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Response to Written Comments on the Draft 

Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment 

This document includes the comments received during the circulation of the Draft Sustainable 
Communities Environmental Assessment (SCEA) prepared for the 3200 East Foothill Boulevard Mixed 
Use Project.  

The Draft SCEA was circulated for a 30-day public review period that began on February 8, 2018 and was 
originally set to close on March 9, 2018. However, the comment period was extended to March 26, 
2018. The City received nine comment letters on the Draft SCEA throughout the duration of the 
comment period. The comment letters are included herein, along with responses to environmental 
points raised by the commenters.  

Letter No. and Commenter Page No. 

1. Gayle Totton, Associate Governmental Project Analyst, Environmental and
Cultural Department, Native American Heritage Commission 2 

2. Sheila M. Sannadan, Adams Broadwell Joseph and Cardozo Attorneys at Law
on behalf of Coalition for Responsible Equitable Economic Development 10 

3. Tanya A. Gulesserian, Adams Broadwell Joseph and Cardozo Attorneys at
Law on behalf of Coalition for Responsible Equitable Economic Development 14 

4. Lijin Sun, Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR, Planning, Rule Development & Area
Sources, South Coast Air Quality Management District 20 

5. Frances Lee, IGR/CEQA Acting Branch Chief, California Department of
Transportation, District 7 27 

6. Board of Directors, Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance 33 

7. Laura Ellersieck, Resident, City of Pasadena 42 

8. Tanya A. Gulesserian, Adams Broadwell Joseph and Cardozo Attorneys at
Law on behalf of Coalition for Responsible Equitable Economic Development 56 

9. Derek Hull, Manager, Transportation Planning, Metropolitan Transportation
Authority Development Review 160 

Changes made to the text of the Draft SCEA correcting information, data, or intent, other than minor 
typographical corrections or minor working changes, are noted in the SCEA as changes from the Draft 
SCEA. Where a comment results in a change to the Draft SCEA text, a notation is made in the response 
indicating that the text is revised. Changes in text are signified by strikeouts where text is removed and 
by underlined font where text is added. The comment letters and responses follow. 
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Letter 1 

COMMENTER: Gayle Totton, Associate Governmental Project Analyst, Environmental and 
Cultural Department, Native American Heritage Commission 

 

DATE:   February 12, 2018 

 

Response to Comment 1 

The commenter provides introductory text stating that the NAHC reviewed the Draft SCEA and 
specifies the sections included in the review.   

This is not a comment on the adequacy of the SCEA and raises no environmental issues specific to the 
proposed project.   

Response to Comment 2  

The commenter states that the Most Likely Descendant timeline included in mitigation measure MM-
CUL-4 is incorrect and should be revised to state that the “MLD has 48 hours after being allowed access 
to the site to make recommendations for disposition of the remains and associated grave goods.”  

In response to this comment, the following text revision has been made on page 95 of the SCEA: 

If the Native American Heritage Commission is unable to identify a descendant, or the 
descendant failed to make a recommendation within 2448 hours after being allowed access to 
the sitenotified by the commission, obtain a Native American monitor, and an archaeologist, if 
recommended by the Native American monitor, and rebury the Native American human 
remains and any associated grave goods, with appropriate dignity, on the property and in a 
location that is not subject to further subsurface disturbance where the following conditions 
occur. 

Response to Comment 3  

The commenter states that the mitigation language for archaeological resources as provided in Draft 
SCEA (such as data recovery and curation) is not always appropriate for handling Tribal Cultural 
Resources (TCR) and recommends using mitigation measures provided by the California Natural 
Resources Agency or the AB-52 Technical Advisory.  

The AB-52 Technical Advisory, provided by OPR, states that if the lead agency determines that a project 
may cause a substantial adverse change to a tribal cultural resource, and measures are not otherwise 
identified in the consultation process, the lead agency should select examples of mitigation options 
provided in the Public Resources Code that they determine to be feasible and can avoid or minimize 
significant adverse impacts.  

Tribal consultation was conducted for the proposed project with the Gabrieleno Band of Mission 
Indians – Kizh Nation, and the mitigation measures included in the Tribal Cultural Resources section of 
the SCEA are the result of that consultation. Additionally, the mitigation measures provided in the SCEA 
for archaeological resources satisfy the level of protection for tribal cultural resources because they 
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provide specific descriptions for avoiding disturbance of unknown buried cultural resources and for 
ensuring protection if such resources are discovered. The provisions specified for protection of cultural, 
archaeological, and paleontological resources would also satisfy protection requirements for tribal 
cultural resources. Therefore, the mitigation measures provided in the SCEA adequately address 
potential impacts to TCRs.   

Response to Comment 4 

The commenter notes that CEQA requires analysis for the potential of a project to have substantial 
adverse impacts to a historical resource and, if so, requires preparation of an EIR. To determine 
whether a substantial adverse impact will occur, the lead agency needs to determine whether 
historical resources are present in the area of project effect. 

Historical resources analyses were conducted of the project site to determine if any historical 
resources exist.  See Appendix E of the SCEA.  Section 5, Cultural Resources, of the SCEA provides a 
summary of the historical resources analyses, identifies that the project site is considered a historical 
resource for purposes of CEQA and explains that, with implementation of the mitigation measures 
included in the SCEA, impacts to historical resources would be less than significant.  Therefore, 
preparation of an EIR is not required.  

Response to Comment 5 

The commenter recommends that the lead agency consult with legal counsel regarding tribal 
consultation compliance required by AB 52 and Senate Bill (SB) 18. The commenter further provides 
general recommendations for lead agencies to use Native American Tribal Consultation Lists and 
Sacred Lands File searches from the NAHC when seeking to consult with tribes affiliated with their 
jurisdiction and to conduct all consultation as early as possible.  

As discussed on page 198 of the SCEA, the City of Pasadena mailed notices to the identified Native 
American individuals. Only the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation tribe responded 
requesting to receive notification of projects within the City. The City notified the tribe and the tribe 
requested consultation. The City then conducted consultation with the tribe regarding the proposed 
project on January 17, 2018. Therefore, tribal consultation was conducted consistent with the 
requirements of AB 52.  

In regards to SB 18, the proposed project does not require an amendment to the General Plan or a 
specific plan. Therefore, the proposed project does not trigger the consultation requirements for SB 
18.  

Response to Comment 6 

The commenter states that a brief summary of portions of AB 52 and SB 18 are attached to the 
comment letter.  

This is not a comment on the adequacy of the SCEA and raises no environmental issues specific to the 
proposed project.   

Response to Comment 7 

The commenter requests to be contacted for any potential questions.  

The City will contact the NAHC with any questions or concerns.   
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Response to Comment 8 

The commenter provides one attachment as supportive material that consists of language provided in 
AB 52 and SB 18.   

This is not a comment on the adequacy of the SCEA and raises no environmental issues specific to the 
proposed project.  
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COMMENTER: Sheila M. Sannadan, Adams Broadwell Joseph and Cardozo Attorneys at Law 
on behalf of Coalition for Responsible Equitable Economic Development  

 

DATE:   February 21, 2018 

 

Response to Comment 1 

The commenter requests immediate access to all referenced and supportive documents in the SCEA 
and its appendices that are not available on the internet pursuant to Section 6253(a) of the Public 
Records Act. The commenter separately requests immediate access to all public records, including, but 
not limited to, all correspondences, staff reports, resolutions, memoranda, notes, analyses, public 
comments, and agency comments.   

All documents, analyses, and database searches referenced in the SCEA were compiled and sent to 
CREED LA for review on February 26, 2018.  

Response to Comment 2  

The commenter provides contact information for CREED LA’s legal representative from the law offices 
of Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardanzo.   

This is not a comment on the adequacy of the SCEA and raises no environmental issues related to the 
proposed project.  
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COMMENTER: Tanya A. Gulesserian, Adams Broadwell Joseph and Cardozo Attorneys at Law 
on behalf of Coalition for Responsible Equitable Economic Development 

 

DATE:   February 27, 2018 

 

Response to Comment 1 

The commenter requests that the City provide additional documents (listed in the comment letter) 
that were not included in the previous compilation of referenced documents sent to CREED LA on 
February 26, 2018. In addition, the commenter requests a 30-day extension to the public review and 
comment period to review the compilation of documents sent on February 26, 2018 and the additional 
documentation requested in this letter.    

All missing documents, analyses, and database searches listed in the comment letter (see attachment) 
were compiled and sent to CREED LA for review on February 27, 2018. In addition, the City granted an 
extension of 15 days for the public review and comment period.  
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COMMENTER: Lijin Sun, Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR, Planning, Rule Development & Area 
Sources, South Coast Air Quality Management District 

 

DATE:   March 6, 2018 

 

Response to Comment 1  

The commenter states that, notwithstanding recent court rulings, to facilitate the purpose and goal of 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) on public disclosure, SCAQMD staff recommends that 
the Lead Agency consider the impacts of air pollutants on people who will live at the Proposed Project 
by performing a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) to disclose the potential health risks in the SCEA. The 
commenter references guidance documents on siting sensitive receptors near high-volume freeways 
and other sources of air pollution provided by SCAQMD and the California Air Resources Board (ARB).   

As recognized by the commenter, in California Building Industry Association v Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District, the California Supreme Court held that CEQA generally does not require a lead 
agency to consider the impacts of the existing environment on the future residents or users of a 
project (S213478, December 17, 2015). An exception to this general rule is a project that may 
exacerbate a condition in the existing environment. For such a situation, the lead agency is required to 
analyze the impact of that exacerbated condition on future residents and users of a project as well as 
other impacted individuals or resources. For example, a development project could exacerbate hazards 
relating to wildfire by providing additional fuel and ignition sources, resulting in potential impacts to 
future residents of the project, existing residents, or resources. Thus, the significance determination 
with respect to toxic air contaminants in the SCEA focuses on whether the project would exacerbate 
environmental conditions in a manner that would increase the potential to expose people or resources 
to environmental impacts.  

Because the project is a residential development, project operation would not generate toxic air 
contaminants, nor would the project substantially increase diesel particulates in the area because it 
would not attract substantial diesel traffic to the project site, like an industrial warehouse or rest area 
would. Furthermore, as indicated in Table 8 (Estimated Construction Emissions [lbs/day]) and Table 9 
(Estimated NOX [lbs/day] Emissions with Mitigation) of the SCEA, emissions of CO, PM10, PM2.5, NOX, 
and ROG during project construction would not exceed SCAQMD’s regional thresholds or local 
significance thresholds, which are designed to be protective of public health; therefore, the project 
would not exacerbate environmental conditions in a manner that would increase the potential to 
expose sensitive receptors to environmental impacts and, pursuant to CEQA, a refined HRA is not 
required.  

While an HRA is not required to assess potential significant environmental impacts under CEQA, an 
HRA was prepared for the project. The HRA is included in the administrative record and the staff report 
for consideration by City decision makers.  The HRA was also provided to the SCAQMD in response to 
their comment letter.  
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Response to Comment 2  

The commenter states that there are limits to the effectiveness of enhanced filtration units, and that 
strategies to reduce health risk exposure, including building filtration systems, sound walls, and 
vegetation barriers, must be carefully evaluated before implementation. The commenter cites a cost 
burden of between $120 to $240 annually associated with replacing filters and increased energy costs 
associated with running an HVAC system. The commenter also describes limitations on the 
effectiveness of filters if windows are open or residences are using common space areas of the project 
site and on removing toxic gases from vehicle exhaust (i.e., toxic air contaminant components of 
exhaust beyond diesel particulate matter [DPM]).   

