supra) 134 Cal.App3d at 1028.) Furthermore, the CEQA Guidelines specify that the
analysis of alternatives “shall be discussed, in less detail than the significant effects of the
project as proposed.” (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d).)
In response to previous public concerns that the discussion of project alternatives needed
additional alternatives, a Recirculated EIR was recirculated for public review that included
analysis of two additional project alternatives. The EIR provides a reasonable range of
alternatives which reduce and avoid significant environmental impacts. Further, General
Response #3 presents an additional alternative (Alternative 7).
Response R11.14
The commenter opines that the alternatives analysis in the Recirculated Draft EIR should be
based upon the Central District Specific Plan rather than the project objectives.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 explicitly provides that “the range of potential alternatives to
the proposed project shall include those that could feasibly accomplished most of the basic objectives
of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects.” It
would therefore be improper to base the alternatives ignoring the project objectives. In fact, an
inability to meet most of the project objectives is grounds for finding an alternative infeasible.
(See California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957.)
While the City did briefly discuss the applicant’s objectives, the selection of alternatives was
based upon the objectives in general. As discussed in the alternative analysis several
alternatives were carried forward because they met the primary project objectives, but did not
meet all of the supporting objectives. As also discussed in a lead CEQA treatise “It is
appropriate for lead agencies to consider information provided by project applicants in
evaluating and comparing alternatives, including information regarding the feasibility of
project alternatives.” (Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the California Environmental Quality
Act, (2d ed. Cal CEB, 2009 Update), p. 764, § 15.36.)
The DEIR did not identify any significant impacts associated with the Central District Specific
Plan, therefore additional analysis of this issue in relation to project alternatives is not required.
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Response R11.15
The commenter opines that allowing a more appropriate and compatible project to emerge will
avoid impacts to historical resources on the project site and adjacent areas. Comment is noted.
Please note, that the Alternatives analysis provides six alternatives which reduce historic
resource impacts to the Maryland Hotel Wall to less than significant. See also General
Response #3.
Response R11.16
The comment also states that the City should “engage a consulting architect with expertise in
compatible infill development in historic sites…” The Draft EIR analysis is based in part upon
the Historic Resource Report, included as Appendix D to the Draft EIR as well as the
professional opinions of Rincon Consultants, and City Staff. This report was prepared by San
Buenaventura Research Associates Historic Resources Consulting. The City also has substantial
internal expertise regarding historic resources. The City adopted its first historic preservation
ordinance in 1969, established design review over historic resources in the Central District in
1985 (using Secretary of Interior’s Standards), and established full design review over all NRHP
districts in 2002. The City of Pasadena has been a State of California Office of Historic
Preservation Certified Local Government (CLG) since 1986, one of the first in the state to be so
certified. The State recognizes two CLG commissions in Pasadena, the Design Commission and
Historic Preservation Commission. The City employs historic preservation professionals on
staff.
Please also note that the proposed project is being designed by an architectural firm that has
substantial experience in building new structures in proximity to historic structures. As
discussed on DEIR page 4.1-16:
“The architectural firm has a distinguished reputation and international practice and
has constructed several notable buildings, including the Getty Center in Los Angeles;
the Jubilee Church in Rome, Italy; the High Museum of Art in Atlanta, Georgia; the
Citadella Bridge in Allessandria, Italy; the Barcelona Museum of Contemporary Art in
Barcelona, Spain; the Arp Museum in Rolandseck, Germany; and many others. The
work of Richard Meier & Partners often integrates new architecture with historic
buildings or sites and the architectural firm has won numerous awards.”
Please see General Response #2 for discussion of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.
Please see Response R11.14 for comments suggesting that the alternatives analysis should be
based upon the Central District Specific Plan rather than the project objectives.
RESPONSE R12 TO VERBAL COMMENTS AT PUBLIC PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING ON May 25, 2011
R12.1. Susan Mossman (speaking on behalf of Pasadena Heritage):
The commenter suggests that the alternatives analysis is “brief” and should be revised to
provide a more in depth and quantitative analysis.

