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IV.  Responses to Comments 
 

A.  Introduction 

The Draft EIR’s public comment period started on June 20, 2014, and was extended 
to August 29, 2014.  Thus, the Draft EIR public review period lasted 71 days, which is 
longer than the 45-day public review period standard set forth in CEQA Guidelines  
Section 15105.  During the 71-day public review period, a total of 10 letters and e-mails 
were submitted to the City.  In addition, the City’s Transportation Advisory Committee 
(TAC) reviewed the proposed Project on August 21, 2014, and the City’s Planning 
Commission also held a public meeting to receive comments on the Draft EIR on  
August 27, 2014.  Responses to all written and oral comments submitted to the City are 
provided below.  Responses to the written correspondence received by the City during the 
71-day public review period are presented first, followed by the comments presented at the 
TAC meeting, which are followed by the comments provided at the Planning Commission 
Meeting.  With regard to the written correspondence, the letters and e-mails are presented 
in alphabetical order in the following sequence:  State agencies; regional agencies; private 
organizations; and private individuals. 

The responses provided below address the proposed Project as analyzed in the 
Draft EIR and provide additional information with regard to the Refined Project, as 
appropriate.  As such, the responses provided below address the impacts of the proposed 
Project, as well as those associated with the development of the Refined Project. 

B.  Comments and Responses 

Provided on the following pages are the comments and responses submitted on the 
Draft EIR.  For each letter, a copy of the letter indicating the individual comments is 
presented first and followed by the responses in numerical order. 
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Letter No. 1 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
(July 22, 2014) 

Response to Comment No. 1-1 

The description of the proposed Project as set forth in this comment is accurate with 
regards to the project description included in the Draft EIR.  The summary of the Project’s 
traffic impacts regarding the SR-134 and I-210 mainline, as well as Intersections #9 and 
#13 are accurate and reflect the analysis in the Draft EIR.  As the traffic impacts of the 
Refined Project are the same as those of the proposed Project as analyzed in the Draft 
EIR, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment No. 1-2 

Caltrans’ concurrence with Mitigation Measures B.1-14 and B.1-15 is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration.  
Mitigation Measures B.1-14 and B.1-15, like all of the Project’s mitigation measures, will be 
included and implemented pursuant to the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP) in accordance with all CEQA requirements.  The Project’s MMRP will be 
included as part of the EIR’s certification documents. 
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Letter No. 2 
Native American Heritage Commission 
(July 25, 2014) 

Response to Comment No. 2-1 

The Native American Heritage Commission’s (NAHC) description of the City’s 
responsibilities with regard to archaeological resources under CEQA is noted for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.  Section IV.E.2, 
Cultural Resources—Archaeological and Paleontological Resources, of the Draft EIR 
addresses the potential for archaeological resources to be found at the Project Site.  In 
response to the potential that archaeological resources may be present, the Draft EIR 
includes Mitigation Measure E.2-1, which includes provisions for the identification and 
evaluation of accidentally discovered archaeological resources.  Included in this mitigation 
measure are provisions for monitoring ground-disturbing activities by a certified 
archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American.  Mitigation Measure E.2-12 has 
been modified to include the preparation of a final report in accordance with the 
recommendations provided in this comment.  Specifically, the request that any information 
regarding site locations, native American human remains, and associated funerary objects 
be in a separate confidential addendum not available for public disclosure has been 
incorporated into Mitigation Measure E.2-12 (see updated Introduction and Summary 
presented in Section I of this Final EIR). 

Amended Mitigation Measure E.2-12 

Mitigation Measure E.2-12: Within three months following 
completion of excavation, a final report of findings that 
summarizes the results of the work conducted under 
these mitigation measures shall be prepared by the 
Principal Archaeologist and the Principal Paleontologist 
and with regard to archaeological and paleontological 
resources respectively.  These reports shall be submitted 
to the City of Pasadena. 

With regard to archaeological resources, the final report 
shall contain site forms, as needed, site significance, and 
mitigation measures.  Any information regarding site 
locations, Native American human remains, and 
associated funerary objects shall be in a confidential 
addendum, and not made available for public disclosure 
pursuant to California Government Code Section 
6254.10. 
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A With regard to paleontological resources, a copy of the 
final report shall be filed at the museum repository.  

Submission of the reports as outlined above shall signify 
completion of the mitigation program. 

Response to Comment No. 2-2 

Consultation with the Native American tribes as suggested in this comment was 
conducted as part of the archaeological study conducted in support of the Draft EIR.  
Additional information with regard to this point is provided in Appendix D-2 in Volume 8 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment No. 2-3 

As stated in Section IV.E.2, Cultural Resources—Archaeological and 
Paleontological Resources, of the Draft EIR, the Project Site is fully developed and there 
are no known resources at the Project Site.  Mitigation measures, as amended by this Final 
EIR, include the requisite provisions for the analysis and disposition of recovered artifacts, 
including, where appropriate consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans.  In the 
unlikely event that further construction activity on the already developed site reveals 
heretofore unknown resources, avoidance measures would be considered. 

Response to Comment No. 2-4 

Mitigation Measure E.2-1 and E.2-13 include the requisite provisions in the event 
human remains are discovered at the Project Site.  No further mitigation is required. 

Response to Comment No. 2-5 

The list included in this comment was used by the Draft EIR’s archaeological 
consultant with regard to the Native American consultation process conducted for the 
Project.  The results of this process are presented in Appendix D-2 in Volume 8 of the 
Draft EIR. 
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Letter No. 3 
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 
(August 28, 2014) 

Response to Comment No. 3-1 

Information presented in the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 
(County Sanitation Districts) correspondence dated July 23, 2014 was incorporated into 
Section IV.L.2, Sewer and Appendix J-2, Engineering Analysis of Water & Sewer Systems, 
of the Draft EIR.  Updated information presented in the August 28, 2014, letter has been 
incorporated into the Final EIR. 

Response to Comment No. 3-2 

Information in the Draft EIR regarding existing flow levels at the Whittier Narrows 
WRP and Los Coyotes WRP have been updated per the information presented in this 
comment.  This recent data shows a decline in average daily flows in comparison to the 
data provided in the Draft EIR.  See Section III, Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR.  

Correction and Addition  

Section IV.L.2.2.b.(3), page IV.l.2-3, second paragraph, third and fourth sentences, 
are revised to read as follows: 

According to the Project’s Engineering Analysis, the Whittier Narrows 
WRP has a design capacity of 15.0 million gallons per day and, as of 2010 
(the most recent year for which data are available), it processed based on 
data from the County Sanitation Districts, currently processes an average 
flow of approximately 7.1 8.3 million gallons per day.  The Los Coyotes WRP 
has a design capacity of 37.5 million gallons per day and, as of 2010 (the 
most recent year for which data are available), it processed based on data 
from the County Sanitation Districts, currently processes an average flow of 
approximately 26.8 21.7 million gallons per day. 

Response to Comment No. 3-3 

The comment indicates that Phase 1 of the project would generate an estimated 
average wastewater flow of 126,100 gallons per day (gpd), whereas Phase 2 would 
generate 79,000 gpd, which results in a total estimated average wastewater flow of 
205,100 gpd.  The comment also indicates that the expected increase in wastewater  
flow from the Project is 19,183 gpd.  Subtracting this amount from the Project total of 
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205,100 gpd, results in a wastewater flow level of 185,917 gpd, which corresponds to the 
commenter’s estimated wastewater flow from the existing office complex.  Based on these 
calculations it appears as though the commenter has made the assumption that the 
existing office complex would be demolished and replaced with the proposed Project.  If 
this is the case, then the commenter has not properly characterized the Applicant’s 
proposed changes to the Project Site.  As stated on page III-2 of the Draft EIR, “all existing 
on-site uses would remain” with the development of the proposed Project.  As such, the 
wastewater flows generated by the proposed Project are in addition to the existing 
wastewater flows generated at the Project Site. 

With regard to other aspects of this comment, the wastewater generation factors 
referenced in the comment were used in the Draft EIR analysis of wastewater generation.  
However, in responding to this comment an error was detected in the wastewater 
generation calculation for Phase 2 of the Project.  The wastewater generation factor for 
Phase 2 of the Project should be 200 gal/1,000 sf.  With this correction, the total average 
wastewater flow of the Project as analyzed in the Draft EIR is 208,100 gpd. 

The forecast of wastewater generation presented in the Draft EIR, as amended by 
the above calculations, has been updated to reflect the Refined Project.  This analysis as 
presented in Section III, Analysis of the Refined Project, of this Final EIR, indicates that 
Phase 1 development would generate an average wastewater flow of 120,100 gpd, 
whereas Phase 2 development would generate an average wastewater flow of 80,500 gpd.  
Thus, the Refined Project at buildout would generate a total average wastewater flow of 
200,600 gpd.  At bottom, the Refined Project would generate 7,500 gpd of wastewater less 
than the forecast of wastewater generation presented in the Draft EIR, as amended by the 
above calculations. 

Based on data provided by the County Sanitation Districts (see Response to 
Comment No. 3-2), the daily combined wastewater flows processed by the Whittier 
Narrows WRP and Los Coyotes WRP is now 30.0 million gpd, compared to the 33.9 million 
gpd assumed in the Draft EIR.  In addition, the Draft EIR concluded that the Project’s daily 
wastewater flows would result in a less than significant impact when added to existing 
wastewater flows processed by these two WRPs.  As such, the increase in the Project’s 
daily wastewater flows based on the amended Draft EIR analysis is substantially less than 
the decrease in flow levels processed at the Whittier Narrows and Los Coyotes WRPs 
(Project increase of 200,600 gpd vs. a decrease of 3.9 million gpd in the treatment flows of 
the Whittier Narrows and Los Coyotes WRPs).  The wastewater flows from the Project can 
be treated at either the Whittier Narrows WRP or the Los Coyotes WRP.  Thus, the total of 
the updated existing wastewater flows treated by the Whittier Narrows and Los Coyotes 
WRPs and the Project forecast, as amended by the Refined Project, is less than the 
combined Existing Plus Project wastewater flows treated by the Whittier Narrows and Los 
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Coyotes WRPs and the Project, as analyzed in the Draft EIR.  Because flow levels would 
be less, the Refined Project’s impacts would be less than what was disclosed in the Draft 
EIR.  As the Draft EIR concluded less than significant impacts, the same conclusion would 
apply to the Refined Project’s impacts.  Further, as the wastewater forecasts of the Refined 
Project is less than that of the amended Project forecast, the impacts of the Refined Project 
would be less than significant and less than those of the proposed Project.  As such, the 
impacts of the Refined Project affect neither the conclusions of the Draft EIR’s wastewater 
analysis, nor the determination that mitigation measures are not required. 

Response to Comment No. 3-4 

The accuracy of all other information related to the Districts’ facilities and services is 
noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 3-5 

This comment is a copy of comment letter submitted by the County Sanitation 
Districts in response to the Project’s Notice of Preparation in July 2013.  All relevant 
information presented in this letter was incorporated into Section IV.L.2, Sewer and 
Appendix J-2, Engineering Analysis of Water & Sewer Systems, of the Draft EIR, as 
amended by the preceding comments and responses. 
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Letter No. 4 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(June 23, 2014) 

Response to Comment No. 4-1 

The comment indicates that the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority’s (Metro) Notice of Preparation (NOP) comment letter is sufficient in terms of 
Metro’s comments on the Project.  Metro’s comment regarding the delay in issuance of the 
Draft Environmental Document for the SR-710 project is noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 4-2 

This comment is a copy of Metro’s comment letter submitted in response to the 
Project’s Notice of Preparation in August 2013.  All relevant information presented in this 
letter was incorporated into Section B.1, Transportation and Appendix B, Transportation 
Report, of the Draft EIR. 
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Letter No. 5 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(July 17, 2014) 

Response to Comment No. 5-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  The description of the Project provided in this comment 
reflects the Draft EIR Project.  An updated project description is provided in Section II, 
Analysis of the Refined Project, of this Final EIR.  This comment is introductory in nature.   
Specific comments regarding the Draft EIR are provided and responded to below. 

Response to Comment No. 5-2 

The comment correctly summarizes the conclusions of the Project’s construction air 
quality analysis.  The City of Pasadena acknowledges the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) staff’s restatement of the Project’s significant air quality 
impacts.  Detailed discussion of the additional SCAQMD staff-recommended construction 
mitigation measures are provided below. 

Response to Comment No. 5-3 

The recommended mitigation measure presented in this comment requiring all haul 
trucks to use 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks is not feasible due to constraints on the 
availability of such equipment.  A review of the EMFAC 2011 fleet data for T7 (heavy duty 
diesel) construction trucks shows that only approximately 20 percent of the construction 
trucks in the Los Angeles region meet EPA 2007 or better emission standards, with model 
year 2010 engines in even shorter supply.  In order to further reduce regional NOX impacts; 
Draft EIR Mitigation Measure F-1 is amended and is presented in Section I, Introduction 
and Summary, of this Final EIR.  Amendments to Mitigation Measure F-1 in response to 
this and Comment No. 5-4 are as follows:   

Amended Mitigation Measure F-1 

“Mitigation Measure F-1: All off-road construction equipment, equal 
to or greater than 50 horsepower, that will be used an 
aggregate of 40 or more hours during any portion of 
Phase 1 or Phase 2 construction activities for the 
proposed Project shall meet Tier 3 standards where 
commercially available per SCAQMD.  In addition, after 
January 1, 2015, all construction equipment subject to 
this mitigation measure shall meet Tier 4 standards, 
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where available, and be outfitted with CARB-certified 
BACT devices, to the extent feasible and commercially 
available (e.g., void the manufacturer’s engine warranty 
or create workplace conditions that are not consistent 
with OSHA requirements. 

The Project Applicant shall make available to the lead 
agency and the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District a comprehensive inventory of equipment subject 
to this mitigation measure.  The inventory shall include 
the horsepower rating, engine production year, and 
certification of the specified Tier standard.  A copy of 
each unit’s certified tier specification, Best Available 
Control Technology documentation, and California Air 
Resources Board or Air Quality Management District 
operating permit shall be available onsite at the time of 
mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment. 

The Project shall use as many haul trucks for soil 
export/import that meet 2010 NOX emission levels as are 
commercially available.  In the event that a sufficient 
number of haul trucks that meet 2010 NOX emission 
levels are not commercially available to meet the 
Project’s requirements, then the Project shall use as 
many haul trucks for soil export/import that meet 2007 
NOX emission levels as are commercially available.  The 
Project Applicant shall make available to the City of 
Pasadena a comprehensive inventory of the haul trucks 
subject to this mitigation measure.” 

Response to Comment No. 5-4 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  The recommendation provided in the comment requiring 
all construction equipment to meet Tier 3 or 4 emissions standards would not be feasible 
due to limits on the availability of such equipment.  A review of the latest CARB data shows 
that heavy duty off-road construction equipment meeting Tier 3 or Tier 4 emissions 
standards account for only 7 percent of the statewide fleet.  In recognition of this 
circumstance, Mitigation Measure F-1 provides some flexibility for equipment that may not 
be available as Tier 3 or Tier 4 equipment.  These provisions apply to on-site construction 
equipment that operates an aggregate of 40 or more hours during any portion of the 
construction activities at the Project site.   

The comment also makes reference to outfitting Project construction equipment with 
BACT devices certified by CARB.  The use of some CARB-certified BACT devices is not 
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feasible because some devices may void the manufacturer’s engine warranty while others 
are not consistent with OSHA requirements.  Notwithstanding, Mitigation Measure F-1, as 
presented in Section I, Introduction and Summary, of this Final EIR, has been amended.  
Mitigation Measure F-1 as amended by this comment and Comment No. 5-3 is presented 
above at the end of Response to Comment No. 5-3. 