As noted above, an HRA was prepared for the project that evaluates health risk across the project site 
and makes recommendations for reducing risk below SCAQMD’s risk evaluation criteria. The HRA 
recommendations are informed by ARB’s 2017 technical advisory on how to reduce impacts related to 
diesel particulate matter entitled, Strategies to Reduce Air Pollution Exposure near High-Volume 
Roadways.1 ARB envisioned that the advisory would be used by planners and other stakeholders to 
identify combinations of strategies that can be implemented to reduce exposure at specific 
developments or to recommend the consideration of these strategies in policy or planning documents. 
The advisory identifies installation of indoor high efficiency filtration that removes pollution from the 
air as one of seven possible strategies for reducing impacts from diesel particulates. Four other 
strategies recommended by ARB do not apply to the project because they are appropriate for plan 
level documents. These include speed limit reductions on high-speed roadways, traffic signal 
management, and urban design to reduce concentration of pollutants along street corridors. The 
advisory also recognizes solid barriers, such as the proposed parking structure that would be located 
between residences and Interstate 210, as a strategy for reducing the concentration of traffic pollution 
and associated health risks.  

Based ARB’s advisory, the potential carcinogenic health risk can be reduced by controlling the amount 
of diesel exhaust particulates that the residents are exposed to in the indoor environment. According 
to the advisory, “Research shows that both high efficiency filtration in central ventilation systems and 
portable air cleaners can effectively remove particles in most circumstances.”2 The advisory also states 
that MERV 13 filters remove more than 90 percent of particulates 1.0 to 10 microns in diameter, and 
more than 75 percent of ultrafine particulate matter (less than 1.0 microns in diameter), while MERV 
16 filters remove over 98 percent of ultrafine particulates. Including high efficiency filters on HVAC 
systems can affect air flow through the system; however, research cited by the ARB advisory indicates 
that air flow resistance for the highest MERV filters tested did not create substantial issues for the 
HVAC system. According to the advisory, “a deep pleat MERV16 filter reduced airflow by just 2.7 
percent and a 1-inch MERV13 filter reduced airflow by 4.9 percent.”3 ARB’s advisory also found that, 
while less efficient than filtration on forced air HVAC systems, portable or stand-alone air cleaning 
devices can also provide filtration. The ARB found that portable air cleaners with high efficiency filters 

                                                           
1 California Air Resources Board. 2017. Strategies to Reduce Air Pollution Exposure near High-Volume Roadways. 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm 
2 Ibid, page 36 
3 Ibid, page 37 
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can typically achieve 30 to 60 percent removal of particles, when sized for the space being treated. 
Lastly, the advisory recognizes solid barriers, such as the project’s proposed parking structure that 
would be located between residences and Interstate 210, as a strategy for reducing concentrations of 
traffic pollution and associated health risks. While it is not possible to quantify the risk reduction 
associated with the proposed parking structure due to modeling limitations, it is clear from ARB’s 
advisory that risk levels would likely be lower throughout the project site than estimated in the HRA; 
therefore, the HRA provides a conservative estimate of health risk. 

Based on guidance provided by the ARB advisory, the HRA includes recommendations to reduce overall 
cancer risk at exposed residences, such as providing all units with forced air mechanical ventilation 
with MERV 13 rated filter screens and portable air cleaning devices (see the HRA for full list of 
recommendations). Regarding the comment on the cost burden of filters, the HRA recommendations 
include a requirement that the management company be responsible for paying for and replacing 
HVAC filter screens in accordance with manufacturer recommendations. Regarding the comment 
about evaluating the effectiveness of filters, the HRA includes an estimate of after-recommendation 
health risk levels taking into account exposure frequency to outdoor and indoor air on the project site, 
filter efficiency, and percent of risk associated with DPM. Table 4 of the HRA indicates that the 
filtration system and other recommendations would reduce the overall cancer risk for all receptors to 
below the applicable evaluation criteria of ten in one million for the 30-year scenario (95th percentile). 
The after-recommendation risk estimates contained in the attached HRA do not take into account the 
risk reduction associated with the proposed parking structure or the recommendation to include 
portable air cleaning devices for all units, which could be used in the event that outdoor air enters the 
indoor environment without the benefit of the HVAC system with filter screen (such as through an 
open window). 
 
Response to Comment 3 

The commenter recommends that if enhanced filtration units would be used for the project the City 
should require disclosure of the increased energy costs for running HVAC systems and potential health 
impacts to prospective residents; identify the responsible implementing and enforcement agency and 
schedule for replacing the filtration units; and implement an ongoing monitoring schedule and cost 
sharing strategy for replacing units, and process for evaluating the effectiveness of the filtration units. 

As described above, the HRA recommendations include a requirement that the management company 
be responsible for paying for and replacing HVAC filter screens in accordance with manufacturer 
recommendations. City decision makers will consider all HRA recommendations for inclusion as 
conditions of approval for the project. Although the recommendations would not be mitigation 
measures under CEQA or subject to a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, the City would be 
responsible for monitoring compliance with any requirements included in the conditions of approval 
for the project; therefore, if included as conditions of approval for the project, the recommendations 
would be subject to ongoing monitoring and enforcement by City staff.  

Response to Comment 4 
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The commenter states that the project would be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 1403 in the 
event that asbestos is encountered during demolition.  

This comment is noted. The project applicant would be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 1403 
because this is an existing regulatory requirement.  
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Letter 5 

COMMENTER: Frances Lee, IGR/CEQA Acting Branch Chief, California Department of 
Transportation, District 7 

 

DATE:   March 8, 2018 

 

Response to Comment 1 

The commenter states appreciation for the opportunity to comment on the proposed project and 
provides a summary of the project description.  

The summary of the project is accurate.   

Response to Comment 2 

The commenter describes the mission of Caltrans and notes that under Senate Bill 743 transportation 
impacts are to be evaluated using the metric of Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT).  

The analysis provided in Section 17, Transportation/Traffic, of the SCEA is based on the Traffic Impact 
Analysis (TIA) prepared by the City of Pasadena. As stated in the SCEA and TIA, the City’s performance 
measures and CEQA thresholds are consistent with the City’s adopted General Plan and SB 743, and 
include vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita, vehicle trips (VT) per capita, proximity and quality of 
bicycle network, proximity and quality of transit network, and pedestrian accessibility. 

Response to Comment 3 

The commenter notes that Caltrans supports incorporation of multi-modal and complete streets 
transportation elements in future development as well as pedestrian safety measures such as road 
diets as recommended by the FHWA.  

This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the SCEA and raises no environmental issues 
specific to the proposed project. Nevertheless, the project would include pedestrian access to the 
project site by a 22-ft. wide sidewalk along Foothill Boulevard that would provide connections to an 
internal paseo that would be a publicly accessible walkway providing access to and from Foothill 
Boulevard and Kinneloa Avenue through the retail/restaurant court and public park spaces. The project 
would also include 84 bicycle parking stalls (80 residential, 4 retail) distributed throughout the site. 

Response to Comment 4 

The commenter recommends that the project integrate transportation and land use in a way that 
reduced VMT and GHG emissions through provision of proximate goods and services to shorten trip 
lengths and increase non-motorized travel and transit use. The commenter also recommends that the 
lead agency evaluate the potential of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies and 
Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) applications to better manage the transportation network.  

The proposed project is a mixed-use development that would include residential, retail, and restaurant 
uses and would be within walking distance of other commercial and office uses in the project area as 
well as the Sierra Madre Gold Line transit station. This proximity to existing complementary land uses 
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and transit resources would encourage non-motorized travel. Further, page 184 of the SCEA describes 
the TDM Plan strategies to be implemented as mitigation for the proposed project that would reduce 
vehicle trips generated during project operation.  

Response to Comment 5 

The commenter notes that the Sierra Madre Villa Gold Line Station is approximately 0.17 mile 
southeast of the project site.  

This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the SCEA and raises no environmental issues 
specific to the proposed project. However, the site’s proximity to the Gold Line Station is expected to 
facilitate transit use by site residents. 

Response to Comment 6 

The commenter provides the recommended VMT thresholds for residential and office projects as given 
in the Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA.  

See the response to Comment 2.  Of note, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research’s (OPR’s) 
Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts corresponds with OPR’s proposed revisions to 
the State CEQA Guidelines to add a new Section 15064.3 “Determining the Significance of 
Transportation Impacts.”  As noted in part (c) of this proposed new section, if adopted, the provisions 
of this section will apply statewide beginning on January 1, 2020. 

Response to Comment 7 

The commenter states that Caltrans concurs with the use of assessing transit and multimodal impact 
fees for new developments as strategies included under mitigation measure TRA-1.  

This comment supports the analysis provided in the SCEA.   

Response to Comment 8 

The commenter states that Caltrans concurs with strategies to establish a multi-use trail network and 
provision of bike racks along trails as included under mitigation measure TRA-1.  

This comment supports the analysis provided in the SCEA.   

Response to Comment 9 

The commenter states that Caltrans would like to participate and add feedback to the annual TDM 
Survey beginning one year after the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for five consecutive years.  

This comment does not pertain to the SCEA and raises no environmental issues specific to the 
proposed project; however, this request has been forwarded to City decision makers for their 
consideration.  

Response to Comment 10 

The commenter notes the proximity of the project to the I-210 Freeway and provides a reminder that 
an encroachment permit will be required for work that occurs within a street right-of-way.  

Reminder noted.  The applicant will be required to obtain all applicable permits prior to the start of 
construction.  
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Response to Comment 11 

The commenter notes that project should be designed to discharge clean run-off water and that storm 
water run-off is not permitted onto State highways without a stormwater management plan.  

As discussed in Section 10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the SCEA, the project applicant would 
submit and implement a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP), in compliance with City 
requirements, and would incorporate Low Impact Development stormwater Best Management 
Practices that would meet the water quality performance criteria specified in the Los Angeles County 
MS4 Permit. Compliance with the MS4 permit would ensure compliance with the SQMP adopted by 
the Los Angeles County RWQCB.  

Response to Comment 12 

The commenter states that use of oversized-transport vehicles on State highways would require a 
Caltrans transportation permit and that it is recommended that large size truck trips be limited to off-
peak commute periods.  

This comment does not pertain to the SCEA and raises no environmental issues specific to the 
proposed project. Nevertheless, necessary permits would be obtained if oversized-transport vehicles 
are required for project construction. Furthermore, mitigation measure TRA-2(b) on page 191 would 
require development of a construction management plan that would include a set of comprehensive 
traffic control measures, including scheduling of major truck trips and deliveries to avoid peak traffic 
hours.  

Response to Comment 13 

The commenter notes that a traffic construction management plan may be needed for the project due 
to potential high volumes of construction vehicles.  

See the response to Comment 12.  

Response to Comment 14 

The commenter requests to contact the project coordinator, Alan Lin, for any questions.  

Any questions or concerns will be addressed with Alan Lin.  
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Letter 6 

COMMENTER: Board of Directors, Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance 

 

DATE:   March 8, 2018 

 

Response to Comment 1 

The commenter provides introductory remarks, and requests to be added to the public interest list 
regarding subsequent information regarding the proposed project.  

Per the commenter’s request, Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance (GSEJA) will be added to the 
public notification list for the subject project.  

Response to Comment 2 

The commenter provides a summary of the proposed project.  

The commenter’s summary of the proposed project is accurate.  

Response to Comment 3 

The commenter provides the requirements of SB 375 for CEQA streamlining opportunities for TPPs 
highlighting that TPP must be consistent with the use, destination, density, building intensity, and 
applicable policies specified for the project area in either a sustainable communities strategy or an 
alternative planning strategy. The commenter then states that the SCEA incorrectly determines that 
the proposed project is consistent with the City Residential place type within the Urban land 
development category described in SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS. Rather, the commenter notes that the 
project site is within an area designated under a Compact land development category (LDC), and more 
closely corresponds to the Town Residential place type within this category. However, because the 
proposed project exceeds the maximum gross density and maximum FAR permitted under the Town 
Residential place type, the project is not consistent with the use designation, density, or building 
intensity of the 2016 SCAG RTP/SCS. Lastly, the commenter states that because of this inconsistency, 
the SCEA is invalid as an environmental analysis document, the TPP CEQA Exemption cannot be 
applied, and preparation of an EIR is required.  