8-286

City of Pasadena

All Saints Church Master Development Plan EIR
Section 8.0 Addenda and Errata/Comments and Responses

Please see the Recirculated Draft EIR Chapter 6 and General Response #3. To the extent the
Alternatives’ impacts are referenced as being the same or similar to those of the proposed
project, the commenter is referred to Sections 4.1 through 4.6 of the EIR for further, more
detailed analysis. Please also see Responses D10 (to comments on the Draft EIR) and Response
R8 (to comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR).
As discussed therein, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 provides “the EIR shall include
sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and
comparison with the proposed project. If an alternative would cause one or more significant
effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the significant
effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project
as proposed.” Furthermore, the impact analysis for the proposed project and the alternatives
does not need to be quantified under CEQA. Construction of a reduced impact project is
inherent in the analysis of the alternative. (See City of Rancho Palos Verdes v. City Council (1976)
59 Cal.App.3d 869, 892-893.) As discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7, “A
threshold of significance [methodology for calculating impacts] is an identifiable quantitative,
qualitative or performance level of a particular environmental effect…” Furthermore, a CEQA
case has addressed a similar issue in the context of a cumulative impact analysis, which, like
the alternatives analysis, is not required to provide as great a level of detail as the proposed
project’s impact analysis (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)). As discussed in the Yuba case,
“nothing in CEQA requires a ‘quantitative’ analysis of cumulative impacts.” (Yuba Group
Against Garbage v. Yuba County Board of Supervisors 2011 WL 1513868 [Unpublished].)
The comment states that additional analysis of the alternatives’ ability to meet the project
objectives should be included in the Recirculated Draft EIR alternatives analysis. The Draft EIR
alternatives analysis is only required to analyze “a range of potential alternatives to the
proposed project” and “include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of
the project...” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c).) While the recirculated Draft EIR provided
a brief discussion of the ability of the Alternatives to meet the project objectives, the Draft EIR
carried these alternatives forward as being potentially feasible. (See Recirculated Draft EIR
Section 6.0.) In the event that the City elects to reject an alternative in the Draft EIR that is
environmentally superior to the proposed project, specific CEQA Findings will be adopted by
the City Council which describe any appropriate grounds for findings such alternatives
infeasible. (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15091.) CEQA findings including finding whether an
alternative is infeasible, however are not required to be adopted until the time of project
approval. (Id.)
The commenter states that there is a “major disconnect between the class I impact designation
and the relationship of the buildings to the wall.” The commenter is referred to the “Addenda
and Errata” Section of the Final EIR for further clarifications regarding the Historic Resource
impact analysis.
The comment further states that community planning and design guidelines analysis should be
integrated into the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR provides impact analyses of “changes in the
existing physical conditions in the affected area as they exist at the time the notice of preparation
is published.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a).) The Draft EIR is not however required to
provide a planning or regulatory consistency analysis. As discussed in previous case law “an
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inconsistency between a project and other land use controls does not in itself mandate a finding
of significance.” (Lighthouse Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 1170.)
A significant must be correlated to change in the “existing physical conditions.” (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.2.)
R12.2 Jenna Kachour (Preservation Director for Pasadena Heritage):
The commenter states that the Recirculated DEIR’s analysis of the ability to Alternatives 5 and 6
to meet project objectives is unsubstantiated and subjective.
The Draft EIR alternatives analysis is only required to analyze “a range of potential alternatives
to the proposed project” and “include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic
objectives of the project...” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c).) While the recirculated Draft
EIR provided a brief discussion of the ability of the Alternatives to meet the project objectives,
the Draft EIR carried these alternatives forward as being potentially feasible.” (See Recirculated
Draft EIR Section 6.0) In the event that the City elects to reject an alternative in the Draft EIR
that is environmentally superior to the proposed project, specific CEQA Findings will be
adopted by the Lead Agency which describe any appropriate grounds for findings such
alternatives infeasible. (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15091.) CEQA findings however are not
required to be adopted until the time of project approval. (Id.) Please also see Responses R5.1
through R5.15, and R8.29 and R8.30 on the Recirculated Draft EIR.