The commenter’s recommendation that the City encourage construction contractors 
to apply for SCAQMD “SOON” funds and to provide incentives for contractors that do apply 
for the funds is noted, but these requirements are unlikely to reduce any of this project’s 
impacts, given the private developer’s project schedule.  Applying as part of this project’s 
construction process is unlikely to result in equipment changes for any contractors retained 
by the developer, although it could lead to equipment changes for future projects.  As such, 
this mitigation is not feasible.  Notwithstanding, and in the interests of making contractors 
aware of the SOON program, the following outreach conditions of approval is 
recommended: 

Recommended Condition of Approval 

“The bid specifications for construction contracts issued by the Applicant shall 
include a notice of the availability of “SOON” funds.” 

Response to Comment No. 5-5 

Potential regional emissions from construction activities were analyzed for peak 
daily activities in which proposed construction equipment would operate the maximum 
anticipated number of hours per day.  As the suggested measure is to limit soil disturbance 
to the daily amounts analyzed in the Draft EIR, this measure would not reduce regional 
NOX emissions beyond the volumes identified in the Draft EIR. 

As part of the design for the Refined Project, the subterranean parking structure 
under Development Areas A, B, and C would be 3 levels subterranean rather than the 4 
levels analyzed in the Draft EIR.  This reduction in the number of subterranean parking 
levels results in a reduction in the depth of excavation and, thus, less total NOX emissions, 
although activity levels on peak construction days would remain unchanged.  Although the 
maximum soil disturbance would be address through conditions of approval in any event, 
Mitigation Measure F-5, as presented in Section I, Introduction and Summary, of this Final 
EIR, and as shown below is being added at the request of the SCAQMD to memorialize the 
maximum amount of daily soil disturbance analyzed in the Draft EIR.  
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New Mitigation Measure 

“Mitigation Measure F-5: Maximum daily soil disturbance during 
Phase 1 shall not exceed 6.66 acres of active grading 
area and 3,400 cubic yards of export of earth materials 
per day.   Maximum daily soil disturbance during Phase 2 
shall not exceed 5.6 acres of active grading area and 
3,400 cubic yards of export of earth materials per day.” 

Response to Comment No. 5-6 

Mitigation Measure B.1-17 requires a construction traffic management plan that 
would implement traffic control measures during construction activities.  A complete 
description of the Project’s construction traffic management plan is provided on  
pages IV.B.1-49 through IV.B.1-51 of the Draft EIR.  In further response to this comment, 
the SCAQMD recommended construction traffic management measures have been 
incorporated into Mitigation Measure B.1-17, as presented in Section I, Introduction and 
Summary, of this Final EIR, and as shown below. 

Amended Mitigation Measure B.1-17: 

Mitigation Measure B.1-17:  The Project Applicant, or its successor  
in interest, shall prepare a Construction Traffic 
Management Plan to the satisfaction of the City of 
Pasadena Department of Transportation at the time of 
final design.  This Construction Traffic Management Plan 
shall include, at a minimum, the following key elements: 

• Final haul routes, dust control, noise control and the 
methods demonstrating compliance with City 
regulations;   

• Measures to be used to ensure that the construction 
activities and workers follow the provisions of the 
Project’s Construction Traffic Management Plan; and 

• Provide details of activities planned on-site at the time 
of final design, prior to commencement of 
construction;. 

• Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag 
person, during all phases of construction to maintain 
smooth traffic flow; 
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• Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of 
construction trucks and equipment on-and off-site; 
and 

• Reroute construction trucks away from congested 
streets or sensitive receptor areas. 

Response to Comment No. 5-7 

The SCAQMD recommended measure regarding the use of electricity from power 
poles is included as Draft EIR Mitigation Measure F-3. 

Response to Comment No. 5-8 

The website referenced in this comment has been consulted.  The cited website 
identifies mitigation measures with regard to the following categories of emission sources: 
off-road engines, on-road engines, harbor craft, locomotives, ocean going vessels, and 
fugitive dust.  Mitigation Measures F-1 and F-2 address emissions associated with off-road 
engines that would be used during construction of the Refined Project.  Compliance with 
SCAQMD Rule 403 would reduce fugitive dust emissions associated with Refined Project 
construction to less than significant levels.  As such, no further mitigation is required.  
Based on information presented on the cited website, the category of on-road engines 
addresses the following vehicle types: haul trucks, school buses, transit buses, street 
sweepers, refuse trucks, and utility trucks.  Mitigation Measure F-1 addresses emissions 
from the haul trucks associated with Refined Project construction.  The other vehicle types 
identified in this category service the Project Site and the mitigation measures identified by 
the SCAQMD are implemented by the owners of those vehicles and thus are beyond the 
ability of the Applicant to implement.  The other categories of emission sources identified 
on the cited website (e.g., harbor craft, locomotives, and ocean going vessels) do not apply 
to the Refined Project. 

Response to Comment No. 5-9 

Mitigation Measure F-4 effectively implements the SCAQMD recommended 
mitigation measures provided in this comment and reduces VOC emissions to a less than 
significant level.  Notwithstanding, Mitigation Measure F-4 has been amended, as 
presented in Section I, Introduction and Summary, of this Final EIR, and as shown below to 
encourage the use of materials that do not require painting or use pre-painted construction 
materials, where practical.   



IV.  Responses to Comments 

City of Pasadena 100 W. Walnut Planned Development 
SCH No. 2013071018 December 2014 
 

Page IV-37 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

Amended Mitigation Measure F-4 

Mitigation Measure F-4: Architectural coatings for interiors shall 
meet super-compliant architectural coating requirements 
as identified by the SCAQMD (www.aqmd.gov.prdas/
brochures/Super-Compliant_AIM.pdf), and where 
practical, the use of materials that do not require painting 
or the use of pre-painted construction materials shall be 
encouraged. 

Response to Comment No. 5-10 

As requested, the City’s responses to the SCAQMD’s comments will be sent to the 
SCAQMD prior to certification of the Project’s Final EIR by the City of Pasadena. 
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Letter No. 6 
Downtown Pasadena Neighborhood Association 
(August 27, 2014) 

Response to Comment No. 6-1 

This comment is introductory in nature.   Specific comments regarding the Draft EIR 
are provided and responded to below.  This comment is noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration.   

Response to Comment No. 6-2 

The purpose of the EIR is as follows:  (1) to disclose the impacts of the Project on 
the physical environment, (2) to mitigate those impacts to the extent feasible, and (3) to 
identify alternatives that can reduce or eliminate the significant impacts of the Project 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15002).  The description of the Planned Development (PD) is 
provided in Section III, Project Description, of the Draft EIR.  Providing the rationale for the 
PD is not part of the CEQA analysis as it does not relate to the purpose of the EIR as set 
forth in the CEQA Guidelines (i.e., to evaluate a Project’s impacts on the physical 
environment).  While a discussion of the rationale for the PD is beyond the scope of CEQA, 
this issue will be appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning 
Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process.  This comment is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration.   

Response to Comment No. 6-3 

The Applicant has requested approval of a Development Agreement, which is a 
legislative action, as well as approval of a Vesting Tentative Tract Map and a Lot Line 
Adjustment.  These, as well as the Applicant’s other requested discretionary actions are 
identified on page III-40 of the Draft EIR.  The physical impacts of the Applicant’s requested 
discretionary actions are the subject of the EIR and are addressed in detail throughout 
Section IV, Environmental Impact Analysis, of the Draft EIR.  Further, the comment does 
not identify any physical environmental impacts that are not disclosed in the Draft EIR.  
This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
review and consideration.   

Response to Comment No. 6-4 

The Rose Bowl Shuttle is discussed in Section IV.B.2, Parking, of the Draft EIR, and 
analyzed in detail in Appendix J to the Project’s Transportation Report (Appendix B of the 
Draft EIR).  It is important to note that at buildout of Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Refined 
Project, the on-site parking supply would be sufficient to meet the City’s Zoning Code 
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parking requirements for existing on-site development and proposed Refined Project 
development, as well as replacement parking for the existing on-site surface parking that 
would be displaced by the Refined Project.  As a result, the Refined Project does not have 
any physical impact on the ability of the Project Site to accommodate the existing Rose 
Bowl Shuttle in the future.  In addition, the Development Agreement includes provisions 
regarding the maintenance of Rose Bowl parking and the Rose Bowl shuttle service. 

Response to Comment No. 6-5 

Compliance with the Old Pasadena Streetscapes and Alley Walkways Plan and 
Elements has been incorporated into the development standards that would apply to the 
Refined Project.  This addition to the Project’s development standards requires an 
amendment to Mitigation Measure B.1-6 as presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, Mitigation 
Measure B.1-6 is amended as follows: 

Amended Mitigation Measure B.1-6 

“Mitigation Measure B.1-6: The Project Applicant, or successor in 
interest, shall provide pedestrian lighting on both sides of 
the street along Holly Street from the Project Site to  
the Memorial Park Metro Gold Line Station (Arroyo 
Parkway) in accordance to the extent such lighting 
complies with the provisions of the Old Pasadena 
Streetscapes and Alley Walkways Plan and Elements. 
The location of this improvement is identified in 
Figure IV.B.1-20 on page V.B.1-82.” 

Response to Comment No. 6-6 

The EIR focuses on the physical impacts of the Project and issues relating to the 
relationship between the Project’s objectives and its physical design are planning issues 
that are beyond the scope of CEQA and are being appropriately addressed in the staff 
report(s) prepared by the Planning Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process.  
Notwithstanding, the Draft EIR addresses the interrelationships between the physical form 
of the proposed Project and Old Pasadena in the following sections:  IV.A, Land Use;  
IV.C, Aesthetics, Visual Character, and Views; IV.D, Light, Glare, and Shading; and IV.E.1, 
Cultural Resources—Historic Resources.  The Draft EIR concluded with regard to these 
environmental issues that the Project would result in a less than significant impact.  The 
commenter’s concerns regarding the relationship between the Project’s objectives and its 
physical design are noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for 
their review and consideration.   
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Response to Comment No. 6-7 

The commenter’s concerns regarding the Project’s urban design and the extent to 
which the Project is pedestrian friendly are noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their review and consideration.  Pedestrian features of the proposed 
Project are described on the following pages within Section III, Project Description, of the 
Draft EIR:  (1) page III-1, last paragraph; (2) page III-10, last two paragraphs; (3) bottom of 
page III-25 and continuing onto page III-26; (4) page III-30, first bullet; and (5) pages III-30 
through III-35.  The environmental effects of these pedestrian features are analyzed 
throughout the Draft EIR, most notably in Section IV.A, Land Use, and Section IV.C, 
Aesthetics, Visual Character, and Views, of the Draft EIR.  These analyzes conclude that 
Project impacts are less than significant. 

As stated on page III-11 of the Draft EIR (Section III, Project Description),  

“The Project Applicant has elected to incorporate compliance with the City’s 
General Plan Land Use Element’s Citywide Design Principles (Citywide 
Design Principles) and the Central District Specific Plan Design Guidelines 
(Central District Design Guidelines) as part of the Project’s development 
standards.” 

As part of the Refined Project, the Project’s development standards have been 
amended to also include compliance with the Old Pasadena Streetscapes and Alley 
Walkways Plan and Elements.   

Project consistency with the land use regulations that pertain to the Project Site are 
analyzed in Section IV.A, Land Use of the Draft EIR.  The significance threshold with 
regard to the subject of land use consistency specifically states that:  

“…[I]nconsistency with a few policies within a plan does not necessarily 
constitute a significant impact when a project furthers the plan’s objectives 
and policies and does not obstruct the attainment of the goals and 
objectives.” 

The placement of retail uses along Fair Oaks Avenue is a recommendation, rather 
than a requirement of the Central District Specific Plan, whereas a 0-foot setback along 
Fair Oaks Avenue is a requirement of the Pasadena Zoning Code.  Consistency of the 
Project’s proposed setbacks with the requirements of the Pasadena Zoning Code is 
analyzed on pages IV.A-31 and IV.A-32 of the Draft EIR.  This analysis concludes that 
based on the analyses presented in the Draft EIR the “…proposed differences from the 
adopted standards [setbacks] would not result in physical impacts to the environment…” 
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and that “…the Project would be generally consistent with the setback requirements set 
forth in the Central District Specific Plan and the Zoning Code, particularly if the PD Permit 
for the Planned Development with the clarified standards, as contemplated by the Zoning 
Code, is approved.”  The Project’s land use consistency analysis also concludes that while 
the Project includes a minor number of deviations from adopted City standards, the Project 
results in a less than significant impact with regard to consistency with applicable City plans 
and regulations.  Further, the Applicant has modified the proposed Project to include 
ground floor retail uses with a zero building setback along Fair Oaks Avenue in 
Development Area A and zero building setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development 
Area B as part of the Refined Project.  Also refer to Section II, Analysis of the Refined 
Project, of this Final EIR for additional information regarding the Refined Project.  

Response to Comment No. 6-8 

The commenter asserts that the transportation mitigation measures are insufficient, 
however, the commenter has not provided specific measures that would respond to the 
general assertion regarding adequacy..  The City’s Department of Transportation (DOT) 
has reviewed and approved the Project’s transportation mitigation plan which recognizes 
and addresses the issues raised in the comment (i.e., pedestrian, transit, and cycling 
improvements, as well as system-wide transportation mitigation measures) to a level that is 
deemed to be consistent with the level of impact attributable to the proposed Project.  The 
commenter’s opinion that the transportation mitigation measures are insufficient is noted for 
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration.   

Response to Comment No. 6-9   

As stated above in Response to Comment No. 6-7, the Applicant has elected to 
incorporate compliance with the City’s General Plan Land Use Element, Central District 
Design Guidelines, and the Old Pasadena Streetscapes and Alley Walkways Plan and 
Elements as part of the Project’s development standards.  In addition to these self-imposed 
requirements, the Applicant will be subject to Regulatory Compliance Measure C.1-2 on 
page IV.C-27 of the Draft EIR which states the following: 

“Regulatory Compliance Measure C.1-2:  Each phase of Project 
development is required to undergo Concept Design 
Review and Final Design Review before the City’s 
Design Commission in accordance with the provisions of 
Section 17.61.030 of the PMC.” 

In addition, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21099 (d)(1), which 
provides, in relevant part, that “aesthetic… impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, 
or employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be 
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considered significant impacts on the environment.”  As the Project Site meets the 
definition of a transit priority area pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21099 (a)(7), 
the provisions of Public Resources Code Section 21099 (d)(1), as stated above, would 
apply to the Refined Project. 

Further, resolution of issues pertaining to the City’s process regarding the approval 
of the Project is beyond the scope of CEQA and is being appropriately addressed in the 
staff report(s) prepared by the Planning Department as part of the Project’s entitlement 
process. 

Issues raised with regard to building setbacks and retail uses along Fair Oaks 
Avenue are addressed in Response to Comment No. 6-7. 

Section IV.E.1, Cultural Resources—Historic Resources, and Appendix C, Historic 
Resources, of the Draft EIR analyzed the relationships between the proposed Project and 
the Old Pasadena Historic District.  Based on an extensive analysis of this issue as 
presented in the Draft EIR section, as well as in the technical report prepared by Historic 
Resources Group, the following was concluded with regard to the Old Pasadena Historic 
District:  (1) the Project would not demolish, relocate or alter any historic resources 
adjacent to or in the near vicinity of the Project Site; and (2) the Project would not involve 
construction that reduces the integrity or significance of historic resources either adjacent 
to or in the near vicinity of the Project Site.  The analyses went on to conclude that for 
these reasons, the Project would not cause an adverse change in the significance of a 
historic resource, as defined in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines, including 
those eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, the California Register 
of Historical Resources, and/or the local register of historical resources. Therefore, impacts 
to historic resources would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 
required.  The commenter’s concern regarding approval of the PD prior to design review by 
the Design Commission is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 6-10 

As stated in the Draft EIR and the Staff Report dated August 27, 2014, the 
development standards that are not met by the Project and proposed for modification 
through the PD permit are as follows:  (1) the distance between ground floor residential 
uses and Fair Oaks Avenue; (2) floor area requirements for work/live units; (3) setback 
requirements on Fair Oaks Avenue and Walnut Street; (4) open space standards; and  
(5) parking as the Project proposes to provide more parking spaces than what is required 
by the City’s Zoning Code. 
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CEQA requires an EIR to analyze a range of reasonable alternatives that reduce or 
eliminate the significant impacts of the Project even if the alternatives result in other 
significant impacts.  CEQA does not require an EIR to analyze every possible alternative 
proposed but rather to analyze a range of reasonable alternatives (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6).  The Draft EIR provided comprehensive analyses of five alternatives and 
an additional eight alternatives were considered but deemed infeasible. 