The proposed project is a transit priority project that clearly meets the intent of both SB 375 and 
SCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).  The purpose of the 
CEQA provisions of SB 375 are to revise CEQA to encourage projects “that will help the state achieve its 
climate goals under AB 32, assist in the achievement of state and federal air quality standards, and 
increase petroleum conservation.”  (See SB 375, Section 1(f).) To meet the state’s AB 32 climate goals, 
SB 375 requires all metropolitan transportation organizations, including SCAG, to prepare a Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS) that integrates transportation and land use planning in a manner that 
results in reduced vehicle miles traveled and, as a result, reduced GHG emissions.  The proposed 
project would fulfill this overarching intent by developing 550 multi-family residential units and 9,800 
square feet of neighborhood-serving commercial uses all within 0.3 miles of the Sierra Madre Villa Gold 
Line Station (this Station is located 700 feet from the southeast corner of the site).  The site is also 
served by eight bus stops within ½-mile radius that provide access to 16 bus lines.   
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Due to the transit facilities in the vicinity, the project area qualifies as a “High Quality Transit Area” 
(HQTA).  A continually reoccurring theme in the RTP/SCS is to focus new growth around transit, 
particularly HQTAs. In its description of the SCAG region’s existing land use pattern, the RTP/SCS (p. 20) 
expresses that, “a more compact land development strategy is needed” and in the discussion of land 
use strategies in Chapter 5, the RTP/SCS (p. 76) states, “HQTAs are a cornerstone of land use planning 
best practice in the SCAG region... Here, households have expanded transportation choices with ready 
access to a multitude of safe and convenient transportation alternatives to driving alone… Households 
have more direct and easier access to jobs, schools, shopping, healthcare and entertainment.” Chapter 
5 of the RTP/SCS (p. 76) further states that, “The 2016 RTP/SCS overall land use pattern reinforces the 
trend of focusing new housing and employment in the region’s HQTAs… The 2016 RTP/SCS assumes 
that 46 percent of new housing and 55 percent of new employment locations developed between 
2012 and 2040 will be located within HQTAs, which comprise only three percent of the total land area 
in the SCAG region.” The proposed project, which would develop multi-family and commercial uses 
within a HQTA, is consistent with the land use pattern envisioned by the RTP/SCS.   

In addition to the project’s overall consistency with the RTP/SCS and its fulfillment of the overarching 
goals of integrating land use and transportation, the SCEA (pp. 33-38) provides a detailed analysis of 
the project’s consistency with the RTP/SCS, including consistency with use designation, density, 
building intensity and applicable policies, as required by SB 375.  However, in contrast to the 
commenter’s assertion, the RTP/SCS does not identify specific use designations, densities, or building 
intensities for the project area or, for that matter, for any specific location.  Rather, the land use 
pattern described in the RTP/SCS is intended to accommodate anticipated growth in the region, while 
providing flexibility to local agencies in designating land uses.  The “Land Development Categories” and 
“Place Types” referenced in the RTP/SCS were developed by SCAG to describe the general conditions 
that exist and/or are likely to exist within a specific area, reflecting the diversity of land use planning in 
the region.  In developing the RTP/SCS, SCAG used the Place Types in an urban setting design tool to 
demonstrate urban development in terms of form, scale and function in the built environment (see p. 
20 of the RTP/SCS).  To that end, the RTP/SCS Appendix “SCS Background Documentation” (p. 4) states, 
“The LDCs [Land Development Categories] employed in the RTP/SCS are not intended to represent 
detailed land use policies, but are used to describe the general conditions likely to occur within a 
specific area if recently emerging trends, such as transit-oriented development, were to continue in 
concert with the implementation of the 2016 RTP/SCS.” 

Of the Place Types and Land Development Categories considered in the RTP/SCS, the SCEA (p. 33) 
explains that the proposed project is most consistent with the “City Residential” Place Type within the 
“Urban” Land Development Category.  The RTP/SCS provides the following description of the Urban 
Land Development Category:  

Urban: These areas are often found within and directly adjacent to moderate and high 
density urban centers. Nearly all urban growth in these areas would be considered 
infill or redevelopment. The majority of housing is multifamily and attached single-
family (townhome), which tend to consume less water and energy than the larger 
types found in greater proportion in less urban locations. These areas are supported by 
high levels of regional and local transit service. They have well-connected street 
networks, and the mix and intensity of uses result in a highly walkable environment. 



3200 East Foothill Boulevard Mixed Use Project 
Responses to Comments on the Draft Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment 
 

City of Pasadena 
 40 
 

These areas offer enhanced access and connectivity for people who choose not to 
drive or do not have access to a vehicle. 

The project area is consistent with this description in that it is within/near urban areas of moderate to 
high density, is supported by high levels of regional and local transit, has a well-connected street 
network, is a walkable location with a mix and intensity of uses, and has growth opportunities that are 
largely limited to infill development or redevelopment.  

The commenter’s assertion that the project is within the “Compact” Land Development Category is 
explicitly based on an exhibit in the “SCS Background Documentation” appendix of the RTP/SCS.  This 
exhibit, “Exhibit 18 Forecasted Regional Development Types by Land Development Categories (2040) - 
San Gabriel Valley,” appears to depict the project site in an interface area between “Urban” and 
“Compact” Land Development Categories.  However, this exhibit does not depict finite boundaries for 
the three Land Development Categories, but rather uses a spectrum of colors to indicate a wide range 
of potential land use types and densities.  Moreover, this exhibit is shown at the sub-regional level and 
intentionally not at the parcel-by-parcel level because the RTP/SCS does not dictate any specific land 
use designations.  To that end, Exhibit 18 includes the following disclaimer: 

Note: The forecasted land use development patterns by LDCs shown are based on 
Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) level data utilized to conduct required modeling 
analyses. Data at the TAZ level or at a geography smaller than the jurisdictional level 
are advisory only and non-binding, because SCAG subjurisdictional forecasts are not to 
be adopted as part of the 2016 RTP/SCS. For purposes of qualifying for future funding 
opportunities and/or other incentive programs, sub-jurisdictional data and/or maps 
used to determine consistency with the Sustainable Communities Strategy shall only 
be used at the discretion and with the approval of the local jurisdiction. However, this 
does not otherwise limit the use of the sub-jurisdictional data and/or maps by SCAG, 
CTCs, Councils of Governments, SCAG Subregions, Caltrans and other public agencies 
for transportation modeling and planning purposes. Any other use of the sub-
jurisdictional data and/or maps not specified herein, shall require agreement from the 
Regional Council, respective policy committees and local jurisdictions. 

Even if the project site, or a portion thereof, was forecasted by SCAG to fall within the “Compact” Land 
Development Category, the fact that the proposed project is designed more in line with an “Urban” 
Place Type would only have a positive effect on the implementation of the RTP/SCS, because it would 
result in additional residential and commercial uses being located within an HQTA and, thus, less 
vehicle miles traveled than what was forecasted by SCAG.   

The commenter further asserts that the “Town Residential” Place Type is the applicable use 
designation for the project and that the proposed project is not consistent with this use designation or 
the corresponding density or building intensity.  This assertion is based on a table that is a reference 
document noted in the “SCS Background Documentation” appendix to the RTP/SCS titled, “Place Types 
Categorized into Land Development Categories.” This table corresponds Place Types with Land 
Development Categories as applied to the modeling for the RTP/SCS.  This table does not apply Place 
Types to any specific locations or geographies.  Moreover, as previously noted, the RTP/SCS does not 
identify any specific use designations, densities, or building intensities for the project site or any 
specific location.   
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In conclusion, the proposed project is a transit priority project that is consistent with RTP/SCS and is, 
therefore, eligible to utilize the Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment CEQA document 
option created by SB 375.   

Response to Comment 4 

The commenter repeats the request for the GSEJA be added to the public interest list regarding future 
documents and notices regarding the proposed project.  

Per the commenter’s request, Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance will be added to the public 
notification list for the subject project.  

Response to Comment 5 

The commenter includes maps as supplemental material to their comment letter.  

The supplemental material is noted; however, this comment does not pertain to the SCEA and raises 
no environmental issues specific to the proposed project. 
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Letter 7 

COMMENTER: Laura Ellersieck, Resident, City of Pasadena 

 

DATE:   March 9, 2018 

 

Response to Comment 1 

The commenter introduces written comments on the Draft SCEA and notes that the comments are 
listed in the same order of appearance as the Draft SCEA, not in order of importance.  

The commenter’s clarification is noted. This is not a comment on the adequacy of the SCEA and raises 
no environmental issues related to the proposed project. Specific concerns raised by the commenter 
are addressed in Responses to Comments 2 to 21.  

Response to Comment 2  

The commenter states that the caption under Photo 9 on page 25 of the Draft SCEA, which states 
“View looking southwest towards the northwest corner of the project site,” should be corrected to 
replace “northwest corner” with “northeast corner”.  

This commenter’s correction is accurate. The caption under Photo 9 on page 25 of the SCEA has been 
revised as follows: “View looking southwest towards the northeast northwest corner of the project 
site.” 

Response to Comment 3 

The commenter notes that first listed bullet on pages 26 and 100 of the Draft SCEA state “Drought 
tolerant planning,” and questions whether it should say “planting”.  

This commenter’s correction is accurate. The bullets on pages 26 and 100 of the SCEA have been 
revised as follows: “Drought tolerant planting planning.”  

Response to Comment 4 

The comment asks why the sustainability features associated with the proposed project, listed on page 
26 of the Draft SCEA, only designate “pre-plumb” for solar water and pool heating. 

At this time, solar water and pool heating are not proposed. However, project site infrastructure will 
accommodate these features at a future undetermined date. 

Response to Comment 5 

The commenter states that the description of drainage facilities on page 27 of the Draft SCEA is unclear 
given that existing drainage facilities need to be dug up for contamination.  

 

As stated on page 27 of the SCEA, approximately 75 percent of the project site drains to the southeast 
portion of the site where there are seepage pits that on-site water filters through before entering the 
drainage system. Therefore, it is not expected that the drainage facilities are contaminated due to the 
existing filtration system. Nonetheless, a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) and a 
Removal Action Work Plan (RAW) have been prepared in coordination with the Los Angeles Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) and the California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
(DTSC) for the remediation of shallow soils at the site. The RAW includes a Soil Management Plan that 
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requires treatment for unknown contamination or sediment that may be discovered during 
construction of the project. In addition, we have revised the description on page 27 of the SCEA to 
clarify the description of the drainage facilities. The revisions are as follows: 

Connections for utilities including sewer, water, gas, electric, and telecommunications, would be 
installed onsite. The proposed project would be able to use existing drainage facilities for flows from 
the project site. The majority of existing surface drainage on-site flows southeasterly into a “ridged” 
pavement area. Approximately 25 percent of on-site drainage is directed towards Kinneloa Avenue, 
with the remaining portions directed towards the southeast corner of the site. Stormwater is then 
collected and conveyed via concrete swale areas throughout the site. The collected stormwater is then 
discharged into a storm drain located parallel to the 210 Freeway. The existing drainage system 
includes seepage pits that on-site water filters through before entering the drainage system that flows 
directly to the County facility. Therefore, the seepage pits and the portions of the drainage system that 
lead up to the seepage pits would be removed under the proposed project; however, the portion of 
the drainage system after the seepage pits that flows to the County drainage facility would remain and 
would be able to be used for the proposed project. The direction of these drainage flows would remain 
constant after development of the proposed project. No improvements to drainage facilities would be 
required as the proposed project would reduce on-site water flows compared to pre-existing site 
conditions.     