R12.3 Ann Scheid:
The commenter suggests that they have discovered new information about the relationship of
the Maryland Hotel Wall and its relationship to Wallace Neff which “should increase its
significance quite a bit.” Please see Responses R4 and R10 on the Recirculated Draft EIR which
address this issue. Furthermore, the Draft EIR treated the Maryland Hotel Wall as a significant
historic resource and determined there would be significant environmental impact (see Impact
HR-2). Please see General Response #3 and revisions to Section 4.3 in Section 8.3 of the Final
EIR.
The commenter states that Alternative 5 needs more development and should consider scale
and massing, that a collaborative effort would produce better alternatives, and that the six story
high forum building could be reimagined as a gently curved amphitheater.
Under CEQA, alternatives are only required to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives
“which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” (CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6.) CEQA does not require an EIR to consider multiple variations on the alternatives
analyzed in the draft EIR. “What is required is the production of information sufficient to
permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as environmental aspects are concerned.”
(Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors of Orange County (1982) 134
Cal.App.3d 1022.) As discussed in the Village Laguna case, “there are literally thousands of
‘reasonable alternatives’ to the proposed project…But, no one would argue that the EIR is
insufficient for failure to describe the alternative [suggested in the comment letters].” (Village
Laguna (supra) 134 Cal.App3d at 1028.) Furthermore, the CEQA Guidelines specify that the
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analysis of alternatives “shall be discussed, in less detail than the significant effects of the
project as proposed.” (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d).) The comment does not
explain how the suggestions would reduce or avoid a significant environmental impact. Please
also see Responses R5.1 through R5.15, and R8.29 and R8.30 on the Recirculated Draft EIR.
The comment also states that architectural design is being pushed down the road. Please see
General Response #1 and Response D10.4.
The commenter also states that roof top equipment will be seen from the surrounding
buildings.
An overview of the project site can be seen in DEIR Figure 2-2, and Figures 4.3-1a and 4.31bhave been added to Section 4.3 in the Final EIR. As described in DEIR Chapter 3.0, under
existing conditions a majority of the proposed project site is covered with a paved parking lot, a
playground, a storage building, and a trailer. The proposed project layout is shown in DEIR
Figures 2-3 through 2-8. The proposed project would offer an improvement in the visual
character of the site in comparison to existing conditions, as seen from the surrounding
buildings given the improved landscaping, removal of the parking lot, trailers, and site
improvements described in the project description. Furthermore, the views from the
surrounding buildings of the project site are not considered a “scenic vista” under the
thresholds in the Initial Study or the Draft EIR. There would therefore be no significant impact.
Furthermore, not all of the proposed project buildings will have roof top equipment. As
described on DEIR page 4.1-26, the Building B dome would have a glass roof. Existing
regulations, which would be applicable to the project, also require that “…all new exterior
mechanical equipment…shall be screened or located out of view from public rights-ofway…equipment to be screened includes air conditioning and refrigeration equipment, duct
work, heating, plumbing lines, and satellite receiving antennas.” (Pasadena Municipal Code
Section 17.40.150.) Similar issues were also raised in the Mira Mar Mobile case in which
petitioners argued the project would “completely take away all of the view of the ocean from
the uphill properties”, however the court concluded that “[u]nder CEQA, the question is
whether a project will affect the environment of persons in general, not whether a project will
affect particular persons…” (Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119
Cal.App.4th 477, 492.)
The commenter states that the Maryland Wall mitigation measures of the DEIR require that no
heavy equipment be operated within 25 feet of a protected historic resource. The commenter
further states that the present site plan shows construction within 9 feet of the wall.