The Draft EIR concluded that the Project would have significant impacts with regard 
to traffic (one intersection and street segments), air quality (regional construction and 
operational emissions), and noise (cumulative impacts only). 

A No PD alternative would simply result in changes to the Project in response to the 
deviations outlined above, some of which no longer apply with the replacement of the 
previously proposed work/live units and the residential amenity area with ground floor retail 
uses with zero building setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area A and zero 
building setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area B.  Also refer to Section II, 
Analysis of the Refined Project, of this Final EIR for additional information regarding the 
Refined Project. 

In addition, reconciling the remaining deviations to the existing development 
standards applicable to the Project Site would not address any of the significant impacts of 
the Project.  Because the EIR analyzed five alternatives in detail and considered an 
additional eight alternatives that were deemed infeasible, the analysis of alternatives as 
presented in the EIR meets the CEQA requirement of providing a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed Project and thus, there is no basis under CEQA requiring an 
analysis of a No Planned Development Permit alternative. 

Response to Comment No. 6-11 

The Project’s proposed discretionary actions including all of those outlined in this 
comment are listed in Section III, Project Description, on page III-40 of the Draft EIR.  Also 
refer to Response to Comment No. 6-3. 

Response to Comment No. 6-12 

Issues raised in this comment were previously raised in this letter.  As such, refer to 
Response to Comment No. 6-4, which notes that the Rose Bowl shuttle and parking issues 
were discussed in Section IV.B.2 of the Draft EIR. This comment is noted for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 
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Response to Comment No. 6-13 

The proposed development standards under which Project development would 
occur are described in detail in Section III, Project Description of the Draft EIR and are also 
set forth in the draft Planned Development text.  The Project’s proposed development 
standards are analyzed in terms of existing rules and regulations in all applicable sections 
of the Draft EIR, most notably Section IV.A, Land Use; Section IV.C, Aesthetics, Visual 
Character, and Views; and Section IV.D, Light, Glare, and Shading.  The Draft EIR 
concluded with regard to these environmental issues that the Project would result in a less 
than significant impact. 

As stated in Response to Comment No. 6-2, the purpose of the EIR is to disclose 
the impacts of the Project on the physical environment, to mitigate those impacts to the 
extent feasible, and to identify alternatives that can reduce or eliminate the significant 
impacts of the Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15002).  Further discussion regarding 
why a PD is necessary for the Project and how the specific purposes of the PD are met 
being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning Department 
as part of the Project’s entitlement process.  Further, the policy issues related to the PD 
and its purposes do not have the potential for significant impacts on the physical 
environment.  

Response to Comment No. 6-14 

The City has established a very extensive list of development standards with which 
all Projects within the Central District Specific Plan area must comply.  Also refer to 
Response to Comment No. 6-10 for information regarding the Project’s proposed 
deviations from the City’s existing regulations.  Based on the analysis presented in the 
Draft EIR, the Project complies with nearly all of the applicable City regulations.  As such, 
the Project’s number and extent of deviations from the City’s existing regulations are 
limited, with some of these deviations being eliminated under the Refined Project (i.e., the 
replacement of live/work units and the residential amenity area with ground floor retail with 
zero building setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area A and zero building 
setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area B). 

As stated in Response to Comment No. 6-13, questions such as those relating to 
the justification for the Project’s PD permit do not relate to the purpose of the EIR as set 
forth in the CEQA Guidelines which is to evaluate a Project’s impacts on the physical 
environment.  Discussions of these types of questions are being appropriately addressed 
by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning Department as part of the Project’s 
entitlement process. 
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Response to Comment No. 6-15 

As stated above, questions of this type with regard to the PD permit do not relate to 
the purpose of the EIR as set forth in the CEQA Guidelines which is to evaluate a Project’s 
impacts on the physical environment.  Discussions of these types of questions are being 
appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning Department as part 
of the Project’s entitlement process.  Notwithstanding, the Project has completed the 
preliminary consultation phase of the City’s design review process before the City’s Design 
Commission.  

While it is accurate that Concept and Final Design Review would occur after 
approval of the PD permit, the quality of the Project’s urban design is not speculative since 
as described above in Response to Comment No. 6-9, the Applicant has elected to 
incorporate compliance with the Citywide Design Guidelines, Central District Design 
Guidelines, and the Old Pasadena Streetscapes and Alley Walkways Plan and Elements 
as part of the Project’s development standards.  Because the Project is incorporating 
compliance with the cited guidelines and regulations as part of the Project’s development 
standards, the Project’s urban design would achieve the intended urban design for this 
area of the City as reflected in those plans.  The City’s Design Commission will confirm this 
determination through the City’s existing Concept and Final Design Review process. 

Response to Comment No. 6-16 

Issues raised in this comment were previously raised in this letter.  As such, refer to 
Response to Comment Nos. 6-9 and 6-15.  Also refer to Section III, Project Description; 
Section IV.A, Land Use; Section IV.B.1, Transportation; and Section IV.C, Aesthetics, 
Visual Character, and Views, for additional information regarding access, light, open space, 
and amenities as addressed by the referenced provision of the City’s Zoning Code. 

In addition, as stated in Response to Comment Nos. 6-13 through 6-15, the purpose 
of the EIR as set forth in the CEQA Guidelines is to evaluate a Project’s impacts on the 
physical environment.  Discussions of these types of questions are being appropriately 
addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning Department as part of the 
Project’s entitlement process. 

Response to Comment No. 6-17 

Issues raised in this comment were previously raised in this letter.  As such, refer to 
Response to Comment Nos. 6-2, 6-7, 6-9, and 6-13.  In addition as stated in Response to 
Comment No. 6-7, the Applicant has replaced the previously proposed live/work units with 
ground floor retail uses with residential uses above (i.e., vertical mixed use development) 
along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area A.  Further, as stated in Response to 
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Comment Nos. 6-13 through 6-15, the purpose of the EIR as set forth in the CEQA 
Guidelines is to evaluate a Project’s impacts on the physical environment.  Discussions of 
these types of questions are being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared 
by the Planning Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process. 

Response to Comment No. 6-18 

This comment addresses issues relating to the Project’s PD permit.  As such, refer 
to Response to Comment No. 6-17. 

Response to Comment No. 6-19 

This comment addresses issues relating to the Project’s PD permit.  As such, refer 
to Response to Comment No. 6-17. 

Response to Comment No. 6-20 

This comment addresses issues relating to the Project’s PD permit.  As such, refer 
to Response to Comment No. 6-17.  The proposed Project proposes no changes to the 
existing on-site buildings and instead, builds around rather than replaces the existing on-
site buildings.  Further, the purpose of the Project is to convert surface parking areas into a 
mixed-use urban development.  In addition, the policy cited in this Comment No. 6-20 
pertains to historic structures and therefore does not apply to the Refined Project. 

Response to Comment No. 6-21 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  The comment, which focuses on the nature of property 
ownership, does not raise any environmental issues and as such, no further response is 
required. 

Response to Comment No. 6-22 

As stated in Response to Comment No. 6-5, compliance with the Old Pasadena 
Streetscapes and Alley Walkways Plan and Elements has been incorporated into the 
development standards that would apply to the Refined Project.  Specifically with regard to 
street lights, the Project would install street lights consistent with the guidelines set forth on 
pages 16 and 17 of the Old Pasadena Streetscapes and Alley Walkways Plan and 
Elements.  Also refer to Section II, Analysis of the Refined Project, of this Final EIR for 
additional information regarding the Refined Project. 
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Response to Comment No. 6-23 

Issues raised in this comment were previously raised in this letter.  As such, refer to 
Response to Comment No. 6-22.  This comment is noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 6-24 

As stated in Response to Comment No. 6-2, compliance with the Old Pasadena 
Streetscapes and Alley Walkways Plan and Elements has been incorporated into the 
development standards that would apply to the Refined Project. 

Thus, the streetscape improvements proposed for the on-site segment of Holly 
Street and Leonard Pieroni Drive would comply with the provisions of this plan. 

Response to Comment No. 6-25 

The commenter’s opinions regarding the standards that should be used to evaluate 
the proposed Project are noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 6-26 

The commenter’s opinions regarding the benefits of retail development with zero 
building setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue are noted for the record and will be forwarded to 
the decision-makers for their review and consideration.  As part of the Refined Project, the 
Applicant is now proposing ground floor retail uses with zero building setbacks instead of 
the previously proposed work/live units and residential amenity area along Fair Oaks 
Avenue in Development Area A and zero building setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue in 
Development Area B (see Response to Comment No. 6-7).  The setback and use 
refinement address, at least in part, the concerns raised in the comment. 

Response to Comment No. 6-27 

The commenter’s opinion regarding the relationship between the PD permit and the 
cited Project Objectives are noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 6-28 

As part of the Refined Project, the Applicant now proposes ground floor retail uses 
with zero building setbacks instead of the previously proposed work/live units and the 
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residential amenity area along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area A and zero building 
setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area B (see Response to Comment 
No. 6-7). 

The commenter’s opinions regarding the relationship between the Project’s site 
layout and activity along Fair Oaks Avenue, as well as the Project’s objectives are noted for 
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration.  
In addition, the comment is raising site planning issues that are beyond the scope of CEQA 
and are being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning 
Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process. 

Response to Comment No. 6-29   

The commenter’s concerns regarding the relationship between the proposed Project 
and the Old Pasadena Historic District, as well as the cited Project Objectives are noted.  
As part of the Refined Project, the Applicant, as mentioned above, is now proposing ground 
floor retail uses with zero building setbacks instead of the previously proposed work/live 
units and residential amenity area along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area A and 
zero building setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area B (see Response to 
Comment No. 6-7). 

While the Project Site is located outside the boundaries of the Old Pasadena 
Historic District, the Project’s potential direct and indirect impacts on historical resources, 
including those located within the Old Pasadena Historic District, are analyzed in depth in 
Section IV.E.1, Cultural Resources—Historic Resources, and Appendix C, Historic 
Resources, of the Draft EIR.  The referenced EIR analyses discuss at length the 
importance of the Old Pasadena Historic District recognizing that the Old Pasadena 
Historic District is the historic commercial center of Pasadena with a physical form that 
documents the economic development of the city and its various phases of growth between 
1886 and 1936. The District also contains an important record of the evolution of 
architectural design in southern California, as well as the work of many prominent regional 
architects and serves as one of the major sources of identity for the City at a local, regional, 
and national level.   

The Draft EIR concluded that the Project would not have a direct impact on the Old 
Pasadena Historic District.  With regard to the Project’s potential indirect impacts, the 
CEQA issue considered by the Draft EIR is whether the Project impacts the Old Pasadena 
Historic District to such an extent that it is no longer eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places.  The Draft EIR discusses and analyzes this question at 
considerable length, concluding that the Old Pasadena Historic District would remain 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places with development of the 
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proposed Project.  As such, the Draft EIR appropriately concludes, based on substantial 
evidence, that the proposed Project would have a less than significant impact on historic 
resources including, but not limited to the Old Pasadena Historic District.  Also refer to 
Response to Comment No. 6-9. 

Response to Comment No. 6-30 

The commenter’s opinions regarding the role of Fair Oaks Avenue as a major 
gateway, the Project’s urban design along the Fair Oaks Avenue edge, and the Project’s 
relationship to the cited Project Objectives are noted for the record and will be forwarded to 
the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

The planning concepts set forth in the City’s General Plan and the Central District 
Specific Plan include, but are not limited, to the following key physical design features:  
Central District Gateway at Walnut Street and Pasadena Avenue; Multi-modal Corridor 
(streetscape priority/strong pedestrian orientation) along Walnut Street and Fair Oaks 
Avenue; Principal Outdoor Space in Development Area B, just south of Walnut Street; 
Primary Focal Intersection at Walnut Street and Fair Oaks Avenue; Opportunity to “Repair 
Street Edge” (enhance pedestrian orientation through building or landscape treatment) 
along Fair Oaks Avenue and a portion of Walnut Street; Important Pedestrian Crossing at 
Fair Oaks Avenue and Union Street; Secondary Pedestrian Connection along Pasadena 
Avenue, Holly Street, and Leonard J. Pieroni Street; Civic Terminus Axis at Leonard J. 
Pieroni Street and Union Street; and Primary Pedestrian Connection (streetscape priority) 
along Union Street.  Section IV.A, Land Use, of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of the 
Project’s location in the Central District Specific Plan’s Northwest Gateway/Parsons 
Precinct, within the Old Pasadena Sub-district.  Section IV.A, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, 
analyzes the Project with regard to the designations identified above and reaches the 
conclusion that the Project is consistent with the City’s General Plan and the Central 
District Specific Plan. 

In addition, the comment raises urban design issues that are beyond the scope of 
CEQA and are being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the 
Planning Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process.  Also refer to Response 
to Comment No. 6-7. 

Response to Comment No. 6-31 

The commenter’s opinions regarding the urban design of the Project and the 
Project’s relationship with the cited Project Objective are noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration.  As is the case with 
many of the comments raised in this letter, this comment raises urban design issues that 
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are beyond the scope of CEQA and are being appropriately addressed by the staff 
report(s) prepared by the Planning Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process. 

Response to Comment No. 6-32 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  The comments regarding pedestrian passageways and 
the Proposed Holly Plaza raise urban design issues that are beyond the scope of CEQA 
and are being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning 
Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process.  In addition, the issues raised in 
this comment were previously raised in this letter.  As such, refer to Response to Comment 
No. 6-31. 

Response to Comment No. 6-33 

The commenter’s opinions regarding the urban design of the Project and the 
Project’s relationship with the cited Project Objective are noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration.  With the introduction 
of ground floor retail uses along Fair Oaks Avenue with residential uses above within 
Development Area A, the Refined Project now includes vertical mixed use development.  
Also refer to Response to Comment No. 6-31. 

Response to Comment No. 6-34 

Section III, Project Description, of the Draft EIR describes in detail the development 
standards that define the implementation of the proposed Project.  The applicable 
development standards have been included in the PD permit that will be presented to the 
Planning Commission and City Council as part of the Project’s entitlement process.  
Section IV.A, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, provides a detailed analysis of the Project’s 
consistency with the City’s General Plan, Central District Specific Plan, as well as other 
applicable land use plans.  These analyses conclude the following, as summarized on 
pages IV.A-37 and IV.A-38 of the Draft EIR: 

“…the Project would not conflict with the applicable goals, policies, and 
objectives in local and regional plans that govern development on the Project 
Site.  The Project’s consistency with the Citywide Design Principles and the 
Central District Specific Plan Design Guidelines would be achieved through 
implementation of the PD Permit, which incorporates the Citywide Design 
Principles and the Central District Specific Plan Design Guidelines, and would 
be ensured through the City’s Design Review process, which would be 
required for individual buildings throughout the course of Project 
development.” 
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On this basis, the Draft EIR land use analysis concludes that impacts related to land 
use consistency would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.  In 
addition, the Project’s development standards have been expanded as part of the Refined 
Project to include compliance with the Old Pasadena Streetscapes and Alley Walkways 
Plan and Elements.  Also refer to Response to Comment No. 6-7.  This comment is noted 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 6-35   

The commenter suggests that the project would not comply with all applicable 
Citywide and Central District Design Guidelines.  Because adherence to these Guidelines 
has been incorporated into the Refined Project’s development standards, the potential 
outcomes outlined in this comment could not occur.  In addition, as concluded in  
Section IV.A, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, the Project would result in less than significant 
impacts with regard to consistency with the Central District Specific Plan.  Also refer to 
Response to Comment Nos. 6-7, 6-30, and 6-34.  This comment is noted for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 6-36   

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  A comprehensive mitigation program has been 
proposed (see Draft EIR Section IV.B.1.5, Mitigation Measures, on pages IV.B.1-53 to 
IV.B.1-58), including a robust TDM program consistent with the City’s Trip Reduction 
Ordinance, transit system improvements and specific intersection improvements including 
signal system enhancements (as noted by the commenter).  Additionally the transportation 
project design features included in the Draft EIR describe in detail the on-site multi-modal 
improvements and their relationship relative to connectivity with the existing external street, 
transit, pedestrian and bicycle system (see Section IV.B.1.3.C.2, Project Design Features, 
on pages IV.B.1-30 to IV.B.1-33, of the Draft EIR).  Future Refined Project occupants 
would comply with the provisions of Section 43845 of the California Health and Safety 
Code which requires each employer of 50 persons or more that provide a parking subsidy 
to employees to offer a parking cash-out program.  Further, the Refined Project is subject 
to a Traffic Impact Fee that supports enhancements of the Pasadena Arts routes including 
improvement of the frequency of service. 