Response to Comment 6 

The commenter asks if the storm drain that is “parallel to the 210 freeway” currently taking water 
offsite has been tested for contamination.  

As discussed in Section 4.8 of the RAW, site investigations identified the seepage pits as hot spots. 
Therefore, the seepage pits and the portions of the drainage system that lead up to the seepage pits 
would be removed under the proposed project. See the full response to Comment 5. 

Response to Comment 7 

The commenter notes that Table 2, Surrounding Land Uses, on page 29 of the Draft SCEA does not 
mention the single-family residential neighborhood located north of the project site beyond the retail 
stores and Pasadena Community College along Foothill Boulevard. 

The single-family residential neighborhood was not listed in Table 2; the nearest residences in this 
neighborhood are located a minimum of 200 feet north of the project site. Table 2 on page 29 of the 
SCEA has been revised as shown below to include the single-family residential neighborhood north of 
the project site. It should be noted that at a distance of 200 feet, this residential neighborhood would 
not be substantially impacted by the majority of environmental issues analyzed in the SCEA.  As 
indicated by the commenter, Section 13, Noise, considers potential impacts to this residential 
neighborhood.  

Table 1 Surrounding Land Uses 

Project Area Surrounding Land Uses 

Project site (East of N. Kinneloa Avenue) North: Foothill Boulevard with assorted retail stores, satellite Pasadena 
Community College campus, single-family residential neighborhood 
beyond 
South: Interstate 210 Freeway with parking lots, CVS Pharmacy, and 
assorted retail stores beyond 
East: Kaiser Permanente medical offices, residential apartments, 
theaters  
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West: N. Kinneloa Avenue with the Accessory site, Dewey Pest Control 
site, and Interstate 210 Freeway beyond 

Accessory site (West of N. Kinneloa Avenue) North: Dewey Pest Control site and Foothill Boulevard, satellite 
Pasadena Community College campus, and parking lots, single-family 
residential neighborhood beyond  
South and West: Interstate 210 Freeway with parking lots, CVS 
Pharmacy, and assorted retail beyond 
East: N. Kinneloa Avenue with the main project site, and Kaiser 
Permanente medical offices beyond 

 

Response to Comment 8 

The commenter states that, although pages 66 and 72 of the Draft SCEA mention that vegetation is 
limited to street trees located parallel to the existing buildings lining Foothill Boulevard, there are also 
street trees along Kinneloa Avenue. The commenter adds that page 28 of the Draft SCEA states that 17 
trees would be removed on Foothill Boulevard and Kinneloa Avenue and wonders whether the 
statement, found on Pages 66 and 72 of the Draft SCEA, reflected the condition prior to street trees 
being planted on Kinneloa Avenue.  

The commenter’s clarification is accurate. Street trees are currently located along Foothill Boulevard 
and Kinneloa Avenue. However, as discussed in Section 4, Biological Resources, no sensitive biological 
species are known to use these trees as habitat. In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would apply to 
all vegetation removal activities, including removal of street trees on Kinneloa Avenue and Foothill 
Boulevard, to ensure that there would be no impacts to migratory birds during tree removal. 
Nonetheless, the following revisions have been made on pages 66 and 72 in Section 4, Biological 
Resources, of the SCEA for further clarification:  
 

On page 66: “The portion of the project site proposed for development is currently a self-
storage facility that is surrounded by a Kaiser Permanente medical facility, a pest control 
facility, auto repair businesses, and other industrial and commercial buildings. There is no 
vegetation currently on-site apart from street trees that line the project boundaries building 
frontage along Foothill Boulevard and Kinneloa Avenue. The site does not contain native 
habitat and does not support any candidate, sensitive, or special-status species.” 

On Page 72: “The area proposed for development is an existing self-storage facility located 
within the East Pasadena Specific Plan area, which is an urbanized portion of Pasadena that 
does not contain any native habitat. Vegetation is limited to street trees that line the project 
boundaries along Foothill Boulevard and Kinneloa Avenue located parallel to the existing 
buildings lining Foothill Boulevard. The project site and surrounding area do not support the 
movement or dispersal of fish or wildlife, do not contain any natural or physical features that 
connect habitat areas, and do not contain any wildlife nursery sites.” 

On Page 72: “The ordinance also aims to protect public trees located at all places within the 
City as well as mature trees in applicable zoning districts. The project site contains street trees 
lining Foothill Boulevard and Kinneloa Avenue, all of which are proposed for removal. 
However, tree removal activities under construction of the proposed project would be 
conducted in accordance with the removal procedures stipulated in the ordinance, which 
include acquiring a tree removal permit and giving adequate notice of tree removal activities.” 

Response to Comment 9 
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The commenter wonders about the extent of time a developer is required to maintain replacement 
trees and replace trees again if they don’t survive whenever a project requires tree removal. The 
commenter notes that established middle aged trees are not as expensive to maintain as young trees.  

Landscaping maintenance is not an issue under CEQA and this is not a comment on the adequacy of 
the SCEA. However, Section 8.52, City Trees and Tree Protection Ordinance, of the Pasadena Municipal 
Code establishes the requirements for the removal and replacement of trees. Through the City’s 
application process, the City will review the plans for the tree removals and replacement, and will also 
determine the maintenance requirements for landscaping throughout the project site.   

Response to Comment 10 

The commenter states that the historical background information on page 28 of the Draft SCEA, pages 
80-81 in Section 5, Cultural Resources, of the Draft SCEA, and the Cultural Resources Technical Study 
(Appendix E of the Draft SCEA) do not mention the history of the working class of the City of Pasadena 
and the project site’s history as part of a community largely comprised of people who immigrated from 
Mexico. The commenter adds a discussion of stories heard from elderly residents in the community 
that are related to the history of Titley Avenue (now known as Kinneloa Avenue) and adjacent 
buildings.  

The project site is currently occupied by the Space Bank Mini Storage Facility, but was historically used 
as a research and development center for underwater ordnance. As discussed in Section 5, Cultural 
Resources, of the SCEA, weapons research and development was typically a collaborative process that 
included the efforts of military personnel, private contractors, and universities, and set the most 
appropriate theme to which to evaluate the cultural significance of the project site. As such, the period 
of significance for this theme generally follows the timeline of the Cold War, beginning in 1946 and 
ending in 1989. Although a brief discussion is included about the City’s history, the historical 
background provided in the Cultural Resources Technical Study and SCEA largely focuses on the 
military-related history that is specific to the project site.  

Response to Comment 11 

The commenter states that the construction noise analysis in Section 13, Noise, of the Draft SCEA does 
not discuss the “beep-beep-beep” noise associated with construction vehicles that are in reverse. The 
commenter states that this noise is irritating and often in excess of what is needed to warn someone 
on the construction site, and adds that there should be a restriction to regulate this noise.  

The commenter’s suggestion is noted; however, this “beeping” noise would occur only intermittently 
during construction of the proposed project and would not alter the overall noise level estimates 
provided in the SCEA. It should also be noted that the purpose of the “beeping” noise is to be 
excessively audible to effectively warn nearby construction workers, pedestrians, and other vehicles of 
a heavy-duty vehicle moving in reverse. It is understood that the “beeping” noise can be a temporary 
annoyance for nearby noise-sensitive receptors; however, this noise universally helps prioritize and 
ensure overall safety on and near project sites during construction periods.  

Response to Comment 12 

The commenter states that construction noise and vibration generated from the demolition of existing 
concrete slabs on the project site is not included in the construction noise analysis, and adds that the 
associated “pounding” creates more noise and vibration than other construction activities.   

Potential noise and vibration impacts from demolition were in fact analyzed in the SCEA.  The 
construction equipment included in the construction noise and vibration analysis in Section 13, Noise, 
of the SCEA was compiled based on construction and engineering information provided by the 
applicant for the project and CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2 defaults for construction of mixed-use 
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residential and commercial project. As shown in Table 27 of the SCEA, the demolition phase of project 
construction includes an excavator, which would be used to break apart the asphalt surface on the 
project site. Use of the excavator would generate noise levels up to 75 dBA Lmax at 100 feet from the 
source, which is less than the 85 dBA maximum noise level allowed under Pasadena Municipal Code 
Section 9.36.070 (see Table 27). As shown in Table 22 of the SCEA, the construction vibration analysis 
includes a subset of construction equipment that would generate the highest vibration impacts, which 
consist of a large bulldozer, loaded trucks, and a small bulldozer. Operation of these pieces of 
equipment would exceed the applicable vibration thresholds at various distances; however, Mitigation 
Measures N-1 and N-2 would reduce vibration impacts below thresholds.   

Response to Comment 13 

The commenter states that eastbound Foothill Boulevard and its intersection with Sierra Madre Villa 
are frequently congested with traffic. The commenter adds that the proposed access drive off Kinneloa 
Avenue is restricted to exit only, which would cause vehicles to bypass Kinneloa to enter the project 
site via Foothill Boulevard and increase congestion on Foothill Boulevard and Kinneloa Avenue. The 
commenter states that people arriving at the project site from the south or west could avoid Foothill 
Boulevard if northbound right-turn entry to the parking structure were allowed from Kinneloa Avenue. 

The Kinneloa Avenue driveway access operations have been revised to both operate as inbound and 
outbound driveways. The northerly Kinneloa Avenue driveway is still proposed to operate as both an 
entrance and exit driveway. The southerly Kinneloa Avenue driveway is revised to allow northbound 
right-turn entry only, and unrestricted exit. Southbound entry will be restricted at the southerly 
Kinneloa Avenue driveway will be restricted with no left-turn signage for southbound vehicles and a 
raised median installed in private property. 

Response to Comment 14 

The commenter states that the Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix H of the Draft SCEA) does not 
explain how the average daily and peak hour trip numbers were calculated.  

According to page 8 of the Transportation Impact Analysis, the City’s calibrated travel demand 
forecasting model (TDF) built on SCAG’s regional model was used to analyze the incremental changes 
in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita and vehicle trips (VT) per capita associated with 
implementation of the proposed project. The TDF model uses TransCAD software that simulates traffic 
levels and travel patterns for the City of Pasadena. The program consists of input files that summarize 
the City’s land uses, street network, travel characteristics, and other key factors. Using this data, the 
model performs a series of calculations to determine the amount of trips generated, the beginning and 
ending location of each trip, and the route taken by the trip. The project’s impacts on the 
transportation system are analyzed using the calibrated TDF model. The results are based on the 
project’s vehicular and non-vehicular trip generation characteristics, trip length, and its interaction 
with other surrounding/citywide land uses, and the City’s transportation network.  

The Transportation Impact Analysis also analyzes the project’s regional transportation impacts based 
on Congestion Management Program guidelines for Los Angeles County. According to page 10 of the 
Transportation Impact Analysis, the project would generate 3,648 daily trips, 344 AM peak hour trips, 
and 333 PM peak hour trips.  The proposed project’s daily and peak hour trips were calculated based 
on Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trips rates for the proposed land uses.  

The table below summarizes the trip generation calculation data: 
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Response to Comment 15 

The commenter states that there is no breakdown of how trips would be distributed from the project 
site and questions whether the models used for the Transportation Impact Analysis generate estimates 
to that level of detail. 

Refer to Response to Comment 14, which discusses how the City’s TDF program analyzes a project’s 
traffic impacts.  