Contrary to the comment, mitigation measure HR-4 does not ban all construction equipment
within 25 feet of a historic resource. Rather Mitigation Measure HR-4 sets a vibration threshold
of PPV 0.25 (in/sec), which is accomplished through a series of various vibration reduction
measures listed therein. One aspect provides for “limiting the size of equipment within 25 feet
of the historical resources.” This however does not ban all construction equipment, nor does
this preclude various other vibration reduction options discussed under Mitigation Measure
HR-4. Please see Response R8.20 on the Recirculated EIR, for greater detail on this issue.
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R12.4 Nina Chomsky (speaking as resident):
The commenter feels there was insufficient time and was rushed into this public hearing, and
notes that they had all of June to draft additional comments. As described under CEQA
Guidelines Section 15202 “CEQA does not require formal hearings at any stage of the
environmental review process.” Nevertheless, the City provided the public with an
opportunity to provide oral comments at Planning Commission’s May 25, 2011 public hearing,
and provided additional time to submit written comment letters, in compliance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15087.
The commenter states that Alternative 5 is going the right way but is unimaginative and is not
sure if it is fully developed alternative. The comment also states that more in depth analysis for
alternatives is required.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 provides “the EIR shall include sufficient information about
each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed
project. If an alternative would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that
would be caused by the project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be
discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.” To the extent the
Alternatives’ impacts are referenced as being the same or similar to those of the proposed
project, the commenter is referred to Sections 4.1 through 4.6 of the EIR for further more
detailed analysis. The level of detail provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR Alternatives
Analysis (Chapter 6) is consistent with CEQA requirements.
The commenter also states suggests that it is improper to revise the alternatives chapter without
revising the other chapters of the DEIR (such as the Cultural Resources Chapter and the
Aesthetics Chapter).
The Cultural Resources Chapter (titled “Historic Resources”) and the Aesthetics Chapters are
included in Section 4, respectively as Sections 4.1 and 4.3. As described on DEIR page 4-1, these
sections “discuss[] the possible environmental effects of the proposed project…” The addition of
two alternatives to Chapter 6 in the Recirculated Draft EIR did not require substantive revisions
to these resource chapters, as the additional alternatives analysis in chapter 6 did not address
the impacts of the proposed project. However, please note that the various sections of the Draft
EIR that contained summaries of or cross references to the Alternatives Chapter, were
recirculated with the alternatives chapter (i.e. the Introduction, Executive Summary, etc…). See
also General Response #3.
R12.5

Planning Commissioner Norton:

The commenter references the following language and suggests that there would be impacts to
the setting of the Maryland Hotel wall: “the project would also result in the location of a new
building which encroaches on the immediate setting of the wall, which was originally
constructed to enclose a garden. This activity would result in a substantial loss of integrity of
location, setting, materials, and workmanship for the historic resource.” (Section 4.3, Impact
HR-2). The commenter also states there is an 800 lb. gorilla that is being ignored here and that
is a modernist or futurist design in a historic district.
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While the Maryland Hotel Wall is considered a historic resource, the existing spatial
relationship for the Maryland Hotel Wall to its immediate surroundings is not considered
historic; all of the nearby buildings to which it was historically related having been demolished
several decades ago. The existing setting does not currently include a garden, but rather the
existing setting contains a playground, a storage building, and a trailer immediately to the east,
a paved parking lot to the north, and the Rectory building to the South (the east side of the wall
is not currently accessible to the public as shown in Figure 4.3-2). The commenter is referred to
revised Section 4.3, included in the Final EIR Section 8.3, which clarifies language in the
Historic Resource Impact analysis.
Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2 provides “[i]n assessing the impact of a
proposed project on the environment, the Lead Agency should normally limit its examination
to changes in the existing physical conditions in the affected area as they exist at the time the notice of
preparation is published…” (See also CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a).) While there are
limited scenarios that allow for deviation from the time of the NOP, they exceptions are not
relevant here (i.e. normal fluctuation with time, or temporary lulls or spikes in operations).