Details of Project and construction traffic impacts have been provided in  
Section IV.B.1.3.D, Analysis of Project Impacts, of the Draft EIR. The level of significance 
of impacts after mitigation is provided in Section IV.B.1.6, Level of Significance after 
Mitigation, on pages IV.B.1-59 to IV.B.1-62, of the Draft EIR.  The Refined Project’s design 
features and mitigation measures would reduce the significant impacts at all roadway 
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system elements to a level of insignificance except at the intersection of Fair Oaks Avenue 
and Walnut Street, which is projected to operate at Level of Service “D.”  All of the 
transportation elements including freeways, intersections and roadway segments, as well 
as Congestion Management Program network elements have been addressed and details 
are provided in the sections noted above. The methodology for the traffic impact analyses 
and all computational details are provided in Appendix B, Transportation Report, of the 
Draft EIR.  There are no thresholds of significance for non-auto modes.  However, detailed 
analyses of transit, bicycle, and pedestrian infrastructure elements are provided in 
Appendix B, Transportation Report, of the Draft EIR.  This comment is noted for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

The bicycle lane internal to the Project Site is proposed only for the westbound 
(north side of the street) traffic and not the eastbound (south side of the street) traffic 
because of driveway cuts serving the parking structures along the south side of the Project 
Site.  A street segment’s bicycle environmental quality index calculation with driveway cuts 
is reduced by a minimum of 40 percent compared to a street segment’s bicycle 
environmental quality index calculation with no driveway cuts.  In addition, the bicycle 
connectivity between Pasadena Avenue and Fair Oaks Avenue is obtained via a bicycle 
lane in the westbound direction, as well as through the on-site network of paseo-lined 
streets and other streets.  Further, Refined Project land use development is only proposed 
on the north side of Holly Street with existing office uses located on the south side of the 
street whose parking needs are met by the existing parking structures. 

The proposed bicycle lane along Holly Street including its extension to Pasadena 
Avenue would connect the bicycle network within the Project Site to the bicycle lanes along 
Pasadena Avenue and, consequently, the rest of the external bicycle system.  Provisions 
for convenient bicycle parking would be made throughout the Project Site that would allow 
for both short-term and long-term bicycle parking.  The Refined Project design would 
enhance and provide for these elements. The bicycle lane proposed along Holly Street 
would be a Class II bicycle facility connecting the Project Site to the Class II bicycle lane 
along Pasadena Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 6-37  

The Draft EIR’s transportation analysis assumes conservative credits for trip 
generation (transit, internal capture, and pass-by trips), which results in a conservative 
analysis and evaluation of the Project’s traffic impacts. Details of the trip generation 
(including trip credits) are provided in Appendix B, Transportation Report, of the Draft EIR. 

Transit Passes and Guaranteed Ride Home Programs are components of the 
Refined Project’s robust Transportation Demand Management Program.  These measures 
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would substantially enhance the attractiveness and consequently, the utilization of the 
transit system including the Metro Gold Line currently being extended to the east.  Details 
of the Project’s pedestrian improvements are provided in Section IV.B.1.2.C.2, Project 
Design Features, on pages IV B.1-39 to IV B.1-33, of the Draft EIR.  Additionally, future 
Refined Project occupants would comply with the provisions of Section 43845 of the 
California Health and Safety Code which requires each employer of 50 persons or more 
that provide a parking subsidy to employees to offer a parking cash-out program. 

Response to Comment No. 6-38   

As stated in Response to Comment No. 6-8, compliance with the Old Pasadena 
Streetscapes and Alley Walkways Plan and Elements, specifically including the provisions 
related to street lighting, has been incorporated into the development standards that would 
apply to the Refined Project. 

Response to Comment No. 6-39   

The proposed bicycle lane along Holly Street including its extension to Pasadena 
Avenue would connect the bicycle network within the Project Site to the bicycle lanes along 
Pasadena Avenue and consequently, the rest of the external bicycle system.  Provisions 
for convenient bicycle parking would be made throughout the Project Site that would allow 
for both short-term and long-term bicycle parking.  The Refined Project Design would 
enhance and provide for these elements.  The bicycle lane proposed along Holly Street 
would be a Class II bicycle facility connecting the Project Site to the Class II bicycle lane 
along Pasadena Avenue. 

On-street parking and a bike lane on the south side of Holly Street, west of Fair 
Oaks Avenue, is not proposed given the number of driveways and several parking 
structures along the south side of the street.  In addition, the bicycle connectivity between 
Pasadena Avenue and Fair Oaks Avenue is obtained via a bicycle lane in the westbound 
direction, as well as through the on-site network of paseo-lined streets and other streets.  
Further, Refined Project land use development is only proposed on the north side of Holly 
Street with existing office uses located on the south side of the street whose parking needs 
are met by the existing parking structures. 

In addition, the purpose of the trip reduction requirements in Chapter 17.46.290 of 
the City’s Zoning Code is to reduce the demand for vehicle commute trips by ensuring that 
project design elements accommodate alternative modes of transportation, and does not 
specifically require the installation of changing rooms and showers. 
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Response to Comment No. 6-40  

The Draft EIR’s transportation analysis assumes conservative credits for trip 
generation (transit, internal capture and pass-by trips) and consequently, results in a 
conservative analysis and evaluation of the Project’s traffic impacts.  The automobile trip 
generation credits assumed in the traffic analyses are less than the commenter’s 
suggestion and, therefore, results in a trip generation that is greater than what would occur  
if the credits per the commenter were to be taken.  In other words, if maximum credits for 
transit use, internal capture, and pass-by trips are taken, the trip generation would be even 
less than assumed in the analysis.  The analyses presented in the Draft EIR are, therefore, 
conservative.  Details of the trip generation (including trip credits) for the proposed Project 
are provided in Appendix B, Transportation Report, page 57, of the Draft EIR.  This 
comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 6-41   

The comment regarding the adequacy of the EIR’s analysis of historic resources is 
noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and 
consideration.  The issues raised in this comment have been raised earlier in this letter.  As 
such, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 6-9 and 6-29. 

Response to Comment No. 6-42  

The issues raised in this comment have been raised earlier in this letter.  As such, 
refer to Response to Comment Nos. 6-7 and 6-34.  In addition, the Refined Project includes 
zero building setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue within Development Areas A and B.  This 
revised setback standard is consistent with that identified in the Central District Specific 
Plan.  Further, the comment raises urban design issues that are beyond the scope of 
CEQA and are being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the 
Planning Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process. 

Response to Comment No. 6-43   

The technical support for the Draft EIR’s historic resource impact conclusion cited in 
this comment is Project compliance with the development standards set forth in Section III, 
Project Description, of the Draft EIR, which includes, but is not limited to, compliance with 
the Citywide Design Principles and the Central District Design Guidelines as part of the 
Project’s development standards.  Also refer to Response to Comment No. 6-7.  In 
addition, compliance with the Old Pasadena Streetscapes and Alley Walkways Plan and 
Elements has been incorporated into the development standards that would apply to the 
Refined Project.   
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Also refer to Response to Comment Nos. 6-9 and 6-29 regarding the basis for the 
EIR’s determination that the Project would result in less than significant impacts with regard 
to historic resources. 

Response to Comment No. 6-44   

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  The issues raised in this comment have been raised 
earlier in this letter.  As such, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 6-7, 6-9, 6-29, 6-30, and 
6-34. 

Response to Comment No. 6-45   

The comment regarding the Project’s development standards and potential impacts 
to historic resources is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  Issues raised in this comment were previously raised in 
this letter.  As such, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 6-7, 6-9, 6-29, 6-30, and 6-34. 

Further, as stated on page III-11 of the Draft EIR (Section III, Project Description):   

“The Project Applicant has elected to incorporate compliance with the City’s 
General Plan Land Use Element’s Citywide Design Principles (Citywide 
Design Principles) and the Central District Specific Plan Design Guidelines 
(Central District Design Guidelines) as part of the Project’s development 
standards.” 

Thus, the role of the Design Commission is to confirm that the Project has 
appropriately implemented its proposed development standards with regard to compliance 
with the Citywide Design Principles and the Central District Design Guidelines.  In addition, 
compliance with the Old Pasadena Streetscapes and Alley Walkways Plan and Elements 
has been incorporated into the development standards that would apply to the Refined 
Project.  

Compliance with the City’s Citywide Design Principles and the Central District 
Design Guidelines is a development standard and not a mitigation measure.  The Draft 
EIR’s land use and aesthetics analyses (Section IV.A and Section IV.C, respectively) 
analyze the issues raised, and conclude that Project impacts with regard to these subjects 
are less than significant and thus, no mitigation measures are required or recommended. 

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 
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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.  
As a result of these finding requirements and the role of the Design Commission as 
dictated by the Pasadena Municipal Code, the Project cannot receive design review 
approval contingent on mitigation measures that would reduce aesthetic impacts.  Instead, 
any such requirements must already be part of the Project design at that point.  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 (in this case, at 
approval of the PD) 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. 

In closing, the Draft EIR meets all CEQA requirements.  Further, the comment raises 
site planning and urban design issues that are beyond the scope of CEQA and are being 
appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning Department as part 
of the Project’s entitlement process. 

Response to Comment No. 6-46 

Refer to Response to Comment No. 6-10 for the reasons why an alternative that 
meets the standards of the City’s Zoning Code, which incorporates the Central District 
Specific Plan, is not required and that the analysis of alternatives provided in the Draft EIR 
is adequate under CEQA as it satisfies all CEQA requirements as set forth in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6. 

As stated in a number of the responses to this letter, the Applicant is now proposing 
ground floor retail uses with zero building setbacks instead of the previously proposed 
work/live units and residential amenity area along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area 
A and zero building setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area B. 
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The commenter’s opinions regarding the relationship between the proposed Project 
and the Central District Specific Plan are noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their review and consideration.  Also refer to Response to Comment 
Nos. 6-7 and 6-34. 
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Mayor Bill Bogaard
Members of the City Council
City of Pasadena
100 N. Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA  91101

Subject: Extension of Public Review Period for Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Parson’s
Site, 100 W. Walnut Planned Development

We respectfully request that the City Council: (1) direct the Transportation Department to convene a
meeting of the Transportation Advisory Commission (“TAC”) to review the impact of the Project with
respect to transportation and traffic impacts that the Draft Project EIR states are “significant and
unavoidable;” (2) direct the Planning and Community Development Department to form a
community-based Task Force to provide guidance to the proposed 100 W. Walnut Planned
Development, and (3) direct the Planning and Community Development to extend the Public Review
Period for the 100 W. Walnut Planned Development Draft Environmental Impact Report (“Draft
Project EIR”) for 45 days to September 18, 2014, based upon its complexity;

BACKGROUND

Both the adopted General Plan and the Central District Specific Plan (“Specific Plan”) state that
“community participation will be a permanent part of achieving a greater city”; the Specific Plan
further states that “stakeholders will be provided with accessible, up-to-date information on
Downtown planning and development issues” and “…will be provided a forum to participate in
decisions that affect the planning, growth, and development of Downtown.”   This is The Pasadena
Way. Over the past thirty-four (34) years, this closely held Pasadena principle has resulted in a city
that is widely regarded as one of the most livable and economically valuable cities in the nation.

It is on this basis of City Council-adopted policy that we are requesting an extension of 45 days for the
period of review for the Draft Project EIR for the Parson’s Planned Development Project. The facts are
as follows:
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1. According to the Draft Project EIR, the only two “significant and unavoidable” impacts resulting from
the Parsons Planned Development are “Transportation” and “Air Quality”. In fact, 3,402 pages of the
document are devoted to the subject of “Transportation.” However, on July 15th, the Planning and
Community Development staff cancelled a scheduled July 17th, 2014, Special Meeting of the TAC to
review of the Draft Project EIR by stating that it was required to do so based upon the “Municipal Code,
CEQA, and City Policies.”  In reviewing CEQA, there appear to be no prohibitions against a Lead Agency
(in this case, the City of Pasadena) from consulting with City commissions and committees regarding
environmental impacts as described in a Draft Project EIR, even though that commission or committee
has no approval authority over a Project. In fact, consultation with agencies with specific expertise is
encouraged by CEQA. However, the City Council adopted “Rules and Regulations for the Transportation
Advisory Commission” on October 24, 2011, which state that “If and to the extent requested by the City
Council”, the TAC can provide assistance to other City Commissions, Committees and Task Forces on
transportation-related issues regarding development projects and associated environmental impact
reports. Because of the importance of transportation impacts in the Draft Project EIR, we are asking
the City Council to request TAC assistance to review this document.

2. The Draft Project EIR is 6,220 pages, including appendices, and contains very technical information
regarding the environmental impacts of the Project on land use, historic resources, air quality,
hydrology, transportation, energy, solid waste, noise, aesthetics, visual character, and views, water
supply, hazardous materials, fire protection, parks and recreation, police protection, archaeological and
paleontological resources, schools, greenhouse gas emission, parking libraries, and light, air and shading.
A review period commensurate with the complexity of the document should be recognized and
immediately put into place.

3. The proposed Parsons Planned Development Project is the largest project ever built in the City of
Pasadena. It is approximately 1.2 million square feet of office, residential, and retail uses spread over
12.26 acres. According to adopted City policy, citizens are not only allowed to participate in the planning
and development process but also specifically invited and encouraged to do so.

4. The City needs to form a community-based Task Force to provide guidance to the proposed Planned
Development (“PD”) for the 100 W. Walnut project. The proposed PD involves significant changes and
other modifications to both the General Plan and the Specific Plan as they affect this Project, plans that
were established through a long and robust public involvement process and significant City funding. The
rules are being written around the Project, rather than the Project being formed around with the vision,
goals, objectives and guidelines of the General Plan the Specific Plan; therefore, the public needs to be
meaningfully consulted and engaged in the proposed PD process.

5. The “Notice of Availability” of the Draft Project EIR was dated July 3, 2014; however, the notice stated
that the Public Review Period is June 20, 2014 to August 4, 2014. This means that the notice was post-
dated and that the Draft Project EIR was effectively available on July 3rd. We understand that as of July
17th, the Public Review Period was extended to August 29th; however, based upon the complexity of the
Project, we recommend that the extension should be to September 18th.
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PARSON’S PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
PUBLIC REVIEW and COMMUNITY-BASED TASK FORCE

Page 3 July 18, 2014 www.downtownpasadena.org

DOWNTOWN
PASADENA
NEIGHBORHOOD
ASSOCIATION

The Parsons Planned Development Project has been in the making for two or more years, but has had little
significant community participation during that time, save for required public meetings and hearings.  Also,
because of the flawed “Notice of Availability”, the effective review period for the Draft Project EIR is 33 days, far
too short a time period for meaningful public review and analysis of a large and complex document. Finally,
there appears to be no evident or compelling reason to truncate the citizen participation and review process for
this Draft Project EIR.

Thank you for your attention in this matter.