Also, the following figure describes how, in the Transportation Impact Analysis, the project trips were 
distributed: 

Proposed Use Land Use Code Amount Units Measure Daily In Out Total In Out Total

Apartment 220 550 DU 1 6.65 0.10 0.41 0.51 0.40 0.22 0.62
Retail San Diego 5,800 SF 1000 40.00 0.72 0.48 1.20 1.80 1.80 3.60
High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant 932 4,000 SF 1000 127.2 5.99 5.53 11.52 6.58 4.57 11.15

Previous Use Land Use Code Amount Units Measure Daily In Out Total In Out Total

Space Bank Site**

Daily In Out Total In Out Total

3658 56 224 281 222 119 341
232 4 3 7 10 10 21
509 24 22 46 26 18 45

4398 84 280 399 258 148 406
Internal Trip Capture 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Walk-In 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Transit Trips 5% 220 4 14 20 13 7 20

Pass-By Trips 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4178 80 266 379 245 141 386

Daily In Out Total In Out Total

530 19 16 35 26 27 53

530 19 16 35 26 27 53

Net total (proposed minus existing trips) 3648 61 250 344 219 114 333

Less CMP Transit Adjustment (5%)

Volumes

Proposed Use

Trip Generation Rates (proposed)

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Trip Generation Rates (previous)

See Note Below

Retail
High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant

Apartment

PM Peak HourAM Peak Hour
Previous Use

Net Project Vehicle Trips

Volumes

Total Project Trips

Space Bank Site**

Net Project Vehicle Trips

** Trip generation for the existing Space Bank land use based on existing weekday AM and PM peak period driveway traffic counts conducted 
by City Traffic Counters on Wednesday, October 12, 2016. See Appendix for a summary of the existing site driveway counts. Daily trip ends 
volume derived from the assumption that PM peak hour-traffic volume represents ten percent (10%) of the daily traffic volume.
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Response to Comment 16 

The commenter notes that, according to the Transportation Impact Analysis, the nearest arterial 
monitoring station for determining traffic impacts is Foothill Boulevard at Rosemead Boulevard, and 
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the nearest mainline freeway monitoring station is at Rosemead Boulevard. The commenter states that 
both locations are east of the project site, and also located opposite the most likely direction of travel 
for project-generated trips. The commenter adds that Foothill Boulevard at Sierra Madre Villa is 
already congested and would be further negatively affected by the proposed project.  

The latest Congestion Management Program (CMP) for Los Angeles County requires local jurisdictions 
to consider the regional transportation impacts that may result from major development projects 
through the local land use approval process. The geographic area examined in the traffic study must 
include the following, at minimum: 

- All CMP arterial monitoring intersections where the proposed project will add 50 or more trips 
during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours of adjacent street traffic 

- If CMP arterial segments are being analyzed rather than intersections, the study area must 
include all segments where the proposed project will add 50 or more peak hour trips. 

- Mainline freeway monitoring locations where the project will add 150 or more peak hour trips 
- Caltrans must also be consulted through the Notice of Preparation (NOP) process to identify 

other specific locations to be analyzed on the state highway system.  
The arterial monitoring station locations in Pasadena are: 

- Arroyo Parkway at California Boulevard (CMP ID 119) 
- Pasadena Avenue/ St John Avenue at California Boulevard (CMP ID 120) 
- Rosemead Boulevard at Foothill Boulevard (CMP ID 121) 

The mainline freeway monitoring locations in Pasadena are: 

- 110 Freeway at Pasadena Avenue (CMP Station 1050) 
- 134 Freeway west of San Rafael Avenue (CMP Station 1056) 
- 210 Freeway west of Routes 134 and 710 (CMP Station 1060) 
- 210 Freeway at Rosemead Boulevard (CMP Station 1061) 

The studied monitoring stations are the nearest to the project site. As discussed on page 10 of the 
Transportation Impact Analysis the project would not add a significant number of trips to either 
monitoring station based on Congestion Management Program criteria. The City of Pasadena also 
conducted a Non-CEQA Transportation Impact Analysis for City use to identify if neighborhood 
protection measures are appropriate. However, the Non-CEQA analysis does not assess transportation 
impacts pursuant to CEQA. 

Response to Comment 17 

The commenter notes that, for vehicle trip mitigation, the developer is required to do an annual traffic 
demand management survey for five years, starting one year after project occupancy, to show a 
minimum reduction of 23% of vehicle trips. The commenter asks what would happen if a reduction is 
not achieved and adds that the Transportation Impact Analysis does not indicate that the developer 
would be required to take any additional mitigation measures to reduce vehicle trips.  

The project has been conditioned to implement TDM measures above and beyond the City’s Trip 
Reduction Ordinance (TRO) requirements to reduce the project impact to a less than significant level.   
Based on guidance provided by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) in the 
Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Measures manual and on the professional judgement of the City’s DOT, 
the additional TDM measures would reduce the project’s vehicle trips/capita to below the City’s 
threshold of significance.  Mitigation Measure TRA-1 further includes a TDM survey requirement to 
maximize the effectiveness of TDM Plan. As identified by CAPCOA, a TDM survey can further reduce 
vehicle usage by enhancing the effectiveness of the TDM plan.   The TDM annual survey required by 
City’s TRO allows staff to monitor the effectiveness of the TDM measures and adjust them as needed.  
DOT believes the required vehicular trip reductions are attainable.     
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Response to Comment 18 

The commenter notes that, although page 3 of the Transportation Impact Analysis states that Santa 
Paula Avenue is described as having one traffic lane in each direction plus parking on each site, parking 
is not allowed on some blocks of Santa Paula Avenue. The commenter states that, where cars are 
parked on both sides, cars cannot safely pass each other in the street and must take turns. The 
commenter adds that Santa Paula Avenue is impacted by Pasadena Community College students that 
park along the street when classes are in session.  

As discussed on page 3 of the Transportation Impact Analysis, Santa Paula Avenue is described as 
having one through travel line for each direction of travel with parking generally allowed on both sides 
of the roadway in the project vicinity. The proposed project would accommodate the project’s parking 
needs on-site; therefore, it would not add to the students currently parking along Santa Paula Avenue. 
In addition, it should be noted that parking is not an environmental issue under CEQA.  

Response to Comment 19 

The commenter asks why page 3 of the Transportation Impact Analysis only mentions La Tierra Street 
and Alameda Street, but not Mataro Street or Estado Street, which would also be affected by traffic 
avoiding the Foothill Boulevard and Sierra Madre Villa intersection.  

To protect the neighborhood to the north of the project and residents along streets noted by 
commenter, the project has been conditioned to modify the existing traffic signal and construct a 
raised median to prohibit project’s vehicular trip to and from Santa Paula Street north of Foothill 
Boulevard.     

Response to Comment 20 

The commenter suggests that the developer should be required to install signage at each driveway exit 
and intersection that indicates the preferred route for getting to the 210 Freeway heading both west 
and east.  

The commenter’s suggestion is noted. 

Response to Comment 21 

The commenter suggests that the developer should be required to provide easy-to-notice instructions 
to each lessee of a parking space showing the preferred routes to and from the freeway for each 
direction of travel.  

The commenter’s suggestion is noted. 
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Letter 8 

COMMENTER: Tanya A. Gulesserian, Adams Broadwell Joseph and Cardozo Attorneys at Law 
on behalf of Coalition for Responsible Equitable Economic Development 

 

DATE:   March 26, 2018 

 

Response to Comment 1 

The commenter summarizes the project description, lists the required discretionary actions associated 
with the proposed project, and states that the project also requires approval of a Removal Action 
Workplan by the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). The commenter states that the Draft 
SCEA and public notices are incorrect, and that the project requires a Zoning Map Amendment to 
change the zoning designation from EPSP-D2-IG (East Pasadena Specific Plan subarea d2, General 
Industrial District) to PD (Planned Development), instead of ESPS-D1-IG. 

The existing zoning is EPSP-D2-IG. This correction is noted and will be revised throughout the SCEA. 

Response to Comment 2 

The commenter alleges that the Draft SCEA does not comply with the requirements of CEQA and that 
there is no substantial evidence to support the City’s conclusion that the project would result in less 
than significant impacts.  The commenter further alleges that evidence shows that the project would 
result in significant impacts from hazards and air quality. The commenter requests preparation of a 
sustainable communities environmental impact report (SCEIR).  

Based on the significance determinations provided in the SCEA, as well as the responses to the 
comments provided herein, the potentially significant impacts associated with air quality and hazards 
would be reduced to less than significant levels through implementation of the proposed mitigation 
measures and incorporation of the feasible mitigation measures, performance standards, and criteria 
from prior applicable EIRs. Therefore, preparation of a SCEIR is not warranted.    

Response to Comment 3 

The commenter discloses that they prepared their comments with the assistance of Soil Water/Air 
Protection Enterprise (SWAPE), which is included as Exhibit A to the comment letter, and urges that 
the City reject the SCEA and instead prepare an SCEIR.  

Responses to Comments 27-31, below, address SWAPE’s comments.  

Response to Comment 4 

The commenter includes a description of SWAPE, lists various organization members that live in the 
City of Pasadena, and states that SWAPE’s interest is to enforce environmental laws that encourage 
sustainable development and ensure a safe working environment for its members.   

This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the SCEA and raises no environmental issues 
specific to the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 5 

The commenter includes a background of CEQA’s purpose in the environmental review process, and 
states that a SCEA is not the proper document for the streamlined process allowed under CEQA. The 
commenter asserts that an SCEIR is required for the project.   
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See Response to Comment 2. 

Response to Comment 6 

The commenter states that the existing IG (General Industrial) zone does not allow for residential, 
mixed-use projects, so the request for a rezone is necessary to override the existing zoning. Further, 
the commenter states that the project will be detrimental to public health and thus does not qualify 
for a Planned Development rezone.  

See Response to Comments 2 and 7.   

Response to Comment 7 

The commenter states an opinion that there is no substantial evidence that supports the City’s 
conclusion that the contaminants of concerns at the site will be brought to a level that will not pose a 
risk to human health.   
 
According to Exhibit E of the Executed Amendment to Agreement and Covenant Not to Sue for the 
Former Naval Information Research Foundation Under Sea Center Site, Pasadena Gateway, LLC 
(Pasadena Gateway), the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) and the 
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) have entered into an agreement which 
requires Pasadena Gateway to develop a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) and a 
Removal Action Work Plan (RAW) for the remediation of shallow soils at the site.  The RI/FS has been 
reviewed and approved by DTSC, and the RAW has been submitted to DTSC and is pending approval. 
The agreement requires the RAW to be implemented, and a Removal Action Completion Report to be 
submitted to the DTSC.  The DTSC will review the Removal Action Completion Report and will certify 
that remedial actions have been completed for the site, provided that the following conditions have 
been met: 
 All response actions have been completed as necessary to ensure that hazardous materials at the 

site no longer pose a significant risk 
 DTSC has determined that response action standards and objectives have been met 
 DTSC has approved the Removal Action Completion Report 
 DTSC has approved the final Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Plan, if necessary and 

appropriate 
Thus, DTSC is responsible for determining that site soils have been adequately remediated to allow for 
residential land use.  Contaminants of concern may currently exist at the site at concentrations that 
exceed acceptable health risks.  The proposed project cannot proceed unless DTSC has verified that 
contaminant levels on-site do not exceed regulatory action levels. However, the extent of the on-site 
contaminant levels has been characterized and legally mandatory remediation has been imposed by 
DTSC. Implementation of the RI/FS and RAW would be adequate to remediate the site to a condition 
that is suitable for residential use, and no further analysis or mitigation is required in the SCEA. The 
DTSC analysis and the referenced agreement between DTSC, LARWQB, and Pasadena Gateway 
constitute the evidence that the City relied on reaching this conclusion.  See also Response to 
Comment 9. 

Response to Comment 8 

The commenter states that, while the Specific Plan allows for mixed-use development in “appropriate 
areas,” the proposed project is not consistent with the Specific Plan goals since a contaminated site is 
not an appropriate area.  