Furthermore, re-creation of conditions that do not existing under baseline conditions is beyond
the scope of the CEQA analysis. (See Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010)
183 Cal. App. 4th 1059 [“The FEIR was not required to resolve the [existing] overdraft
problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]. While the commenter suggests that this is a
modernist or futurist design in a historic district, the architectural design of the project would not
significantly impact the existing conditions within this district under the historic resource
analysis (while the EIR recognizes impacts from the physical damage to the wall during
relocation, these are not impacts from the architectural design of the project). See also Citizens
Committee to Save Our Village v. City of Claremont (1995) 37 Cal.App.4th 1157, 1170 [no historic
impacts based upon alleged inconsistency with historic landscape plan which was not in
existence under baseline conditions.] See also General Response #1 and Response D10.4.
The commenter also references the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. Please see General
Response #2 which addresses this issue.
The commenter also suggests including the following document in the Final EIR: Sense of
Place: Design Guidelines for New Construction for Historic Districts (A Publication of the
Preservation Alliance for Greater Philadelphia). This document has been included as a
comment per the request of the commenter; however, the document is not specific to the
methodology required under the CEQA Guidelines for comparing impacts to the existing
physical conditions (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 and 15126.2). Furthermore, the “Sense
of Place Guidelines” state that they are drawn for a variety of sources including “the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards.” Refer to the Final EIR Appendix for the complete version of this
document. Please see General Response #2 which discusses the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards and the applicability of guidance documents in CEQA analyses. Further, these
Guidelines relate to design, however the design review for final designs for this project has not
begun and is not required until after the Master Plan is approved and final designs are
prepared; see General Response #1 and Response D10.4.
The comment also states “we have to have an analysis of this property being located inside the
historic district and that topic has never been studied in this EIR.” The commenter is incorrect
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and is referred to Impact HR-3 in Section 4.3 which addresses impacts to the Historic District.
Please also see revisions to Section 4.3 in Section 8.3 of the Final EIR.
Additional oral responses were made to the commenter by Planning Commissioner Wilson and
Staff.
R12.6 Planning Commissioner Persico:
The commenter states that he is not sure there is enough of a difference between Alternatives 5
and 6 and suggests the analysis is incomplete and do not address the shortcomings of the site
plan.
The Draft EIR alternatives analysis is only required to analyze “a range of potential alternatives
to the proposed project…[which] could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the
significant effects.” While planning issues are important considerations, the Draft EIR
alternatives analysis is focused upon reducing or avoiding significant environmental impacts
not to address any perceived shortcomings of the site plan. Please also see Sections 6.5.1 and
6.6.1, which describe how the two alternatives.
The comment also suggests further discussion in the EIR of whether the alternatives meet all of
the project objectives.
The Draft EIR alternatives analysis is only required to analyze “a range of potential alternatives
to the proposed project” and “include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic
objectives of the project...” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c).) While the Recirculated Draft
EIR provided a brief discussion of the ability of the Alternatives to meet the project objectives,
the Draft EIR carried these alternatives forward as being potentially feasible.” (See Recirculated
Draft EIR Section 6.0) In the event that the City elects to reject an alternative in the Draft EIR
that is environmentally superior to the proposed project, specific CEQA Findings will be
adopted by the Lead Agency which describe any appropriate grounds for findings such
alternatives infeasible. (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15091.) CEQA findings however are not
required to be adopted until the time of project approval. (Id.)
Please also see Responses R5.1 through R5.15 on the Recirculated Draft EIR.
R12.7 Planning Commissioner Hall:
The comment states that in looking at the environmentally superior alternative, it is not clear
which alternative is environmentally superior.
The alternatives analysis is consistent with the requirements of CEQA. The CEQA Guidelines
provide that “[a] matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant environmental
effects of each alternative may be used to summarize the comparison.” (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(d).) This issue has also been addressed in the STOP case; as discussed therein:
“the EIR expressly did not identify an environmentally superior alternative, because
each alternative was found to be superior in some respects and inferior in others. Thus,
the significant effects of each alternative site were compared with those of the selected
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site. This comparison was also presented in tabular form.” In other words, the EIR
identified the environmentally superior alternative to the extent possible.