Jonathan Edewards, President
DOWNTOWN PASADENA NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

Marsha V. Rood, FAICP / Christine Fedukowski
DPNA Land Use, Economic Development, and Mobility Committee

cc: Michael Beck, City Manager
Vince Bertoni, Director of Planning and Community Development
Mark Persico, Chair, Planning Commission
Planning Commissioners
Christopher Todd Burner, Chair, Transportation Advisory Commission
Transportation Advisory Commissioners
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Letter No. 7 
Downtown Pasadena Neighborhood Association 
(July 18, 2014) 

Response to Comment No. 7-1 

The City’s Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) reviewed the proposed Project 
on August 21, 2014.  Comments received at the TAC meeting are addressed below. 

Response to Comment No. 7-2 

The commenter’s request to form a community-based task force to provide guidance 
on the proposed Project is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their review and consideration.  In accordance with the CEQA statute and 
Guidelines, the EIR focuses on the physical impacts of the Project and procedural issues 
such as the one raised in this comment are therefore beyond the scope of CEQA. 

Response to Comment No. 7-3 

The review period for the Draft EIR started on June 20, 2014, and was originally 
scheduled to end on August 4, 2014.  The City extended the public comment period for the 
Draft EIR from August 4, 2014, to August 29, 2014.  Thus, the Draft EIR public review 
period lasted 71 days, which is considerably longer than the 45-day public review period 
standard set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15105. 

Response to Comment No. 7-4 

Issues raised in this comment were previously raised in this letter.  As such, refer to 
Response to Comments No. 7-2 and 7-3, regarding public input opportunities. 

Response to Comment No. 7-5 

Issues raised in this comment were previously raised in this letter.  As such, refer to 
Response to Comment No. 7-1. 

Response to Comment No. 7-6 

Issues raised in this comment were previously raised in this letter.  As such, refer to 
Response to Comment No. 7-3, regarding the extended period for public comment. 
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Response to Comment No. 7-7 

Issues raised in this comment were previously raised in this letter.  As such, refer to 
Response to Comment No. 7-2.  Further, it should be noted that beyond the public CEQA 
process, additional opportunities for public input are provided through the hearing 
processes before the Planning Commission and City Council related to the entitlement 
requests. This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their review and consideration.  

Response to Comment No. 7-8 

The date of the Notice of Availability is June 20, 2014.  The Public Hearing Notice 
for the July 23, 2014, Planning Commission Meeting to receive the Commission’s 
comments on the Draft EIR was dated July 3.  However, the notice did have the correct 
date for the Notice of Availability of June 20, 2014, through August 4, 2014, before it was 
extended to August 29, 2014.  Also refer to Response to Comment No. 7-3. 

Response to Comment No. 7-9 

The commenter’s concerns regarding the Project and its CEQA process are noted 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and 
consideration.  Issues related to the public review period for the DEIR raised in this 
comment were previously raised in this letter.  As such, refer to Response to Comment 
Nos. 7-1 through 7-3. 



Page IV-81

Bruce.Lackow
Line

Bruce.Lackow
Line

Bruce.Lackow
Line

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text
1

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text
2

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text
3

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text
LETTER NO.  8

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text



Page IV-82

Bruce.Lackow
Line

Bruce.Lackow
Line

Bruce.Lackow
Line

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text
4

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text
5

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text
6



Page IV-83

Bruce.Lackow
Line

Bruce.Lackow
Line

Bruce.Lackow
Line

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text
6

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text
7

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text
8



IV.  Responses to Comments 

City of Pasadena 100 W. Walnut Planned Development 
SCH No. 2013071018 December 2014 
 

Page IV-84 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

Letter No. 8 
Pasadena Heritage 
(August 28, 2014) 

Response to Comment No. 8-1 

This introductory comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for review and consideration.  Specific comments regarding the Draft EIR 
are provided and responded to below. 

Response to Comment No. 8-2 

As stated in the Draft EIR, the proposed Project meets the City’s development 
standards with a few exceptions.  Specifically, as stated in the Draft EIR and the Staff 
Report dated August 27, 2014, the development standards that are not met by the Project 
and proposed for modification through the PD permit are as follows:  (1) the distance 
between ground floor residential uses and Fair Oaks Avenue; (2) floor area requirements 
for work/live units; (3) setback requirements on Fair Oaks Avenue and Walnut Street;  
(4) open space standards; and (5) parking as the Project proposes to provide more parking 
spaces than what is required by Code.  The Refined Project, as discussed in Section II of 
the Final EIR, addresses and eliminates some of these exceptions.  Specifically, (a) the 
work/live units have been eliminated from the Project and replaced with ground floor retail 
uses on Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area A; (b) the setback requirements on Fair 
Oaks Avenue within Development Areas A and B have been reduced to zero (no setback); 
and (c) while the Project continues to provide more parking than required by Code, the 
amount of parking proposed within the North Development Area has been reduced by 
reducing the subterranean garage from 4 levels to 3 levels.  Also refer to Section II, 
Analysis of the Refined Project, of this Final EIR for additional information regarding the 
Refined Project. 

CEQA requires an EIR to analyze a range of reasonable alternatives that reduce or 
eliminate the significant impacts of the Project even if the alternatives result in other 
significant impacts.  CEQA does not require an EIR to analyze every possible alternative 
proposed but rather to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives (CEQA Guidelines 
15126.6).  The Draft EIR provided comprehensive analyses of five alternatives and an 
additional eight alternatives were considered but deemed infeasible. 

The Draft EIR concluded that the Project would have significant impacts with regard 
to traffic (one intersection and street segments), air quality (regional construction and 
operational emissions), and noise (cumulative impacts only). 
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A No PD alternative would simply result in changes to the Project in response to the 
deviations outlined above, some of which no longer apply with the replacement of the 
previously proposed work/live units and the residential amenity area with ground floor retail 
uses with zero building setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area A and zero 
building setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area B.  Also refer to Section II, 
Analysis of the Refined Project, of this Final EIR for additional information regarding the 
Refined Project. 

In addition, reconciling the remaining deviations to the existing development 
standards applicable to the Project Site would not address any of the significant impacts of 
the Project.  Because the EIR analyzed five alternatives in detail and considered an 
additional eight alternatives that were deemed infeasible, the analysis of alternatives as 
presented in the EIR meets the CEQA requirement of providing a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed Project and thus, there is no basis under CEQA requiring an 
analysis of a No Planned Development Permit alternative. 

Response to Comment No. 8-3  

The Rose Bowl Shuttle is discussed in Section IV.B.2, Parking, of the Draft EIR, and 
analyzed in detail in Appendix J to the Project’s Transportation Report (Appendix B of the 
Draft EIR).  It is important to note that at buildout of Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Refined 
Project, the on-site parking supply would be sufficient to meet the City’s Zoning Code 
parking requirements for existing on-site development and proposed Refined Project 
development, as well as replacement parking for the existing on-site surface parking that 
would be displaced by the Refined Project.  As a result, the Refined Project does not have 
any physical impact on the ability of the Project Site to accommodate the existing Rose 
Bowl Shuttle in the future.  In addition, the Development Agreement includes provisions 
regarding the maintenance of Rose Bowl parking and the Rose Bowl shuttle service. 

Response to Comment No. 8-4 

The commenter’s concurrence with the adequacy of the analysis of historic 
resources presented in the Draft EIR and the conclusion presented therein that there are 
no significant impacts to historic structures on the Project Site is noted for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.   

Response to Comment No. 8-5 

The comments regarding the Project’s proposed improvements to Holly Street and 
how the proposed improvements could be enhanced are noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration.  The portion of the 
comment regarding the proposed Holly Street improvements pertains to the urban design 
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of the Project.  The EIR focuses on the physical impacts of the Project, in accordance with 
the CEQA statute and Guidelines.  Urban design issues such as the ones raised in this 
comment are being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning 
Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process. 

Response to Comment No. 8-6 

While the Project Site is located outside the boundaries of the Old Pasadena 
Historic District, the Project’s potential direct and indirect impacts on historical resources, 
including those located within the Old Pasadena Historic District, are analyzed in depth in 
Section IV.E.1, Cultural Resources—Historic Resources, and Appendix C, Historic 
Resources, of the Draft EIR.  The referenced EIR analyses discuss at length the 
importance of the Old Pasadena Historic District recognizing that the Old Pasadena 
Historic District is the historic commercial center of Pasadena with a physical form that 
documents the economic development of the city and its various phases of growth between 
1886 and 1936. The District also contains an important record of the evolution of 
architectural design in southern California, as well as the work of many prominent regional 
architects and serves as one of the major sources of identity for the City at a local, regional, 
and national level. 

Addressing the issues raised in the comment starts with establishing the physical 
context of the Project Site’s Fair Oaks Avenue edge, as well as existing and planned 
development in close proximity to the Project Site.  Development Area A, the area which is 
directly opposite the portion of the east side of Fair Oaks Avenue referenced in the 
comment would be developed with buildings up to a maximum of 60 feet in height, which is 
consistent with the permitted building height for the Project Site by the City’s Zoning Code.  
Building heights up to 70 feet are permitted in Development Area B, subject to the City’s 
height averaging standards.  Development Area B is located northwest of the portion of the 
east side of Fair Oaks Avenue containing the historic structures referenced in the 
comment.   

In terms of off-site development along Fair Oaks Avenue, the existing Marriott 
Courtyard Hotel is located immediately adjacent to the portion of the east side of Fair Oaks 
Avenue referenced in the comment.  This existing building is approximately 60 feet in 
height along Fair Oaks Avenue.  In addition, the Marriott Residence Inn, which is currently 
under construction at the northwest corner of Fair Oaks Avenue and Walnut Street, would 
be 53 feet high to the primary roof, with extensions ranging to 67 feet at the top of the 
southeast corner tower roof (utilizing height averaging).  Thus, the proposed Project would 
include building heights that are comparable to those which already exist and have been 
approved.  Further the proposed Project would have a greater separation from the 
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referenced historic structures on the east side of Fair Oaks Avenue than the existing 
Marriott Courtyard Hotel.  

Section IV.E.1, Cultural Resources—Historic Resources, and Appendix C, Historic 
Resources, of the Draft EIR provide a comprehensive and extensive analysis of the 
relationships between the proposed Project and the Old Pasadena Historic District.  Based 
on an extensive analysis of this issue as presented in the Draft EIR section and the 
technical report prepared by Historic Resources Group, the following was concluded with 
regard to the Old Pasadena Historic District:  (1) the Project would not demolish, relocate 
or alter any historic resources adjacent to or in the near vicinity of the Project Site; and  
(2) the Project would not involve construction that reduces the integrity or significance of 
historic resources either adjacent to or in the near vicinity of the Project Site.  The analyses 
went on to conclude that for these reasons, the Project would not cause an adverse 
change in the significance of a historic resource, as defined in Section 15064.5 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines, including those eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, and/or the local register of historical 
resources. Further, the project site is not within the boundaries of the historic district, and 
thus would not be analyzed as a non-contributing property within the district.  Therefore, 
impacts to historic resources would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures 
are required. 

The Project’s development standards include compliance with the Citywide Design 
Guidelines, as well as the Central District Design Guidelines.  In addition, compliance with 
the Old Pasadena Streetscapes and Alley Walkways Plan and Elements has been 
incorporated into the development standards that would apply to the Refined Project.  
Compliance with these three sets of design guidelines would further reduce potential 
Project impacts with regard to the Old Pasadena Historic District.  Additional development 
standards that also address the design of the Project include the building articulation 
standards that are set forth in Section III, Project Description, of the Draft EIR and the draft 
Planned Development text. 

Further, the consideration under CEQA with regard to the Project’s relationship with 
the Old Pasadena Historic District is whether the Project impacts the Old Pasadena 
Historic District to such an extent that it is no longer eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places.  The Draft EIR discusses and analyzes this question at 
considerable length concluding that the Old Pasadena Historic District would remain 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places with development of the 
proposed Project.  As such, the Draft EIR appropriately concludes, based on substantial 
evidence, that the proposed Project would have a less than significant impact on historic 
resources including, but not limited to the Old Pasadena Historic District. 
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In addition, urban design issues such as the ones raised in this comment are 
beyond the scope of CEQA and are being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) 
prepared by the Planning Department in support of the Project’s entitlement process.  The 
commenter’s opinions regarding the potential affect of the Project on the Old Pasadena 
Historic District are noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for 
their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 8-7 

The commenter’s opinions regarding the Project’s proposed setbacks on Fair Oaks 
Avenue are noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
review and consideration.  The Applicant as part of the Refined Project has reduced the 
building setback along Fair Oaks Avenue within Development Areas A and B to zero feet 
(no setback).  Further, urban design issues such as the ones raised in this comment are 
beyond the scope of CEQA and are being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) 
prepared by the Planning Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process. 

Response to Comment No. 8-8 

The commenter’s interest in encouraging pedestrian activity inside and outside the 
Project Site is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
review and consideration.  The Applicant has modified the proposed Project to include 
ground floor retail uses with a zero building setback along Fair Oaks Avenue in 
Development Area A and zero building setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development 
Area B as part of the Refined Project.  The urban design issues raised in this comment are 
beyond the scope of CEQA and are being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) 
prepared by the Planning Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process. 
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Letter No. 9 
Pasadena Heritage 
(August 27, 2014) 

Response to Comment No. 9-1 

This comment indicating the status of the commenter’s formal comment letter 
regarding the Draft EIR is noted for the record.  In addition, this comment is introductory in 
nature.  Specific comments regarding the Draft EIR are provided and responded to below, 
and in responses to Comment Letter No. 8 above. 

Response to Comment No. 9-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  This comment raises issues that were also raised by the 
commenter in Comment Letter No. 8.  As such, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 8-4 
through 8-6. 
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Letter No. 10 
Nina Chomsky 
(August 29, 2014) 

Response to Comment No. 10-1 

This introductory comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for review and consideration.  Specific comments regarding the Draft EIR 
are provided and responded to below. 

Response to Comment No. 10-2 

The role of the Pasadena Design Commission (Design Commission) in the Project’s 
review and approval process is explained on page III-11 of the Draft EIR (Section III, 
Project Description), as follows: 

“The Project Applicant has elected to incorporate compliance with the City’s 
General Plan Land Use Element’s Citywide Design Principles (Citywide 
Design Principles) and the Central District Specific Plan Design Guidelines 
(Central District Design Guidelines) as part of the Project’s development 
standards.” 

Thus, the role of the Design Commission is to confirm that the Project has 
appropriately implemented its proposed development standards with regard to compliance 
with the Citywide Design Principles and the Central District Design Guidelines.  Further, 
compliance with the Citywide Design Principles and the Central District Design Guidelines 
is a development standard and not a mitigation measure.  The Draft EIR’s land use  
and aesthetics analyses (Section IV.A and Section IV.C, respectively) conclude that Project 
impacts with regard to this issue are less than significant and thus, no mitigation measures 
are required or recommended.  Because no mitigation measures are required or 
recommended, there is no deferral of mitigation. 

In addition, the Draft EIR meets all CEQA requirements. 

Further, 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 
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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.  As a result of these finding requirements and the role of the 
Design Commission as dictated by the Pasadena Municipal Code, the Project cannot 
receive design review approval contingent on mitigation measures that would reduce 
aesthetic impacts.  Instead, any such requirements must already be part of the Project 
design at that point.  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 (in this case, at approval of the PD) 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. 

The commenter’s opinions regarding how urban design issues are addressed within 
the Draft EIR are noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 10-3 

The commenter’s opinions regarding the manner in which urban design issues are 
addressed in the Draft EIR are noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their review and consideration.  Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines 
indicates that mitigation measures are required to reduce or eliminate impacts of a project 
that are significant.  As the EIR concludes, based on substantial evidence, that less than 
significant aesthetic impacts would occur, no mitigation measures are required. 

Section IV.E.1, Cultural Resources—Historic Resources, and Appendix C, Historic 
Resources, of the Draft EIR provide a comprehensive and extensive analysis of the 
relationships between the proposed Project and the Old Pasadena Historic District.  Based 
on an extensive analysis of this issue as presented in the Draft EIR section and the 
technical report prepared by Historic Resources Group, the following was concluded with 
regard to the Old Pasadena Historic District:  (1) the Project would not demolish, relocate 
or alter any historic resources adjacent to or in the near vicinity of the Project Site; and  
(2) the Project would not involve construction that reduces the integrity or significance of 
historic resources either adjacent to or in the near vicinity of the Project Site.  The analyses 
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went on to conclude that for these reasons, the Project would not cause an adverse 
change in the significance of a historic resource, as defined in Section 15064.5 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines, including those eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, and/or the local register of historical 
resources. Therefore, impacts to historic resources would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are required. 