See Response to Comment 7, which discusses the project’s site suitability for residential use post site 
remediation. As discussed in Section 11, Land Use and Planning, of the SCEA, the East Pasadena 
Specific Plan encourages innovative housing developments through mixed-use and live-work projects 
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in appropriate areas. The proposed project would replace an existing self-storage facility with a new 
mixed-use residential development. Development would include 550 residential dwellings, including 
live-work spaces, supporting retail, public open space, and two parking structures. The project would 
also include an internal publicly-accessible paseo providing shoppers pedestrian access to onsite retail 
use while also promoting public/private interaction and mixing. The proposed project also supports 
alternative modes of transportation as it is in close proximity to and would be served by multiple public 
transit services, such as the Metro Gold Line and Pasadena Area Rapid Transit System.  

Response to Comment 9 

The commenter states that the Draft SCEA fails to analyze the project’s potentially significant impacts 
associated with site contamination by compressing the analysis and implementation of remedial 
actions into the project description instead of analyzing the issue in the relevant “Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials” discussion section.  

The RAW is included in the Project Description because it is a component of the proposed project.  
Approval of the RAW by DTSC is one of the project’s required discretionary approvals and the project 
could not proceed without implementation of the RAW.  To that end, DTSC specifically requested that 
the City include the RAW and its implementation in the Project Description of the CEQA document in a 
telephone conversation between City staff and DTSC on December 27, 2018 and a teleconference 
meeting between City staff, DTSC, and Rincon on January 16, 2018. In addition to describing the RAW 
and its requirements in the Project Description, the actions set forth by the RAW are analyzed in detail 
in Section 9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials of the SCEA (see pp. 120-129). Based on this analysis, 
additional mitigation measures were included to ensure that the RAW complies with applicable federal 
provisions governing hazardous waste sites. Upon completion of the remedial actions contained in the 
RAW and the additional mitigation measures included in the SCEA, potential hazards would be reduced 
to a less than significant level.  

In contrast to the commenter’s assertion, the SCEA does not “compress the analysis of impacts and 
mitigation measures into a single issue.” Rather, the SCEA provides a detailed description of the RAW, 
which is a critical project component, in the Project Description section (see pp. 10-15) and provides an 
analysis of the project’s potential environmental impacts related to hazardous materials in the Initial 
Study Checklist portion of the SCEA (see pp. 120-129).  This analysis characterizes and discloses all of 
the potential environmental impacts related to hazardous materials and summarizes the relevant 
components of the RAW to the extent that they alleviate potential environmental impacts.  This 
analysis allows for meaningful consideration of whether mitigation measures are required and whether 
other more effective measures than those proposed should be considered.  To that end, the analysis in 
the SCEA identifies the potential environmental consequences arising from the project and allows for 
the thoughtful analysis of the sufficiency of the totality of measures to mitigate those consequences.    

Finally, in contrast to the commenter’s assertion, the SCEA does discuss and analyze whether the 
project would “be located on a site included on a list of hazardous material sites compiles pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment?”  The Checklist (see pp. 124-129) discusses in depth the databases searched 
pursuant to Section 65962.5, and the elements of the Project (through the RAW and RI/FS) and 
mitigation measures that would reduce impacts to less than significant, as further discussed above.     

Response to Comment 10 

The commenter states that the Draft SCEA does not disclose the contaminant levels of the site, 
describe the relationship between these exceedances in contamination with the surrounding 
environment, or show that remediation per the RAW would reduce contamination impacts below 
significance thresholds.   
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The SCEA indicates that health risk assessments found that polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) in 
soil and tetrachloroethylene (PCE), trichloroethylene (TCE), carbon tetrachloride, and 
dibromochloromethane in soil vapor exceeded the cancer risk and hazard index set forth by the US 
EPA.  In addition, the SCEA notes that elevated concentrations of arsenic and TPH have been detected 
onsite, that lead, mercury, and hexavalent chromium have been detected at concentrations exceeding 
RSLs set forth by the US EPA, and that dioxins and furans have been detected at concentrations 
exceeding preliminary remediation goals (PRGs) set forth by the US EPA, which were in effect in 1999, 
when the assessment was conducted.   

Although the SCEA does not provided specific concentrations of contaminants of concern, 
concentrations are provided in Ninyo & Moore’s RI/FS and RAW, which are public documents that 
describe in detail contaminant levels and health risks.  These documents were provided to the 
commenter on February 28, 2018 and have been added to the SCEA as Appendix J (RI/FS) and 
Appendix K (RAW).  

A Human Health Screening Evaluation was conducted by Ninyo & Moore for select COCs and was 
summarized in Section 7 of the RI/FS.  Site-specific cleanup goals were proposed in Section 5 of the 
RAW.  A summary follows: 

Lead – detected at a maximum concentration of 2,230 mg/kg, exceeding the RSL/DTSC SL for lead in 
residential soil of 80 mg/kg.  Lead hotspots will be removed during remedial excavation activities.  
The proposed site-specific cleanup goal for lead is the DTSC SL of 80 mg/kg.     

Mercury – detected at a maximum concentration of 13 mg/kg, exceeding the DTSC SL for mercury in 
residential soil of 1 mg/kg.  Mercury hotspots in soil will be removed during remedial excavation 
activities.  The proposed site-specific cleanup goal for mercury is the DTSC SL of 1.0mg/kg. 

Arsenic – Detected in soil at concentrations exceeding the DTSC-SL of 1.1 mg/kg and/or assumed 
background concentration of 12 mg/kg.  The proposed cleanup goal for arsenic is the background 
concentration of 12 mg/kg. 

PAHs – exceeded RSLs/SLs in sediment samples collected from the storm drain catch basins. Proposed 
cleanup goals for the PAHs benzo(a)pyrene and benzo(b)fluoranthene in soil are the US EPA RSLs of 
0.11 mg/kg and 1.1 mg/kg, respectively.  Cleanup goals were not established for any other PAHs. 

Petroleum Hydrocarbons – Hydrocarbon concentrations had been detected at concentrations 
exceeding the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board Environmental Screening 
Levels in soil collected from the storm drain catch basins.  Proposed cleanup goals for TPHg, TPHd, 
and TPHmo are the SFBRWQCB ESLs of 100 mg/kg, 230 mg/kg, and 5,100 mg/kg, respectively.   

Dioxins – detected in sediment from a storm drain catch basin located near a former incinerator. A 
site-specific cleanup goal was not proposed for dioxin, however the catch basin will be removed 
during remediation activities.    

Hexavalent Chromium – The SCEA notes that although hexavalent chromium was detected in soil at 
concentrations exceeding the RSL, Ninyo & Moore determined that chromium concentrations were 
in fact within background concentrations for the region, and DTSC concurred.  Therefore, a site-
specific cleanup goal was not established for hexavalent chromium. 

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) PCE, TCE, carbon tetrachloride, dibromochloromethane – Ninyo 
& Moore developed a human health screening evaluation (HHSE) based on the 95% upper 
confidence level of VOCs in soil vapor.  HHSE calculations indicated that PCE, TCE, carbon 
tetrachloride, and dibromochloromethane were present at concentrations that exceeded the 
acceptable cancer risk of 1.0x10-6.  The cumulative cancer risk for all detected VOCs in soil gas 
totaled 3.4X10-4.  Proposed site-specific cleanup goals for VOCs in soil vapor are depth-dependent, 
ranging from 0.238 g/l to 0.705 g/l for carbon tetrachloride, from 1.83 g/l to 5.47 g/l for PCE, 
and 4.25 g/l to 12.4 g/l for TCE, based on a health risk assessment conducted by Ninyo & Moore.  
A cleanup goal was not proposed for dibromochlormethane.   
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Although the HHSE did not indicate that the 95% UCL for PCE in soil exceeded the 1x10-6 cancer risk, a 
cleanup goal of 0.59 mg/kg, the DTSC SL, was proposed.   
 
The facts for this project are unlike those in Lotus v. Department of Transportation, as cited by the 
commenter.  Here, the conditions onsite have been analyzed by an expert resource agency, and legally 
required actions must be taken to clean up the site.  What the commenter appears to demand is a re-
analysis of the efficacy of the RAW and RI/RF, and a second-guessing of DTSC’s conclusion that 
compliance therewith will mitigate the conditions currently on the site.  The City may rely on DTSC’s 
expertise and imposition of legally required actions rather than re-analyzing what has already been 
analyzed and conditioned for clean-up. 

Also, see Response to Comment 7. 

Response to Comment 11 

The commenter states that the Draft SCEA fails to analyze the project’s potentially significant impacts 
associated with site contamination by compressing the analysis and implementation of remedial 
actions into the project description instead of analyzing the issue in detail in the relevant “Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials” discussion section.  

See Response to Comment 9. 

Response to Comment 12 

The commenter states that making the required significance finding involves identifying, analyzing, and 
assessing the level of significance. Further, crucial mitigation measures should not be incorporated into 
the project’s description without analyzing the impact in detail. 

The removal action outlined in the RAW, which, wholly independent of this project, must be 
implemented and certified by the DTSC, would eliminate or reduce contamination in shallow soil 
resulting from the former use of the project site for research and development to a level appropriate 
for residential use. That is the nature and legal requirement of the agreement entered into with the 
DTSC.  The RAW is, therefore, a necessary component of the proposed project, so it is included in the 
Project Description. The actions proposed by the RAW are analyzed in detail in Section 9, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials. Based on this analysis and the necessary outcome that will follow compliance 
with the RAW, additional mitigation measures were included to ensure compliance with applicable 
federal provisions governing hazardous waste sites. Also, see Responses to Comments 7, 9 and 10.  

Response to Comment 13 

The commenter states that the magnitude of risk associated with on-site volatile organic compounds 
(VOC) is now known and the project’s measures that may be implemented to reduce the risk would not 
ensure a less than significant impact.   

Health risk modeling has been performed for current on-site conditions, but the post-remediation 
health risks and reductions of contaminant concentrations, including VOCs, are not known. While the 
effectiveness of the removal action cannot be guaranteed at this time, post-remediation assessment, 
including soil vapor sampling and confirmation soil sampling, will provide DTSC with the necessary data 
to evaluate when the site is suitable for residential use. As noted above, the site cannot be occupied 
until DTSC certifies the site for residential use. If contaminants of concern remain at concentrations 
exceeding acceptable health risk levels, residential use will not be approved by the DTSC. See also 
responses to comments 10 and 14-17. 

Response to Comment 14 
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The commenter states that the Draft SCEA fails to include any mitigation measure that directly 
addresses the VOCs and the associated risk, and adds that the Draft SCEA does not disclose the 
“significance of the impact”.  

The proposed removal actions and installation of systems intended to prevent vapor intrusion outlined 
in the RAW and RI/FS directly address potential migration of VOCs into the future buildings, and are 
intended to reduce the impact of VOCs on the public to a less than significant level.  

As noted in Response to Comment 10, site-specific cleanup goals have been proposed for VOCs in soil 
gas. Ninyo & Moore plan to excavate soil in identified hot-spot areas.  Following remedial excavation 
additional soil vapor sampling will be conducted to determine if cleanup goals for soil vapor have been 
met.  If soil vapor concentrations continue to exceed cleanup goals, additional excavation will be 
conducted.  However, if excavation fails to reduce soil vapor concentrations Ninyo & Moore will install 
passive vapor mitigation systems (VMSs) beneath all slab-on-grade residential structures.  The VMS 
may include an impermeable vapor barrier and sub-slab passive or active venting system.  Post-
construction vapor sampling conducted above the vapor barrier will determine whether passive or 
active venting will be implemented.  Ninyo & Moore indicated that the VMSs would eliminate the 
exposure pathway for vapor intrusion to impact site residential and commercial receptors, thereby 
reducing the impact of VOCs on the public to a less than significant level.         