A review of the City's comparison chart indicates that the majority of the environmental
impacts of the Dooley's and Atlantic Plaza alternatives are similar. In some areas,
Dooley's is the environmentally superior alternative, while in other areas Atlantic Plaza
is superior.
…we agree with the trial court that a comparison of environmental impacts fulfills the
mandate of section 15126.6…” (Stop Taking Our Parks v. City of Long Beach (2002) 2002
WL 31424981 at page 11 [Unpublished].)
The Recirculated Draft EIR provides discussion of the environmentally superior alternative in
Section 6.8. This analysis included a comparison matrix (Table 6-2) in addition the supporting
discussion in the alternatives comparison in Sections 6.0 through 6.6. As discussed therein,
Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 would avoid the project’s unavoidably significant impact related to
the Maryland Hotel Wall [the only significant unavoidable impact].” As discussed in the STOP
case, this level of detail for this analysis is in compliance with CEQA. An oral response was
also provided by Staff on this issue.
R12.8 Planning Commissioner Wilson:
The commenter addressed comments made by Planning Commissioner Norton. The
commenter also referenced issues raised by Planning Commissioner Hall. Please also see
Response to Planning Commissioner Hall for further details.
R12.9 Planning Commissioner Janisch:
The commenter requests additional clarification behind the purpose of the project alternatives
analysis. Please see Responses to Planning Commissioners Hall and Persico.
R12.10 Planning Commissioner Naber:
The commenter would like to see a compare and contrast of the Bennett Plan and the Gray
Report. This is not a comment on the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR
and therefore no change to the EIR is required.
The purpose of the Draft EIR impact is to analyze the impacts of the project to the “changes in
the existing physical conditions in the affected area as they exist at the time the notice of
preparation is published…” (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15126.2(a) and 15125(a).) Consistency
or inconsistency with a plan alone does not result in an environmental impact. As discussed in
a leading CEQA treatise “[a]n inconsistency between a proposed project and an applicable plan
is a legal determination, not a physical impact on the environment. See Lighthouse Field Beach
Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 1170…” (Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under
the California Environmental Quality Act, (2d ed. Cal CEB, January 2011), p. 612, § 12.34.)
Nevertheless, consistency with applicable planning documents, such as the Central District
Specific Plan, was discussed in Section 4.6 of the Draft EIR.
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As discussed adequately in Section 4.6, Land Use, the Central District Specific Plan (CDSP) was
adopted on November 8, 2004, superseding and incorporating the relevant policies and
guidelines of the Civic Center/Midtown Programming Effort Report and the Civic Center
Specific Plan. Additional detail on the Civic Center Specific Plan, the Civic Center/Midtown
Programming Effort Report, and the Draft CDSP is provided in Section 4.6.4 of the EIR and in
Appendix E. Furthermore, the adopted Central District Specific Plan , “Document Overview”
Section, explicitly provides:
“APPENDICES provide technical information and supporting data, including a
discussion that clarified the relationship between the Central District Specific Plan and
previously adopted Downtown Plans.”
The Central District Specific Plan Appendix goes on to clarify the current status of some of the
plans referenced by the commenter: (1) The Major and Council’s City Center Task Force plan of
1998, sometimes referred to as the ‘Gray Book’, and (2) the Bennett Plan.
The Central District Specific Plan Appendix Chapter provides the following relationship for these plans:

(1) “Civic Center / Mid-town Programming Effort Report (April 1998)…The Civic Center /
Mid-town Programming Effort Report will be superceded.” (Central District
Specific Plan, Appendix B, page 214.) This is also referred to as the “Gray Book” on
DEIR page 4.6-9.