In addition, the urban design issues identified in the comment would be addressed 
by the Project’s development standards which include, but are not limited to, compliance 
with the City’s Citywide Design Principles and the Central District Design Guidelines.  Also 
refer to Response to Comment No. 10-2. 

Response to Comment No. 10-4 

The Draft EIR concludes that less than significant impacts would result as Project 
implementation would occur in accordance with the development standards set forth in 
Section III, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, which include, but are not limited to, 
compliance with the Citywide Design Principles and the Central District Design Guidelines.  
As the referenced design guidelines are a Project development standard that would be 
enforced through the Project’s PD permit, the standards for mitigation that are stated in the 
comment do not apply.  Further, resolution of the urban design issues raised in this 
comment are being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning 
Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process. 



 

      
 

DRAFT 
 

SPECIAL MEETING 
TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COMMISSION 

 
City of Pasadena 

221 E. Walnut Avenue Suite #210 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

 
Thursday, August 21, 2014 

4:00 P.M. 
 

MINUTES 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER:  4:00 p.m. 
 
2. ROLL CALL  
 

Members Present: Stephen Acker, Manoochehr Adhami, James De Pietro, Jonathan 
Edewards, Neil Kleinman, and Christopher Burner 
 
Members Excused: Blair Miller and Greg Gunther 

 
City Staff Present: Alejandra Flores, Bahman Janka, Mike Bagheri, Mark Yamarone, 
Conrad Viana, Betty Donavanik, Kevin Johnson, David Reyes, Vince Bertoni 
  
Member of the Public: Chris Munoz (Raju Associates), Veronica Millon, Marcos 
Velayos (P & V), Audrey O’Kelley (LPL), Chris Fedukowski, Marsha Rood (Downtown 
Pasadena Neighborhood Association),  Rob Kane, Matt Howell, Al Moses, Tim 
Walker (Lincoln Properties), and Erlinda Romo (PDA) 
 

 
3. RECEIVE AND PROVIDE PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE POTENTIAL IMPACTS 

RELATED TO TRANSPORTATION/MOBILITY/PARKING AS IDENTIFIED IN THE 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR) PREPARED FOR THE 
PROPOSED 100 W. WALNUT PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 
(“LINCOLN/PARSONS”) (ACTION). 
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 Betty Donavanik, Senior Planner from the Planning Department presented to the 

commission a summary of the DEIR for the proposed 100 W. Walnut project. 
Planning and Transportation staff answered the Commissioners questions which 
included a variety of topics such as: 

 
• Parking availability on site and impacts on parking displaced during 

construction. 
• Bike Lanes or potential for Cycle Track. 
• If traffic is increased, how is this pedestrian friendly?  Conflict between 

pedestrians and increased traffic. 
• Mitigation measures appropriate to the size of the project.  
• Forecasted number of vehicles entering and exiting the development. 
• The nature of signal improvements; is there a bicycle component and 

provisions for future adaptability to any recommendations from the Bicycle 
Plan.  

• Adaptive signal control added to 33 intersections and provision of bicycle 
detection at all intersections. 

• Provision of Bicycle Racks on site and in other parts of the city. 
• Providing pads for Bike Share Programs, and Transit Kiosks.  
• Questions about methodology of the PEQI Indicators and Intersection. 

Analysis on pages 146 & 147 of Transportation section and how the scores 
weighted and determined. 

• The project impacts on Street Segments.   
 

The following comments/concerns on the DEIR were provided to staff: 
 

• Shuttle service to the Rose Bowl is in the Development Agreement but 
should also be analyzed as part of the EIR. 

• In order to create a pedestrian oriented environment, Pieroni Drive should 
be a logical extension of Holly Street. 

• The wording in the document for the proposed streetlights on Holly Street 
should be “the same as”, not “consistent” with the existing streetlights on 
adjacent streets as specified in the Old Pasadena Streetscapes and Alley 
Specifications. 

• Parts of mitigation measures indicate adding lighting on existing Holly 
Street. The lighting exists there already and no more lighting is needed 
unless to conform to the approved streetscape plans. 

• Concern for locations of entry/exit driveways on Fair Oaks and on Walnut 
without signal control, and provision of internal service roads to facilitate 
entry/exits. 

• The Holly Street and Pieroni Drive streetscapes should be done in 
accordance with the Old Pasadena Streetscapes and Alley Specifications. 

• Need to strengthen pedestrian elements to include very specific details of 
these elements. 

• Concerns with the land use design of the project that all pedestrian friendly 
amenities and mitigations measures seem to be internal to the project and 
not external to Fair Oaks and other major streets adjacent to the site.  
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• Land use/retail along Fair Oaks is important and proposed project is not 
adding retail along Fair Oaks. This needs to be addressed. 

• Extension of Holly Street is good, should be the same as existing Holly 
Street, but need active uses along it or it will be dead space. 

• Safety aspects for pedestrians attempting to use the Gold Line and any 
mitigation measures to make the crosswalks safe for pedestrians.  

• Support for the elimination of the right turn pocket and island on SB Fair 
Oaks at Union to make it a more pedestrian friendly environment. 

• Support for the addition of crosswalks on the north leg of Fair Oaks at Holly 
intersection to make it a more pedestrian friendly environment.  

• Should invest in transit passes and parking bonuses.  
• Need to integrate pedestrians with the public areas, with the Old 

Pasadena, which as proposed de-emphasizes the Fair Oaks edge.  
• Project should be in compliance with the Central District Specific Plan 
• Project should investigate the possibility of adding bike lanes and bike 

racks along Fair Oaks. 
• Project should link on-site pedestrian and bike improvements to off-site. 

  
4. CONSIDERATION OF SETTING A SPECIAL MEETING ON SEPTEMBER 11, 2014 

(IN LIEU OF THE SEPTEMBER 25 REGULAR MEETING) TO REVIEW AND 
PROVIDE COMMENTS ON THE REVISED TRANSPORTATION PERFORMANCE 
MEASURES FOR TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ANALYSIS AND THRESHOLDS 
FOR CEQA. 
 
Mark Yamarone, requested the Commissioners to consider a special meeting to 
review and provide comments on the revised Transportation Performance Measures. 
The Commissioners agreed to move forward with the September 11, 2014 Special 
meeting in lieu of a Regular meeting on September 25, 2014. 

  
5. PUBLIC COMMENT – LIMITED TO ITEMS 3, AND 4 ON THIS SPECIAL MEETING 

NOTICE. 
 

 
6. ADJOURNMENT:  5:36 p.m. 
 MOTION: 

Chair Acker made a motion to adjourn the meeting, Vice Chair Adhami seconded, 
passed unanimously.   

 
The next meeting of the TAC will be a Special meeting held on Thursday, September 11 
at 4:00 p.m. in the 210 Conference Room at 221 East Walnut Street, Pasadena. 
 
Respectfully Submitted,  

 
_________________________________  
Alejandra E. Flores, Recording Secretary  

Page IV-97

Bruce.Lackow
Line

Bruce.Lackow
Line

Bruce.Lackow
Line

Bruce.Lackow
Line

Bruce.Lackow
Line

Bruce.Lackow
Line

Bruce.Lackow
Line

Bruce.Lackow
Line

Bruce.Lackow
Line

Bruce.Lackow
Line

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text
TAC-9

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text
TAC-10

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text
TAC-11

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text
TAC-12

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text
TAC-13

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text
TAC-14

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text
TAC-15

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text
TAC-16

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text
TAC-17

Bruce.Lackow
Typewritten Text
TAC-18



IV.  Responses to Comments 

City of Pasadena 100 W. Walnut Planned Development 
SCH No. 2013071018 December 2014 
 

Page IV-98 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

City of Pasadena Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting 
August 21, 2014 

Response to Comment No. TAC-1 

The Rose Bowl Shuttle is discussed in Section IV.B.2, Parking, of the Draft EIR, and 
analyzed in detail in Appendix J to the Project’s Transportation Report (Appendix B of the 
Draft EIR).  It is important to note that at buildout of Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Refined 
Project, the on-site parking supply would be sufficient to meet the City’s Zoning Code 
parking requirements for existing on-site development and proposed Refined Project 
development, as well as replacement parking for the existing on-site surface parking that 
would be displaced by the Refined Project.  As a result, the Refined Project does not have 
any physical impact on the ability of the Project Site to accommodate the existing Rose 
Bowl Shuttle in the future.  In addition, the Development Agreement includes provisions 
regarding the maintenance of Rose Bowl parking and the Rose Bowl shuttle service. 

Response to Comment No. TAC-2 

The requested relationship between Pieroni Drive and Holly Street is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. TAC-3 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  Compliance with the applicable provisions (e.g., 
streetlights) of the Old Pasadena Streetscapes and Alley Walkways Plan and Elements has 
been incorporated into the development standards that would apply to the Refined Project. 

Response to Comment No. TAC-4 

The comment regarding the addition of lighting on existing Holly Street is noted for 
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration.  
Compliance with the Old Pasadena Streetscapes and Alley Walkways Plan and Elements 
has been incorporated into the development standards that would apply to the Refined 
Project.  This addition to the Project’s development standards requires an amendment to 
Mitigation Measure B.1-6 as presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, Mitigation Measure B.1-6 
is amended as follows: 

Amended Mitigation Measure B.1-6 

“Mitigation Measure B.1-6: The Project Applicant, or successor in 
interest, shall provide pedestrian lighting on both sides of 



IV.  Responses to Comments 

City of Pasadena 100 W. Walnut Planned Development 
SCH No. 2013071018 December 2014 
 

Page IV-99 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

the street along Holly Street from the Project Site to the 
Memorial Park Metro Gold Line Station (Arroyo Parkway) 
in accordance to the extent such lighting complies with 
the provisions of the Old Pasadena Streetscapes and 
Alley Walkways Plan and Elements. The location of this 
improvement is identified in Figure IV.B.1-20 on 
page V.B.1-82.” 

Response to Comment No. TAC-5 

The Project obtains full access at two locations along Walnut Street (as the site 
currently does); however the easterly entrance along Walnut Street would be controlled by 
a new signal proposed at this location.  The Fair Oaks Avenue entrance to the site would 
be located south of Walnut Street and would be a right-turn in and out only driveway.  This 
driveway would be stop-controlled.  In order to prevent left-turns in and out of this driveway, 
the Project would be extending the existing raised median northerly along Fair Oaks 
Avenue.  Several internal service roads and paseo-lined streets are proposed to provide 
adequate vehicular access to the subterranean parking and for internal circulation 
purposes. 

Response to Comment No. TAC-6 

Issues raised in this comment were previously raised during the TAC meeting.  As 
such, refer to Response to Comment No. TAC-3.  This comment is noted for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. TAC-7 

Issues related to the Project’s pedestrian elements are beyond the scope of CEQA 
and are being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning 
Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process. 

Response to Comment No. TAC-8 

The comment raises urban design issues that are beyond the scope of CEQA and 
are being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning 
Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process.  This comment is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 
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Response to Comment No. TAC-9 

The Applicant has modified the proposed Project to include retail uses along Fair 
Oaks Avenue in Development Area A.  Refer to Section II, Analysis of the Refined Project, 
of this Final EIR for additional information regarding the Refined Project. 

Response to Comment No. TAC-10 

The comment raises urban design issues that are beyond the scope of CEQA and 
are being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning 
Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process.  This comment is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. TAC-11  

Several pedestrian circulation improvements that would enhance pedestrian access 
to and from the Memorial Park Gold Line Station have been proposed as part of the 
Project’s mitigation measures and/or design features, as indicated in Section IV.B.1, 
Transportation, of the Draft EIR.  Improvements include sidewalk widths of 12 feet along 
Fair Oaks Avenue and Walnut Street around the Project Site, provision of a cross-walk on 
the north side of the Fair Oaks Avenue and Holly Street intersection, a pedestrian network 
within the Project Site, pedestrian enhancements and cross-walk improvements at the Fair 
Oaks Avenue and Union Street intersection, provision of a sidewalk on the east side along 
Leonard J. Pieroni Street between Holly Street and Union Street to connect the Project Site 
with Old Pasadena.  Further, compliance with the Old Pasadena Streetscapes and Alley 
Walkways Plan and Elements has been incorporated as one of the Refined Project’s 
development standards.  Thus, the mitigation measure addressing additional and 
enhanced lighting along Holly Street on both sides of the street between the Memorial Park 
Station and the Project Site would be consistent with this plan as well as the applicable 
provisions set forth in the Citywide Design Principles and the Central District Design 
Guidelines. 

Response to Comment No. TAC-12 

The support expressed in the comment for the elimination of the right turn pocket 
and island on southbound Fair Oaks Avenue is noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 
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Response to Comment No. TAC-13 

The support expressed in the comment for the addition of crosswalks on the north 
leg of the Fair Oaks Avenue and Holly Street intersection is noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment No. TAC-14 

The support expressed in the comment for investing in transit passes and parking 
bonuses is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
review and consideration.  As set forth in Section IV.B.1-5 of the Draft EIR, a 
comprehensive balanced mitigation program with a robust Travel Demand Management 
Program with numerous elements, transit improvements and signal system improvements 
are being proposed for the Project. 

Response to Comment No. TAC-15 

The need expressed in the comment to integrate pedestrians with the Project’s 
public areas is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
review and consideration.  The comment raises urban design issues that are beyond the 
scope of CEQA and are being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by 
the Planning Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process. 

Response to Comment No. TAC-16 

Section IV.A, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, provides a detailed analysis of the 
Project’s consistency with the City’s General Plan, Central District Specific Plan, as well as 
other applicable land use plans.  These analyses conclude the following, as summarized 
on pages IV.A-37 and IV.A-38 of the Draft EIR: 

“…the Project would not conflict with the applicable goals, policies, and 
objectives in local and regional plans that govern development on the Project 
Site.  The Project’s consistency with the Citywide Design Principles and the 
Central District Specific Plan Design Guidelines would be achieved through 
implementation of the PD Permit, which incorporates the Citywide Design 
Principles and the Central District Specific Plan Design Guidelines, and would 
be ensured through the City’s Design Review process, which would be 
required for individual buildings throughout the course of Project 
development.” 
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Response to Comment No. TAC-17   

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  The Project is providing bicycle lane connectivity to and 
from the paseo-line internal streets within the Project Site and the rest of the bicycle 
network by providing a bicycle lane along Holly Street between Fair Oaks Avenue and 
Pasadena Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. TAC-18   

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  Section IV.B.1.3.C on pages IV.B.1.30 to IV.B.1.33 of 
the Draft EIR provides detailed information associated with the Project’s proposed design 
features and addresses both the on-site pedestrian and bike improvement features and the 
linkages with the external pedestrian and bicycle network infrastructure in the vicinity of the 
Project Site. 



Planning Commission Meeting 
August 27, 2014 

100 W. Walnut Planned Development DEIR Comments 
 
 
Hansen: Did the DEIR consider a no-PD alternative? 
 