If these measures fail to reduce the impact to a less than significant level, the site will not be certified 
for residential use by the DTSC.   

Response to Comment 15 

The commenter states that discussing mitigation measures as part of the project description violates 
CEQA.  

See Responses to Comments 9 and 12.  

Response to Comment 16 

The commenter states that the City fails to discuss the health effects to the public, including future 
residents, associated with VOCs.  

A Health Risk/Hazard Characterization was included in Ninyo & Moore’s RI/FS, which is a public 
document that was provided to the commenter on February 28, 2018.  Please see response to 
Comment 10.    

Response to Comment 17 

The commenter again states that the City lacks evidence to support its conclusion that impacts form 
VOCs would be reduced below a level of significance with the measures described in the project 
description, RAW, and RI/FS. The commenter adds that none of the mitigation measures described by 
the City anywhere in the SCEA would reduce the project’s impacts from VOCs to below a level of 
significance.  

As noted previously, in accordance with the executed agreement between Pasadena Gateway, LLC, the 
LARQCB, and DTSC, Ninyo & Moore will conduct hot spot excavations to remediate VOCs in soil and soil 
gas once structures are removed from the site.  Following remedial excavation, additional soil vapor 
samples will be collected and a subsequent health risk assessment (HRA) will be developed based on 
the new data.  If the updated HRA indicates that VOC concentrations in soil continue to pose an 
unacceptable health risk, then a vapor mitigation system will be installed beneath all slab-on-grade 
buildings at the site.   

As noted by Ninyo & Moore in the RI/FS, VOCs, soil gas are believed to be associated with historical 
research and development activities, which ceased over 40 years ago.  Thus, Ninyo & Moore state that 
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current or future migration of VOCs is unlikely.  VOCs in soil gas naturally attenuate over time and 
should eventually reach levels that no longer require remediation.  Although passive or active soil 
vapor mitigation systems will not reduce VOC concentrations in soil gas, such systems will reduce the 
impact of VOCs on the public to less than significant levels until such time as VOC concentrations have 
naturally attenuated and are no longer present at concentrations representing a human health risk.   

According to the DTSC’s Final Guidance for the Evaluation and Mitigation of Subsurface Vapor Intrusion 
to Indoor Air (Vapor Intrusion Guidance) dated October, 2011, the most commonly accepted mitigation 
techniques are subslab venting and subslab depressurization.  According to the DTSC’s Vapor Intrusion 
Mitigation Advisory dated October, 2011, subslab venting systems are designed to function by venting 
soil gases or providing a pathway to allow soil gas to migrate to the exterior of the building rather than 
entering the building.  These systems draw outside air to the sub-slab area, which dilutes and reduces 
volatile chemical concentrations.  Vapors are directed to the edge of the foundation by perforated 
collection pipes that are installed in the venting layer, beneath the slab, or at the periphery of the 
foundation.    A sub-slab liner is also emplaced beneath the building.  Sub-slab venting systems and 
sub-slab depressurization are the most commonly used mitigation techniques, and sublsab venting 
systems are commonly used in new construction sites as a preemptive measure against vapor intrusion 
and have a successful track record of performance, according to the DTSC.  Thus, the remediation 
activities proposed by Ninyo& Moore are expected to reduce VOC impacts to less than significant 
levels.    

The commenter has not provided evidence to suggest that these measures are not sufficient to reduce 
the VOC impact to less than significant.          

Response to Comments 18 and 19 

The commenter states that the City ignores what measure would be taken if, after converting the 
venting systems from passive to active, the VOC levels remain above public health risk thresholds.  
 
The commenter further states that, according to the RAW, alternative 3 includes the installment of soil 
vapor extraction wells (SVEs) that would eliminate any potential vapor intrusion threat to future 
residences. The commenter notes that this alternative was not included anywhere in the Draft SCEA. .  
Although the RAW discusses soil vapor extraction (SVE) as a potential remedial alternative, it was not 
ultimately selected for remediation of the site.  Upon evaluation of the three remedial alternatives, 
Ninyo and Moore recommended excavation of identified impacted soil as the primary remedial 
alternative.  Following excavation, if deemed necessary based on results of additional soil vapor 
sampling, a subslab vapor mitigation system would be required to be installed.  The RAW concluded 
that these measures would be sufficiently protective of human health and the environment.  
Therefore, SVE was not included as a potential remediation alternative in the SCEA because it will not 
be utilized as part of the DTSC imposed remediation efforts. See also Response to Comment 17.  

Response to Comment 20 

The commenter states that the Land Use Covenant and O&M plan would not mitigate the impact 
associated with VOC concentrations to a less than significant level.   

The Land Use Covenant and the O&M plan are not mitigation measures in and of themselves, but 
rather are the mechanisms that would ensure the appropriate installation and maintenance of the 
venting systems that would reduce VOC concentrations to a less than significant level.  

Response to Comment 21 

The commenter states that the City failed to perform its duty under CEQA to provide the public with 
information about the project’s significant impacts and its duty to mitigate such impacts below a level 
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of significance. The commenter adds that the City lacks evidence to support its conclusion that such 
impacts are less than significant with mitigation.  

The SCEA discloses all potentially significant health hazards associated with the project site. As noted in 
response to Comment 7, because remediation of the site is overseen by the DTSC, the site will not be 
certified for residential use until impacts have been reduced to less than significant.  As noted above, 
Task 7 in Exhibit E of the Agreement Not to Sue issued by the DTSC states that the DTSC will issue 
certification after the following conditions have been met: 

1. A site inspection has been performed by DTSC to ensure that all response actions have been 
completed as necessary to ensure that hazardous materials at the site no longer pose a 
significant risk 

2. DTSC has determined that response action standards and objectives have been met 
3. DTSC has approved the Removal Action Completion Report 
4. DTSC has approved the final Operations and Maintenance Plan, if necessary and appropriate. 
Once these conditions have been met, DTSC will certify that the site has been adequately 
remediated to allow for unrestricted land use. The proposed project cannot proceed unless DTSC 
has verified that contaminant levels on-site do not exceed regulatory action levels and the site is 
suitable for residential use. Once DTSC has certified the site, impacts from historical land use will 
have been reduced to less than significant.     

Response to Comment 22 

The commenter states that the analysis of the potential impact from water in the onsite anechoic tank, 
and the proposed mitigation measure, fails to comply with CEQA because the City cannot rely solely on 
compliance with regulations or laws where those regulations or laws do not address potentially 
significant impacts. The commenter adds that the City must conduct an analysis of impacts and identify 
enforceable mitigation.  

Ninyo and Moore visited the property on April 6, 2018 to inspect the property for existing surface 
water (see Appendix L of the SCEA).  Based on their observations, no water is currently present within 
the anechoic tank, therefore, disposal of contaminated water will not be necessary during 
redevelopment activities at the site.     

Response to Comment 23 

The commenter notes that a construction health risk assessment was not conducted as part of the 
Draft SCEA and adds that the City’s conclusion that impacts from TACs would be less than significant is 
not supported by evidence.  

See Response to Comment 24. SCAQMD’s Health Risk Assessment procedures recommend evaluating 
risk from extended exposures measured across several years, and not for infrequent operational 
exposure to diesel truck deliveries or trash hauling.4,5 Section 3, Air Quality, of the SCEA provides an 
analysis of TACs, which found that TAC emissions from construction and operational activities would 
not exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would be less than significant. Furthermore, the City received a 
comment letter on the SCEA from the SCAQMD (dated March 6, 2018). While the SCAQMD 
recommended that the Lead Agency consider the impacts of air pollutants on people who will live at 
the proposed project by performing a refined HRA to disclose the potential health risks associated with 

                                                           
4 SCAQMD. 2015. Risk Assessment (RA) Procedures for Rules 1401 and 212. Accessed April 2018 at 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/permits/risk-assessment 
5 SCAQMD. 2016. AB2588 Supplemental Guidelines. Accessed April 2018 at 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/compliance/toxic-hot-spots-ab-2588/health-risk-assessment 
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proximity to the I-210 Freeway, the SCAQMD did not recommend that the City prepare an HRA to 
analyze impacts related to construction and operation of the proposed project. 

The applicant submitted a Health Risk Assessment dated April 27, 2018, and proposed responses to 
comments submitted by CREED.  As set forth in Response to Comment No. 1 to Letter No. 4, an HRA is 
not required to assess potential significant environmental impacts under CEQA.  Nonetheless, an HRA 
was prepared for the project and is included in the administrative record and the staff report for 
consideration by City decision makers.  The City further responded to CREED’s comments and justified 
the lack of a construction health risk assessment (see Responses to Letter No. 8).  However, the City 
has also reviewed the HRA and responses to comments submitted by the applicant in direct response 
to CREED’s Letter No. 8, as well as the applicant’s proposed amendments to increase the protection 
afforded by Mitigation Measure No. AQ-1.  The City finds applicant’s HRA and responses to be credible, 
and accepts the changes made to Mitigation Measure No. AQ-1 as a condition of approval offered by 
the applicant and memorialized in the recommended conditions of approval for the project as 
Condition No. 21.   

Response to Comment 24 

The commenter states that based on a screening-level health risk assessment (HRA) prepared by their 
technical consultant, Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE), the Project’s construction and 
operational diesel particulate matter emissions may result in a potentially significant health risk and a 
refined HRA should be required. The commenter asserts that a construction and operational HRA is 
recommended by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and the Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). 

The City follows SCAQMD guidance for air quality analysis. SCAQMD’s Health Risk Assessment 
procedures recommend evaluating risk from extended exposures measured across several years, and 
not for infrequent operational exposure to diesel truck deliveries or trash hauling.6,7 The City received a 
comment letter on the Draft SCEA from the SCAQMD (dated March 6, 2018). While the SCAQMD 
recommended that the Lead Agency consider the impacts of air pollutants on people who will live at 
the proposed project by performing a refined HRA to disclose the potential health risks associated with 
proximity to the I-210 Freeway, the SCAQMD did not recommend that the City prepare an HRA to 
analyze impacts related to construction and operation of the proposed project.  

SCAQMD also recommends HRAs for certain air quality evaluations; however, the circumstances of 
those evaluations do not apply to the proposed project. More specifically, certain stationary sources 
are required to prepare HRAs to demonstrate compliance with AB 2588 and SCAQMD Rule 1401 and 
Rule 1402, which regulate facility emissions. The SCAQMD’s Procedures for Rules 1401 and 212 include 
guidance for short-term project HRAs (Tier 2 analysis); however, these recommendations are for 
emissions from sources such as portable equipment, including generators, or air pollution control 
equipment used for soil remediation projects, not for diesel delivery trips or trash hauling trips that 
would access the project site during the operational phase.  

SCAQMD has adopted guidance on the use of HRAs for analyzing mobile source emissions.8 However, 
this guidance refers to emissions associated with facilities such as truck stops and distribution centers 
where large volumes of daily heavy duty diesel trucks congregate, creating a long-term emission 

                                                           
6 SCAQMD. 2015. Risk Assessment (RA) Procedures for Rules 1401 and 212. Accessed April 2018 at 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/permits/risk-assessment 
7 SCAQMD. 2016. AB2588 Supplemental Guidelines. Accessed April 2018 at 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/compliance/toxic-hot-spots-ab-2588/health-risk-assessment 
8 SCAQMD. 2002. Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile Source Diesel Idling 
Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis. Accessed April 2018 at http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-
quality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-toxics-analysis 
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source. The California Air Resources Board (ARB) states that health risk assessments are warranted for 
distribution centers that generate 100 heavy duty truck trips per day or more.9 Therefore, the HRA 
guidance for mobile source emissions is not relevant for the project’s periodic garbage (assuming trash 
pickup once a week) and delivery truck trips to the proposed 9,800-square foot (sf) retail space and 
550 residences.  