(2) The Bennett Plan is not an officially adopted Land Use and Planning document (i.e. not
a Specific Plan) under the Government Code Sections 65450 et seq. There were two
ballot measures related to the Bennett Plan, which were for bond finance and
acquisition, construction, and completion of the “civic group of buildings.” These
buildings were the City Hall, library, municipal auditorium, and an art center in
Carmelita Park. The bond was to fund construction of these buildings and to create
the axial boulevards with vistas of the buildings. Resolution 4554 and Ordinance
2116 (dated May 18, 1923 and May 24, 1923) authorized the ballot measure for the
“municipal improvements.”
The report, two years later, from Bennett, Parsons and Frost ("A Plan for the City of
Pasadena, California), includes "suggestions for the future trend of the city along
lines in harmony with its existing character.” (p. 8.) These proposals are for parks
and recreational facilities, street plans, local transportation, public buildings, and
sites for civic buildings. Nothing in the report addresses buildings on private
property. The "general perspective" illustration, one of four attachments to the
report, shows conjectural images of future buildings including some buildings on
privately owned sites. Since 1925, most developments in the Civic Center- including
City Hall, the 1930 expansion of All Saints Church, the County Court building from
1952, Plaza Las Fuentes in 1990, Paseo Colorado in 2000, and the 2009 expansion of
the Pasadena Convention Center-have not followed the architectural design,
massing, or footprint of buildings illustrated in this "general perspective."
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A report in the Pasadena Star-News (June 6, 1923) specifically noted: "Sketches of
the buildings [in the City Plan] ... are not intended to be actual pictures of the
buildings as they will appear but are suggestions of possible types suitable to the
setting ... “Although this reference was to a plan view of four civic buildings
connected by boulevards, the same presumption applies to the "general perspective"
illustration in the 1925 report. Therefore, the buildings shown in the "general
perspective" were not intended to be actual illustrations of future buildings,
especially when so many properties constructed between 1927 and the present do
not conform to the 1925 perspective and both the 1923 ordinance, resolution, and
ballot measure and the 1925 report are silent on the design of private buildings in
the Civic Center.
Please also see Response D7.1.
R12.11 Planning Commission Chair Richard Quirk:
The commenter suggests that the alternatives analysis is cursory and that there should be a
quantitative analysis.
Please see the Recirculated Draft EIR Chapter 6. To the extent the Alternatives’ impacts are
referenced as being the same or similar to those of the proposed project, the commenter is
referred to Sections 4.1 through 4.6 of the EIR for further more detailed analysis.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 provides “the EIR shall include sufficient information about
each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed
project. If an alternative would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that
would be caused by the project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be
discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.” Furthermore, the
impact analysis for the proposed project does not need to be quantified under CEQA. As
discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7, “A threshold of significance [methodology
for calculating impacts] is an identifiable quantitative, qualitative or performance level of a
particular environmental effect…” Furthermore, a CEQA case has addressed a similar issue in
the context of a cumulative impact analysis, which, like the alternatives analysis, is not required
to provide as great a level of detail as the proposed project’s impact analysis (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15130(b)). As discussed in the Yuba case, “nothing in CEQA requires a ‘quantitative’
analysis of cumulative impacts.” (Yuba Group Against Garbage v. Yuba County Board of
Supervisors 2011 WL 1513868 [Unpublished].)
Please also see Response to Planning Commissioner Persico regarding suggestions that the
alternatives analysis is cursory.
RESPONSE R13 TO VERBAL COMMENTS AT DESIGN COMMISSION MEETING ON
May 23, 2011
The following responses address verbal comments at the Design Commission’s Advisory
Review at its May 23, 2011 public hearing. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(b),
this section provides a summary of these oral comments as they relate to environmental issues.
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Response to comments are not however required for non-environmental issues. (See CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15088(a) and 15204(a).) The audio from this meeting, including comments
are responses, is also available on the City’s website at:
http://pasadena.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view_id=20 under “Design Commission”
and “May 23, 2011.” The commenters are also directed to the responses to their written letters
which address many of the same issues raised in the verbal comments.
R13.1 Jim Crawford
Architect for the project applicant who spoke in favor of the Master Plan as proposed.
Comment is acknowledged and incorporated into the Final EIR.