Public Comments: 
 
1. Nina Chomsky, LVAA: 

• Personal – support DPNA letter 
• Personal – feels design is germane to this discussion and should not be deferred; doing 

the design later is mitigation deferral if it is not part of the EIR.  
• LVAA President – dismayed at removal of Rose Bowl shuttle parking system; essential 

to the Rose Bowl operations, will impact parking and traffic; this is an EIR issue and 
should not be put off to the development agreement 

• Development Agreement  – Rose Bowl shuttle parking system needs to be 
unconditional; (DA point 3) agreement should apply to all phases of project including all 
phases of construction and operation; need to have program in place during construction 
and in place during the weekdays; 25 year term is reasonable 

• Cumulative list does not include Rose Bowl Music Festival; weekdays will be involved 
and we need all Parsons parking spaces available; there will be gridlock during the PM 
peak hours 

 
 
2. Jonathan Edewards, DPNA:  

• DPNA submitted a comment letter 
• Missing content in DEIR: needs description and rationale for PD and why it is necessary  
• Missing some discretionary actions; missing Rose Bowl shuttle parking; missing Old 

Pasadena Streetscapes and Alleys Plan 
• DEIR contains unsupported statements; project needs to comply with Central District 

Specific Plan and its vision e.g., urban and pedestrian friendly; CDSP defines these 
terms and the project must be evaluated against these terms; EIR must line up to CDSP; 
South Fair Oaks is identified as a primary pedestrian way; Holly and Pieroni are 
identified as secondary pedestrian way; thus, primary pedestrian focus for the project 
should be Fair Oaks 

• There must be street-level retail on Fair Oaks, citing sections of the CDSP 
• Horizontal mixed-use is not the type of mixed-use envisioned in the CDSP; need vertical 

mixed-use 
• Need Design Review before approving PD; compliance with Design Guidelines are not 

mitigation 
• DEIR misses the alternative that the project not include a PD 
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• DEIR p. 146 outlines pedestrian environmental quality indicators (PEQI) and land use is 
the primary factor 

 
3. Marsha Rood, DPNA: 

• Why a PD, what are the purposes and why is it necessary; not spelled out in the DEIR 
only in staff report 

• Compared Zoning Code PD purposes against project; DEIR does not describe how 
project meets the reasons for a PD; how does proposed PD support the PD purposes 
stated in the Zoning Code? 

• Why does the PD result in superior urban design? 
• Urban design not described in DEIR, needs to be reviewed now, not later 
• Proposed lighting needs to be “same as”, not “consistent with”; use Old Pasadena 

Streetscapes and Alleys Plan 
 
4. Christine Fedukowski, DPNA: 

• Echo comments, does the EIR address the need for a PD 
• Land use compatibility – PD says its pedestrian oriented but how when primarily 

residential along Fair Oaks? 
• Key flaw is residential along Fair Oaks instead of retail 
• Work-live lofts as replacement for retail is not supportable 
• Pathways need to be inviting, not internal to the site 
• Cultural resources: Parsons building got slammed; DEIR says not a good element of the 

site; allowing the PD with setbacks allows the development to turn inward toward 
Parsons 

• Project becomes internal if residential is on Fair Oaks instead of retail; Fair Oaks will turn 
into a moat 

• The suggestion that Design Commission will mitigate impacts is wrong; design review 
should be analyzed now 

• All residential alternative is unreasonable; did not consider no-PD alternative so feels 
alternative analysis is inadequate 

• Development agreement includes a gateway monument; entire site should be gateway 
monument, not a sign 

 
5. Steve Mulheim, Old Pasadena Management  

• Provided suggestions to applicant and have not received responses to date 
• Support DPNA letter 
• Rose Bowl shuttle needs to be in EIR 
• Concern that Old Pasadena Streetscapes and Alley Plan is not incorporated  
• Concern of approving PD before design review 
• Concern for lack of no-PD alternative – vertical mixed use and not inward facing 
• Project is not consistent with Old Pasadena; not integrated with Old Pasadena 
• Lack of retail on Fair Oaks 
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• Project will disconnect from Old Pasadena because no retail along street level for uses 
in between Old Pasadena and Paseo Colorado 

• Americana project is a good example of a project design that faces outwards; 
encouraging pedestrian activity, surrounding area has benefited 

 
6. Wes Reutimann (Day One, Inc) 

• Support DPNA letter 
• Interested in how project will promote walkability and bikability  
• Pasadena Ave bike lane is not safe and this project funnels bikes to that lane 
• Should have a bike share program with LA Metro 
• Concern about Rose Bowl parking 
• Should have incentives to reduce driving 
• California Parking Cash Out program; parking spaces encourages cars 
• Proximity of residential to 210 fwy and roadways with high traffic volumes; CARB 

recommendation of no residential within 500 feet of freeway; siting of residential 
important as a couple hundred feet makes a difference; public health  

 
Commissioner Comments 
 
1. Commissioner Wendler 

• Alternatives 3, 4, 5 didn’t provide a reduction of impacts; provide a more true alternative 
which may be no PD 

• Mitigation measure of crosswalks at Holly/Fair Oaks is good 
• Possible transportation mitigation – jaywalking across Walnut b/w Fair Oaks and 

Pasadena; solution? 
• Mitigation for paleo – microvertebrates “if appropriate”? 

 
2. Commissioner Persico 

• Comments revolve around urban design; technical analysis seems sound 
• Urban design needs to be addressed in EIR, despite the bifurcated process; how does 

the project meet the urban design goals of the City needs to be spelled out more clearly 
in the EIR, not enough information to say that project will comply  

• Technical aspects of DEIR are sound 
• Holly is proposed for parking and bike lane on only one side; should be on both sides 
• Need pedestrian linkage from project to Old Pasadena  

 
3. Commissioner Hansen 

• Support extension of Holly to Pasadena; and support improvement to Pieroni to be more 
pedestrian oriented; support removal of turn lane on Fair Oaks to Union 

• What provisions will be in place during construction for Rose Bowl parking in DA; why is 
Rose Bowl parking not in EIR 

• How does PD plan amend design principles/guidelines, development standards as noted 
on p. 11 of staff report 
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• Staff report appendix B talks about amendment but could not figure out what 
amendments 

• “Other uses” outside of land use table, what are they? 
• Rose Bowl Music Festival and 6 additional displacement events needs to be in the EIR; 

why not cumulative?  Music festival is significant and potentially very impactful and thus 
should be considered 

• Staff report, p. 12, Walnut Plaza is included in open space, is that true?  What 
improvements will be made to Walnut Plaza? 

• Concur with speakers that integration to Old Pasadena will be beneficial and important 
• Tree removals need to follow City’s Tree Ordinance 

 
4. Commissioner DeWolfe 

• Agree with DNPA letter; comprehensive, well done 
• Concerns are planning and land use concerns and not necessarily CEQA concerns; 

looking forward to next part of the conversation where we can talk about those issues 
• Urban design features is important; this project does not appear to integrate into Old 

Pasadena 
• Need retail on Fair Oaks 
• Strikes as suburban model, not urban 

 
5. Commissioner Nelson 

• Project objectives sound like Pasadena but project design needs to support its 
objectives 

• Concur with DeWolfe and public/DPNA 
• Alternative for no exceptions from CDSP, which may be no-PD  
• Walnut Plaza unchanged? – that is not what we want for open space; need to change 

Walnut Plaza 
• Paseos along garages need to be pedestrian friendly   
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City of Pasadena Planning Commission Meeting 
August 27, 2014 

Response to Comment No. CH-1 

The Draft EIR did not consider a no-PD alternative.  As stated in the Draft EIR and 
the Staff Report dated August 27, 2014, the development standards that are not met by the 
Project and proposed for modification through the PD permit are as follows:  (1) the 
distance between ground floor residential uses and Fair Oaks Avenue; (2) floor area 
requirements for work/live units; (3) setback requirements on Fair Oaks Avenue and 
Walnut Street; (4) open space standards; and (5) parking as the Project proposes to 
provide more parking spaces than what is required by the City’s Zoning Code. 

CEQA requires an EIR to analyze a range of reasonable alternatives that reduce or 
eliminate the significant impacts of the Project even if the alternatives result in other 
significant impacts.  CEQA does not require an EIR to analyze every possible alternative 
proposed but rather to analyze a range of reasonable alternatives (CEQA Guidelines 
15126.6).  The Draft EIR provided comprehensive analyses of five alternatives and an 
additional eight alternatives were considered but deemed infeasible. 

The Draft EIR concluded that the Project would have significant impacts with regard 
to traffic (one intersection and street segments), air quality (regional construction and 
operational emissions), and noise (cumulative impacts only). 

A No PD alternative would simply result in changes to the Project in response to the 
deviations outlined above, some of which no longer apply with the replacement of the 
previously proposed work/live units and the residential amenity area with ground floor retail 
uses with zero building setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area A and zero 
building setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area B.  Also refer to Section II, 
Analysis of the Refined Project, of this Final EIR for additional information regarding the 
Refined Project. 

In addition, reconciling the remaining deviations to the existing development 
standards applicable to the Project Site would not address any of the significant impacts of 
the Project.  As the EIR analyzed five alternatives in detail and considered an additional 
eight alternatives were deemed infeasible, the analysis of alternatives as presented in the 
EIR meets the CEQA requirement of providing a reasonable range of alternatives to the 
proposed Project and thus, there is no basis under CEQA requiring an analysis of a No 
Planned Development Permit alternative. 
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Response to Comment No. NC-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.   

Response to Comment No. NC-2 

The commenter raised the same issue in an e-mail dated August 29.  As such, refer 
to Response to Comment No. 10-2.  No further response is required. 

Response to Comment No. NC-3 

The Rose Bowl Shuttle is discussed in Section IV.B.2, Parking, of the Draft EIR, and 
analyzed in detail in Appendix J to the Project’s Transportation Report (Appendix B of the 
Draft EIR).  It is important to note that at buildout of Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Refined 
Project, the on-site parking supply would be sufficient to meet the City’s Zoning Code 
parking requirements for existing on-site development and proposed Refined Project 
development, as well as replacement parking for the existing on-site surface parking that 
would be displaced by the Refined Project.  As a result, the Refined Project does not have 
any physical impact on the ability of the Project Site to accommodate the existing Rose 
Bowl Shuttle in the future.  In addition, the Development Agreement includes provisions 
regarding the maintenance of Rose Bowl parking and the Rose Bowl shuttle service. 

Response to Comment No. NC-4 

The comment addresses the provisions of the Project’s proposed development 
agreement.  The purpose of an EIR is to disclose the impacts of the Project on the physical 
environment, to mitigate those impacts to the extent feasible, and to identify alternatives 
that can reduce or eliminate the significant impacts of the Project (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15002).  Discussions of these types of questions are being appropriately 
addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning Department as part of the 
Project’s entitlement process, rather than in the EIR. 

Response to Comment No. NC-5 

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the EIR for a Rose Bowl Music Festival was 
released on June 13, 2014.  The NOP for the proposed Project’s NOP was issued on July 
8, 2013.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 states the baseline of analysis in an EIR should 
typically coincide with the release of the project’s NOP.  As the NOP for the Rose Bowl 
Music Festival was released approximately 11 months after the NOP for the proposed 
Project, the Rose Bowl Music Festival was not included as a related project to the 
proposed Project, as the Rose Bowl Music Festival could not have been reasonably 
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anticipated at the time the baseline for analysis was established for the proposed Project.  
The description of the music festival remains in a state of flux at present.  Further, any 
CEQA analysis of a Rose Bowl Music Festival would consider this project when 
undertaking the required cumulative impact analysis.  For additional information regarding 
the use of the Project Site for Rose Bowl events refer to Response to Comment NC-3. 

Response to Comment No. JE-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  The comment letter referenced in this comment is 
included in the Final EIR as Letter No. 6.  As such, please refer to the responses provided 
to Letter No. 6 in this Final EIR. 

Response to Comment No. JE-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  The speaker raised this same issue in the DPNA letter 
setting forth their comments on the Draft EIR.  As such, refer to Response to Comment 
No. 6-2. 

Response to Comment No. JE-3 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  The speaker raised these same issues in the DPNA 
letter setting forth their comments on the Draft EIR.  As such, refer to Response to 
Comment Nos. 6-4 and 6-5. 

Response to Comment No. JE-4 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  The speaker raised these same issues in the DPNA 
letter setting forth their comments on the Draft EIR.  As such, refer to Response to 
Comment Nos. 6-7, 6-14, and 6-30.  In addition, the comment raises urban design issues 
that are beyond the scope of CEQA and are being appropriately addressed by the staff 
report(s) prepared by the Planning Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process.   

Response to Comment No. JE-5 

The Refined Project includes street level retail uses in Development Area A.  Refer 
to Section II, Analysis of the Refined Project, of this Final EIR for additional information 
regarding the Refined Project. 
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Response to Comment No. JE-6 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  The speaker raised this same issue in the DPNA letter 
setting forth their comments on the Draft EIR.  As such, refer to Response to Comment 
No. 6-17. 

Response to Comment No. JE-7 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  The issues raised in this comment have been 
addressed earlier in this Final EIR.  As such, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 10-2 
and 10-4.                                                                           

Response to Comment No. JE-8 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  The speaker raised this same issue in the DPNA letter 
setting forth their comments on the Draft EIR.  As such, refer to Response to Comment 
No. 6-10. 

Response to Comment No. JE-9 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.   

Response to Comment No. MR-1 

This issue was previously raised in Letter No. 6.  As such, refer to Response to 
Comment No. 6-2. 

Response to Comment No. MR-2 

This comment raises the same issue as the previous comment.  As such, refer to 
Response to Comment No. 6-2. 

Response to Comment No. MR-3 

The comment raises urban design issues that are beyond the scope of CEQA and 
are being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning 
Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process.   
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Response to Comment No. MR-4 

This issue was previously raised in Letter No. 6.  As such, refer to Response to 
Comment Nos. 6-7, 6-9, and 6-15. 

Response to Comment No. MR-5 

This issue was previously raised in Letter No. 6.  As such, refer to Response to 
Comment Nos. 6-5 and 6-22. 

Response to Comment No. CF-1 

This issue was previously raised in Letter No. 6.  As such, refer to Response to 
Comment No. 6-2. 

Response to Comment No. CF-2 

As part of the Refined Project, retail uses would be developed along Fair Oaks 
Avenue in Development Area A.  Also refer to Section II, Analysis of the Refined Project, of 
this Final EIR for additional information regarding the Refined Project. 

This issue was also previously raised in Letter No. 6.  As such, refer to Response to 
Comment Nos. 6-7 and 6-22.  In addition, the comment raises urban design issues that are 
beyond the scope of CEQA and are being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) 
prepared by the Planning Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process. 

Response to Comment No. CF-3 

As part of the Refined Project, retail uses would be developed along Fair Oaks 
Avenue in Development Area A.  Also refer to Section II, Analysis of the Refined Project, of 
this Final EIR for additional information regarding the Refined Project.   

Response to Comment No. CF-4 

As part of the Refined Project, the previously proposed work/live units have been 
deleted from the Refined Project.  Also refer to Section II, Analysis of the Refined Project, 
of this Final EIR for additional information regarding the Refined Project. 

Response to Comment No. CF-5 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  The comment regarding pedestrian passageways raises 
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urban design issues that are beyond the scope of CEQA and are being appropriately 
addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning Department as part of the 
Project’s entitlement process.   

Response to Comment No. CF-6 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  Section IV.E.1, Cultural Resources—Historic 
Resources, and Appendix C, Historic Resources, of the Draft EIR analyzes the 
relationships between the proposed Project and historic resources.  As discussed in 
Section 2.b(1) on page IV.E.1-12 of the Draft EIR, no historically significant buildings, such 
as the existing on-site Parsons building, are contained within the Project Site.  Further, the 
Draft EIR analysis of historic resources concludes that the Project would result in less than 
significant impacts with regard to historic resources.  As part of the Refined Project, 
building setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue has been reduced to zero feet (no setback).  In 
addition, the comment raises urban design issues that are beyond the scope of CEQA and 
are being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning 
Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process. 

Response to Comment No. CF-7 

This comment raises issues previously raised by the speaker.  As such, refer to 
Response to Comment No. CF-3. 

Response to Comment No. CF-8 

This issue was previously raised in Letter No. 6.  As such, refer to Response to 
Comment Nos. 6-9, 6-15, and 6-45. 

Response to Comment No. CF-9 

This issue was previously raised in Letter No. 6.  As such, refer to Response to 
Comment No. 6-10. 

Response to Comment No. CF-10 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  The comment raises urban design issues that are 
beyond the scope of CEQA and are being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) 
prepared by the Planning Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process. 
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Response to Comment No. SM-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  The comment does not address the contents of the 
Draft EIR.  No further response is required. 