R13.2 Robert Long
Member of the project applicant’s building committee who spoke in favor of the Master Plan as
proposed, and Alternative 2. Comment is acknowledged and incorporated into the Final EIR.
R13.3 Susan N. Mossman – Pasadena Heritage
Comment: The Recirculated DEIR included analysis of additional alternatives which
considered different building configurations. This analysis was helpful in considering potential
impacts of each alternative. Project alternatives all had similar impacts, and achieved project
objects more or less.
Response: Comment is acknowledged and incorporated into the Final EIR.
Comment: The project alternatives analysis in the Recirculated DEIR did not analyze their
impacts on the historical context of the Historic District, rhythm of the urban design (mix of
open spaces and buildings), and place.
Response: Refer to Responses R7.4 through R7.7 and Response D10.20 to comments on the
Draft EIR for discussion of CEQA’s alternative analysis requirements. Please also see Response
D5.3 for additional discussion of the project’s relationship to its setting within the Pasadena
Civic Center Historic District.
Comment: Illustrations indicate that the proposed space behind the Wall is a large area.
However this space as proposed is relatively small, and that the existing space is large.
Alternatives #4, #5, and #6 provide a much larger open area behind the Wall.
Response: Comment is acknowledged and incorporated into the Final EIR.
Comment: Outdoor functions held in the open area between the Wall and Building B would be
screened from pedestrians on Euclid Avenue by the Wall; the Maryland Wall is taller than a
person standing on Euclid. Therefore, there would be no need to locate Building A behind the
Wall to provide a more private interior courtyard for private services. Alternatives 4, 5 and 6
would also accomplish the applicant’s objectives for private outdoor space.
Response: Comment is acknowledged and incorporated into the Final EIR.
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R13.4 At the conclusion of the May 23, 2011 Design Commission meeting, four
recommendations were approved to be forwarded to the Planning Commission. These
Recommendations and responses are provided below.
Design Commission Recommendation #1
The Alternatives Section includes a structured (quantitative) analysis of each alternative and
how it meets or does not meet the project objectives in order to understand the tradeoffs.
Refer to Response R8.30.
Design Commission Recommendation #2
In assessing the impacts of new development within the setting of the National Registered
Historic District, the Alternatives Section needs to describe how the alternatives comply with
the Secretary of the Interior Standards (Standard #9).
Refer to Response R8.30. Please also see General Response 2.
Design Commission Recommendation #3
The DEIR should be corrected to indicate that both Alternatives #2 and #3 result in significant
and adverse, not mitigable to a less-than-significant level (Class I), impacts resulting from the
new building encroaching on the immediate and historical setting of the Maryland Hotel Wall,
as concluded in the Historic Report (page 10, Impact 2).
While the Maryland Hotel Wall is considered a contributing component of the Historic District,
the existing spatial relationship for the Maryland Hotel Wall remnant to its immediate
surroundings is not considered historic; all of the nearby buildings to which it was historically
related having been demolished several decades ago. The existing setting does not currently
include a garden, but rather the existing setting contains a playground, a storage building, and
a trailer immediately to the east, a paved parking lot to the north, and the Rectory building to
the South (the east side of the wall is not currently accessible to the public as shown in Figure
4.3-2). The only existing relationship of the Maryland Wall is its general inclusion within the
geographic boundaries of the historic district and general proximity to the Maryland Arms
Apartments located approximately 400 feet south of the wall. Neither of these relationships
would be substantially altered by either Alternative #2 or #3 and is therefore not considered a
Class I impact.
While the opinion regarding the appropriate impact conclusion is noted and included in the
Final EIR, disagreement does not constitute grounds for invalidation of the EIR. (See CEQA
Guidelines Section 15151; See also Eureka Citizens for Responsible Government v. City of Eureka
(2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357, 371-372; California Native Plant Society v. City of Rancho Cordova
(2009) 172 Cal.App.4th 603, 626.) See also General Response #1 and Response D10.4. Please
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