Response to Comment No. SM-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.   

Response to Comment No. SM-3 

This issue was previously raised in Letter No. 6.  As such, refer to Response to 
Comment No. 6-4. 

Response to Comment No. SM-4 

Compliance with the Old Pasadena Streetscapes and Alley Walkways Plan and 
Elements has been incorporated into the development standards that would apply to the 
Refined Project.  Also refer to Section II, Analysis of the Refined Project, of this Final EIR 
for additional information regarding the Refined Project. 

Response to Comment No. SM-5 

This issue was previously raised in Letter No. 6.  As such, refer to Response to 
Comment Nos. 6-9, 6-15, and 6-45. 

Response to Comment No. SM-6 

This issue was previously raised in Letter No. 6.  As such, refer to Response to 
Comment No. 6-10. 

Response to Comment No. SM-7 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  This issue was previously raised in Letter Nos. 6 and 8.  
As such, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 6-6, 6-9, 6-22, 6-29, and 8-6. 
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Response to Comment No. SM-8 

As part of the Refined Project, retail uses would be developed along Fair Oaks 
Avenue in Development Area A.  Also refer to Section II, Analysis of the Refined Project, of 
this Final EIR for additional information regarding the Refined Project. 

Response to Comment No. SM-9 

This comment raises issues previously raised by the speaker.  As such, refer to 
Response to Comment Nos. SM-7 and SM-8. 

Response to Comment No. SM-10 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  The comment raises urban design issues that are 
beyond the scope of CEQA and are being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) 
prepared by the Planning Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process. 

Response to Comment No. WR-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.   

Response to Comment No. WR-2 

These issues were previously raised in Letter No. 6.  As such, refer to Response to 
Comment Nos. 6-7, 6-22, and 6-39. 

Response to Comment No. WR-3 

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  The bicycle lane along Pasadena Avenue is a Class II 
bicycle lane.  A Class II bicycle lane promotes safety by providing a dedicated portion of 
the roadway right-of-way for the exclusive use of bicycles with cross-traffic flows minimized. 

Response to Comment No. WR-4 

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  No issues regarding the environmental analyses 
provided in the EIR are addressed by this comment.  No further response is required. 
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Response to Comment No. WR-5 

This issue was previously raised in Letter No. 6.  As such, refer to Response to 
Comment No. 6-4. 

Response to Comment No. WR-6 

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  The Project includes a number of project design 
features and mitigation measures including, but not limited, to a robust TDM program, 
transit system improvements and on-site multi-modal improvements.  Refer to Section 
IV.B.1, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, for additional information regarding the project 
design features and mitigation measures that promote the reduction of driving. 

Response to Comment No. WR-7 

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  Future Project occupants would comply with the 
provisions of Section 43845 of the California Health and Safety Code which requires  each 
employer of 50 persons or more that provide a parking subsidy to employees to offer a 
parking cash-out program. 

Response to Comment No. WR-8 

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  The Project’s residential uses are located more than 
500 feet from the I-210 freeway.  Thus, CARB’s guidance regarding the placement of new 
housing in proximity to a freeway is not applicable to the proposed Project.  Refer to 
Section IV.F, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR for additional information regarding this issue. 

Response to Comment No. CW-1 

As stated in the Draft EIR and the Staff Report dated August 27, 2014, the 
development standards that are not met by the Project and proposed for modification 
through the PD permit are as follows:  (1) the distance between ground floor residential 
uses and Fair Oaks Avenue; (2) floor area requirements for work/live units; (3) setback 
requirements on Fair Oaks Avenue and Walnut Street; (4) open space standards; and  
(5) parking as the Project proposes to provide more parking spaces than what is required 
by the City’s Zoning Code. 

CEQA requires an EIR to analyze a range of reasonable alternatives that reduce or 
eliminate the significant impacts of the Project even if the alternatives result in other 
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significant impacts.  CEQA does not require an EIR to analyze every possible alternative 
proposed but rather to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives (CEQA Guidelines 
15126.6).  The Draft EIR provided comprehensive analyses of five alternatives and an 
additional eight alternatives that were considered but deemed infeasible. 

The Draft EIR concluded that the Project would have significant impacts with regard 
to traffic (one intersection and street segments), air quality (regional construction and 
operational emissions), and noise (cumulative impacts only). 

A No PD alternative would simply result in changes to the Project in response to the 
deviations outlined above, some of which no longer apply with the replacement of the 
previously proposed work/live units and the residential amenity area with ground floor retail 
uses with zero building setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area A and zero 
building setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area B.  Also refer to Section II, 
Analysis of the Refined Project, of this Final EIR for additional information regarding the 
Refined Project. 

In addition, reconciling the remaining deviations to the existing development 
standards applicable to the Project Site would not address any of the significant impacts of 
the Project.  As the EIR analyzed five alternatives in detail and considered an additional 
eight alternatives were deemed infeasible, the analysis of alternatives as presented in the 
EIR meets the CEQA requirement of providing a reasonable range of alternatives to the 
proposed Project and thus, there is no basis under CEQA requiring an analysis of a No 
Planned Development Permit alternative. 

Response to Comment No. CW-2 

The commenter’s statement that the mitigation measure calling for crosswalks at 
Holly/Fair Oaks is good is noted.   

Response to Comment No. CW-3 

A crosswalk would be provided at the proposed signal at the project’s easterly 
driveway and Walnut Street.  This would facilitate pedestrian circulation between Pasadena 
Avenue and Fair Oaks Avenue across Walnut Street. 

Response to Comment No. CW-4 

Mitigation Measure E.2-9 was recommended by the paleontologist that prepared the 
Draft EIR paleontological technical report (see Appendix D-2 of the Draft EIR) as he 
concluded that there was the potential for the discovery of micro vertebrates at the Project 
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Site and that these resources could be of paleontological importance.  As such, Mitigation 
Measure E.2-9 was developed to provide the requisite protection for these resources and 
thereby reducing impacts with regard to micro vertebrates to a less than significant level.  

Response to Comment No. CP-1 

Urban design issues are beyond the scope of CEQA and are being appropriately 
addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning Department as part of the 
Project’s entitlement process.   

Response to Comment No. CP-2 

The Project’s urban design issues are addressed in all appropriate sections of the 
Draft EIR, and are extensively addressed in Section IV.A, Land Use, and Section IV.C, 
Aesthetics, Visual Character, and Views, in particular.  With regard to this particular 
comment, the Applicant has elected to incorporate compliance with the Citywide Design 
Guidelines, Central District Design Guidelines, and the Old Pasadena Streetscapes and 
Alley Walkways Plan and Elements as part of the Project’s development standards.  These 
and other development standards have been incorporated into the draft Planned 
Development text that would be included in the City’s Zoning Code, if the Refined Project is 
approved.  As the Refined Project is incorporating compliance with the cited guidelines and 
regulations as part of the Refined Project’s development standards and the draft Planned 
Development text, the Project’s urban design would achieve the intended urban design for 
this area of the City as reflected in those plans.  The City’s Design Commission will confirm 
this determination through the City’s existing Concept and Final Design Review processes. 

Response to Comment No. CP-3 

The commenter’s opinion regarding the technical adequacy of the EIR is noted.  

Response to Comment No. CP-4 

On-street parking and a bike lane on the south side of Holly Street, west of Fair 
Oaks Avenue, is not proposed, given the number of existing driveways and that several 
parking structures exit onto the south side of the street.  In addition, the bicycle connectivity 
between Pasadena Avenue and Fair Oaks Avenue is obtained via a bicycle lane in the 
westbound direction, as well as through the on-site network of paseo-lined and other 
streets.  Further, Project land use development is only proposed on the north side of Holly 
Street with existing office uses located on the south side of the street whose parking needs 
are met by the existing parking structures. 
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Response to Comment No. CP-5 

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  The Project’s design addresses pedestrian linkages to 
Old Pasadena through the proposed streetscape designs for Leonard Pieroni Drive and 
Holly Street (see Section III, Project Description, of the Draft EIR for additional information) 
and through the incorporation of the Citywide Design Guidelines, Central District Design 
Guidelines, and the Old Pasadena Streetscapes and Alley Walkways Plan and Elements 
as part of the Refined Project’s development standards, as well as the draft Planned 
Development text that would be included in the City’s Zoning Code.  Further, resolution of 
the urban design issues raised in this comment is beyond the scope of CEQA and is being 
appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning Department as part 
of the Project’s entitlement process. 

Response to Comment No. CH-1 

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.   

Response to Comment No. CH-2 

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  Issues related to the provisions of the Project’s 
development agreement are beyond the scope of CEQA and are being appropriately 
addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning Department as part of the 
Project’s entitlement process. 

Rose Bowl parking is discussed in Section IV.B.2, Parking, of the Draft EIR, and 
analyzed in detail in Appendix J to the Project’s Transportation Report (Appendix B of the 
Draft EIR).  It is important to note that at buildout of Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Refined 
Project, the on-site parking supply would be sufficient to meet the City’s Zoning Code 
parking requirements for existing on-site development and proposed Refined Project 
development, as well as replacement parking for the existing on-site surface parking that 
would be displaced by the Refined Project.  As a result, the Refined Project does not have 
any physical impact on the ability of the Project Site to accommodate a Rose Bowl parking 
program in the future. 

Response to Comment No. CH-3 

As stated in the Staff Report dated August 27, 2014, and the Draft EIR, the 
development standards that are not met by the Project and proposed for modification 
through the PD permit are as follows:  (1) the distance between ground floor residential 
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uses and Fair Oaks Avenue; (2) floor area requirements for work/live units; (3) setback 
requirements on Fair Oaks Avenue and Walnut Street; (4) open space standards; and  
(5) parking as the Project proposes to provide more parking spaces than what is required 
by the City’s Zoning Code.  In addition, with the introduction of the Refined Project, some of 
these modifications no longer apply with the replacement of the previously proposed 
work/live units and the residential amenity area with ground floor retail uses with zero 
building setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area A and zero building 
setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area B. 

Response to Comment No. CH-4 

The comment addresses information provided in the referenced staff report.  This 
issue is beyond the scope of CEQA and is being appropriately addressed by the staff 
report(s) prepared by the Planning Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process. 

Response to Comment No. CH-5 

The comment addresses information regarding the land uses permitted to be 
developed at the Project Site.  Section III, Project Description, of the Draft EIR identifies the 
land uses that could be developed at the Project Site.  The analyses presented throughout 
Section IV, Environmental Impact Analysis, of the Draft EIR provide the requisite 
environmental analyses of the proposed land uses.   

Response to Comment No. CH-6 

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the EIR for the Rose Bowl Music Festival was 
released on June 13, 2014.  The NOP for the proposed Project’s NOP was issued on July 
8, 2013.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 states the baseline of analysis in an EIR should 
typically coincide with the release of the project’s NOP.  As the NOP for the Rose Bowl 
Music Festival was released approximately 11 months after the NOP for the proposed 
Project, the Rose Bowl Music Festival was not included as a related project to the 
proposed Project, as the Rose Bowl Music Festival could not have been reasonably 
anticipated at the time the baseline for analysis was established for the proposed Project. 

Response to Comment No. CH-7 

Walnut Plaza serves as an open space element on the Project Site.  However, it is 
not included in the calculations of the open space provided by the proposed Project.  In 
addition, no improvements to Walnut Plaza are proposed as part of the proposed Project. 
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Response to Comment No. CH-8 

The commenter’s concurrence with the speakers that integration to Old Pasadena 
will be beneficial and important is noted. 

Response to Comment No. CH-9 

As stated in this comment, all tree removals resulting from the development of the 
proposed Project would occur in accordance with the City’s Tree Ordinance. 

Response to Comment No. CD-1 

The commenter’s concurrence with the DPNA comments is noted, and the 
commenter is referred to the responses provided herein to the DPNA letters and 
comments. 

Response to Comment No. CD-2 

The commenter’s statement is consistent with staff’s position that the Project’s 
design issues are not CEQA issues, per se, is noted. 

Response to Comment No. CD-3 

The Project addresses the issue of its relationship with Old Pasadena through the 
incorporation of the Citywide Design Guidelines, Central District Design Guidelines, and the 
Old Pasadena Streetscapes and Alley Walkways Plan and Elements as part of the 
Project’s development standards.  These and other development standards have been 
incorporated into the draft Planned Development text that would be included in the City’s 
Zoning Code.  The Draft EIR addresses the interrelationships between the physical form of 
the proposed Project and Old Pasadena in the following sections:  IV.A, Land Use; IV.C, 
Aesthetics, Visual Character, and Views; IV.D, Light, Glare, and Shading; and IV.E.1, 
Cultural Resources—Historic Resources.  The Draft EIR concluded with regard to these 
environmental issues that the Project would result in a less than significant impact.  
Further, resolution of the urban design issues raised in this comment is beyond the scope 
of CEQA and is being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the 
Planning Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process. 

Response to Comment No. CD-4 

The Applicant has modified the proposed Project to include ground floor retail uses 
along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area A as part of the Refined Project.  Refer to 
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Section II, Analysis of the Refined Project, of this Final EIR for additional information 
regarding the Refined Project. 

Response to Comment No. CD-5 

The comment raises urban design issues that are beyond the scope of CEQA and 
are being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning 
Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process. 

Response to Comment No. CN-1 

The comment raises urban design issues that are beyond the scope of CEQA and 
are being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning 
Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process. 

Response to Comment No. CN-2 

The commenter’s concurrence with the DPNA comments is noted, and the 
commenter is referred to the responses provided herein to the DPNA letters and 
comments.  

Response to Comment No. CN-3 

As stated in the Draft EIR and the Staff Report dated August 27, 2014, the 
development standards that are not met by the Project and proposed for modification 
through the PD permit are as follows:  (1) the distance between ground floor residential 
uses and Fair Oaks Avenue; (2) floor area requirements for work/live units; (3) setback 
requirements on Fair Oaks Avenue and Walnut Street; (4) open space standards; and  
(5) parking as the Project proposes to provide more parking spaces than what is required 
by the City’s Zoning Code. 

CEQA requires an EIR to analyze a range of reasonable alternatives that reduce or 
eliminate the significant impacts of the Project even if the alternatives result in other 
significant impacts.  CEQA does not require an EIR to analyze every possible alternative 
proposed but rather to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives (CEQA Guidelines 
15126.6).  The Draft EIR provided comprehensive analyses of five alternatives and an 
additional eight alternatives that were considered but deemed infeasible. 

The Draft EIR concluded that the Project would have significant impacts with regard 
to traffic (one intersection and street segments), air quality (regional construction and 
operational emissions), and noise (cumulative impacts only). 



IV.  Responses to Comments 

City of Pasadena 100 W. Walnut Planned Development 
SCH No. 2013071018 December 2014 
 

Page IV-122 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

A No PD alternative would simply result in changes to the Project in response to the 
deviations outlined above, some of which no longer apply with the replacement of the 
previously proposed work/live units and the residential amenity area with ground floor retail 
uses with zero building setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area A and zero 
building setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue in Development Area B.  Also refer to Section II, 
Analysis of the Refined Project, of this Final EIR for additional information regarding the 
Refined Project. 

In addition, reconciling the remaining deviations to the existing development 
standards applicable to the Project Site would not address any of the significant impacts of 
the Project.  As the EIR analyzed five alternatives in detail and considered an additional 
eight alternatives that were deemed infeasible, the analysis of alternatives as presented in 
the EIR meets the CEQA requirement of providing a reasonable range of alternatives to the 
proposed Project and thus, there is no basis under CEQA requiring an analysis of a No 
Planned Development Permit alternative. 

Response to Comment No. CN-4 

No improvements to Walnut Plaza are proposed as part of the proposed Project.  
The comment raises urban design issues that are beyond the scope of CEQA and are 
being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning Department 
as part of the Project’s entitlement process. 

Response to Comment No. CN-5 

The comment raises urban design issues that are beyond the scope of CEQA and 
are being appropriately addressed by the staff report(s) prepared by the Planning 
Department as part of the Project’s entitlement process. 

 