In 2015, OEHHA adopted the Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for the Preparation of 
Risk Assessments (2015 Guidance Manual).10 The 2015 Guidance Manual was developed by OEHHA, in 
conjunction with the California Air Resources Board (CARB), for use in implementing the Air Toxics Hot 
Spots Program.11 The Air Toxics Hot Spots Program requires stationary sources (e.g., power generation 
facilities, refineries, and chemical plants) to report the types and quantities of certain substances 
routinely released into the air. The intent in developing the 2015 Guidance Manual was to provide 
health risk assessment procedures for use in the Air Toxics Hot Spots Program or for the permitting of 
new or modified stationary sources. The project is not a “Hot Spots” Program project, but rather 
involves the construction of mixed-use buildings with residential and retail uses.   

The Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act requires stationary sources (facilities) to 
report the type and quantity of substances they routinely release into the air. The regulation requires 
that toxic air emissions from facilities be quantified and compiled into an inventory according to 
criteria and guidelines developed by ARB, that each facility be prioritized to determine whether a risk 
assessment is conducted, that risk assessments be conducted according to methods developed by 
OEHHA and that the public be notified of significant risks. OEHHA clarifies its Hot Spot risk assessment 
program does not apply to roadways because the program only addresses stationary sources. Thus, it 
is inappropriate to utilize the hot spot analysis to assess operational emissions of exhaust DPM from a 
mixed use project, as the vast majority of exhaust emissions are from mobile sources that would not 
occur onsite.   

Instead, a comparison of on-site operational emissions to SCAQMD-recommended regional significance 
thresholds and local significance thresholds (LSTs), which are designed to be protective of public 
health, is the appropriate method for evaluating project operational emissions. These thresholds are 
applicable to all project emissions sources, including mobile emissions, which are generally attributed 
to off-site, regional vehicle miles travelled and not travel near or on the project site. As shown in Table 
9 of Section 2, Air Quality, of the SCEA, the project’s operational emissions would be below SCAQMD’s 
recommended regional thresholds and LSTs for all pollutants, including DPM (which makes up a 
portion of total PM10 emissions). The analysis provided is sufficient to support the SCEA’s conclusion 
that no significant health risk from operational emissions would result. The SCEA adequately analyzed 
the health risks associated with project operation using the appropriate methodology and use of the 
methodology referenced by the commenter would be inappropriate for a project of this type.  

As noted above, the vast majority of project exhaust emissions would occur off-site as they are 
associated with mobile sources. Although not applicable to off-site mobile emissions per SCAQMD 
methodology, even if total project exhaust DPM emissions were compared to SCAQMD’s operational 
local significance thresholds (LSTs) for the project site, impacts would continue to be less than 
significant. LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project that are not expected to cause or 
contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard, and are developed based on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant for each source 

                                                           
9 ARB. 2005. Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective. Accessed April 2018 at 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf 
10 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment. Air Toxicology and Epidemiology, Adoption of Air Toxics 
Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. March 6, 2015. Available at: 
http://www.oehha.ca.gov/air/hot_spots/hotspots2015.html.   
11 Health and Safety Code Section 44360 et. seq. 
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receptor area and distance to the nearest sensitive receptor. The project site is located in Source 
Receptor Area (SRA-8) and the applicable LST for a receptor 25 meters away from the project site is 3 
pounds per day of PM10.12 Net new project operational emissions of exhaust PM10 would be 
approximately 167 pounds per year or 0.5 pounds per day (see Response to Comment 31 below for 
detailed calculation), which is well below the operational LST of 3 pounds per day of PM10 even when 
the off-site component of exhaust PM10 is not removed from the analysis. Thus, the conclusions in the 
SCEA are adequately supported by information in the record and no further analysis is necessary. 

Response to Comment 25 

This comment summarizes the findings of a screening level analysis prepared by SWAPE.  

Specific comments regarding SWAPE’s screening level analysis are provided in Response to Comment 
30. The SWAPE analysis and related technical appendices were carefully reviewed for purposes of 
considering the potential of the project to result in health risk impacts. Based on this evaluation, 
multiple methodological flaws were identified and, as a result, the SWAPE results are inaccurate. These 
flaws are detailed in response to Response to Comment 30.  

Response to Comment 26 

The commenter summarizes the key points of the commenter letter, addressed in responses to 
Comments 1 through 26, and requests that the City deny the required project approvals until the City 
prepares and circulates a Draft SCEIR.  

See the responses to the comments provided herein. Based on the significance determinations 
provided in the SCEA, as well as the responses to the comments provided herein, the potentially 
significant impacts associated with air quality and hazards would be reduced to less than significant 
levels through implementation of the proposed mitigation measures and incorporation of the feasible 
mitigation measures, performance standards, and criteria from prior applicable EIRs. Therefore, 
preparation of a SCEIR is not warranted.    

Response to Comment 27 

The commenter summarizes the project description and states that the Draft SCEA’s conclusions that 
the project’s impact on exposure of sensitive receptors to pollutant concentrations is less than 
significant is not supported by substantial evidence. The commenter requests a revised SCEA for 
recirculation to assess the project’s significant impacts on public health during construction and 
operation.  

See Response to Comment 24. 

Response to Comment 28 

The commenter notes that a construction health risk assessment was not conducted as part of the 
Draft SCEA and adds that the City’s conclusion that impacts from TACs would be less than significant is 
not supported by evidence.  

See Responses to Comments 23 and 24 regarding the impacts from TACs and the applicability of HRAs. 

Response to Comment 29 

The commenter states that the project would generate truck trips and 4,423 vehicle trips per day, 
which would generate exhaust emissions of DPM, potentially exposing nearby sensitive receptors to 

                                                           
12 SCAQMD/ 2009. Appendix C. Mass Rate LST Look Up Table. Accessed April 2018 at: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/localized-significancethresholds/appendix-c-mass-rate-
lst-look-up-tables.pdf?sfvrsn=2. 
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substantial air pollutants. The commenter asserts that a construction and operational HRA is 
recommended by OEHHA. 

The CalEEMod analysis of the proposed project conservatively overestimates operational emissions 
from daily vehicle trips because it assumes the project would generate approximately 4,423 vehicle 
trips per day. In reality, and as detailed in the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA; Appendix H of the 
SCEA), the project would generate 3,648 daily trips, approximately 18 percent fewer trips than that 
analyzed in the SCEA. Moreover, the CalEEMod analysis applies a fleet mix assumption, including trip 
percentages for passenger cars as well as heavy duty trucks, to project trip generation rates that are 
based on ARB’s On-Road Mobile Emissions Inventory for the region. Therefore, the SCEA’s estimate of 
operational exhaust emissions includes emissions from both passenger car trips and truck trips to the 
project site. Regarding OEHHA’s guidance on the applicability of HRAs, please refer to Response to 
Comment 24 above.  
 
Response to Comment 30 

The SWAPE letter states that operational emissions of diesel particulate matter (DPM) were estimated 
based on the annual CalEEMod model output file from the Draft SCEA and this estimate forms the basis 
for their screening health risk assessment. 

The SWAPE assessment substantially overestimates potential diesel exhaust emissions from operation 
of the proposed project. The analysis states that the annual CalEEMod model output file was used to 
calculate total PM10 exhaust emissions (including DPM). However, it is unclear where SWAPE’s 
estimate of 389 pounds of DPM per year for project operation comes from. The Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Study (Appendix C of the SCEA) contains annual CalEEMod model output files that 
show that project operational emissions of exhaust PM10 would be 0.0903 tons per year, or 
approximately 181 pounds per year, from all operational sources. Moreover, as detailed in Section 3, 
Air Quality, of the SCEA and the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Study (Appendix C of the  SCEA), 
operational emissions associated with existing on-site storage facility buildings were also modeled in 
CalEEMod in order to estimate net new operational emissions. CalEEMod output files for existing uses 
on the project site were missing from Appendix C of the SCEA, but have been incorporated in the SCEA. 
As shown therein, existing operational emissions of exhaust PM10 is approximately 0.0072 tons per 
year, or approximately 14 pounds per year, from all operational sources. Therefore, net new project 
operational emissions of exhaust PM10 would be approximately 167 pounds per year (181 – 14 pounds 
per year), from all operational sources, which is less than half of the total DPM emissions used in 
SWAPE’s screening health risk assessment.  

In addition, as noted in Response to Comment 29 above, the CalEEMod analysis conservatively 
overestimates emissions of exhaust PM10 because it evaluated 4,423 vehicle trips per day to the 
project site, which is 775 more vehicle trips than that estimated in the TIA. Therefore, annual emissions 
of exhaust PM10 would likely be even lower than 167 pounds per year. Lastly, SWAPE used the 
combination of both on-site and off-site mobile emissions (regional emissions) to represent on-site 
emissions (localized emissions). This assumption is the equivalent of having all vehicle trips that would 
travel regionally to and from the project site (up to 17 miles based on CalEEMod defaults for various 
residential and commercial trip types) exclusively on the project site. All of the factors described above 
contribute to the gross overestimation of predicted heath risk provided by SWAPE's screening-level 
health risk assessment. As a result SWAPE’s screening HRA greatly overestimates the health impacts 
associated with project operation and should not serve as the basis for requiring the preparation of a 
refined HRA. 

See also Response to Comment 24.  

Response to Comment 31 
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The commenter recommends mitigation measures to reduce project operational emissions.  

As discussed in Response to Comment 24 above, the operational analysis provided in the SCEA is 
sufficient to support the conclusion that no significant health risk from operational emissions would 
result from the project. As such, additional mitigation measures are not necessary to reduce 
operational air quality impacts to a less than significant level. As discussed in Response to Comment 30 
above, SWAPE’s screening HRA greatly overestimates health risk associated with project operation and 
should not serve as the basis for requiring mitigation or the preparation of a refined HRA. In addition, 
the proposed project would include Mitigation Measure TRA-1, Transportation Demand Management 
Plan Strategies, which would incorporate unbundled parking for residential uses, a subsidized Metro 
transit program, and improvements to three local bus stops serving the project to reduce the project’s 
vehicle trips.   

Response to Comment 32 

The comment letter includes supplemental materials consisting of two resumes and numerical 
calculation data.  

This is not a comment on the adequacy of the SCEA and raises no environmental issues associated with 
the proposed project.  
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COMMENTER: Derek Hull, Manager, Transportation Planning, Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority Development Review  

 

DATE:   March 26, 2018 

 

Response to Comment 1 

The commenter states appreciation for the opportunity to comment on the proposed project, briefly 
explains that the comment letter conveys Metro’s recommendations for facilities and services that 
may be impacted by the project, and discusses Metro’s role in working with stakeholders to support 
the development of transit oriented communities (TOCs). The commenter also provides a summary of 
the project description and notes that the southern boundary of the project site is adjacent to the I-
210 freeway and is in close proximity to the Sierra Madre Vila Station. The commenter then states that 
the Metro Gold Line light rail operates in the ROW proximate to the proposed project.   

This is not a comment on the adequacy of the SCEA and raises no environmental issues specific to the 
proposed project. Please see the responses to Comments 2 through 14 for responses to specific 
comments.  

Response to Comment 2 

The commenter states that due to the proximity of the proposed project to the railroad ROW, the 
Metro Gold Line will produce noise, vibration, and visual impacts for which a recorded Noise Easement 
Deed in favor of Metro is required. The commenter further states that any noise mitigation required 
for the project will be borne by the developer of the project.  

The analysis of potential noise, vibration, and visual impacts of the Metro Gold Line would be an 
impact of the environment on the project. Based on direction from the California Supreme Court 
decision in California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District in 
2015, impacts of the environment (such as health risks) on a project are not significant environmental 
effects under CEQA.  The commenter’s request, therefore, for imposition by the City on the Project of a 
requirement to enter in to a Noise Easement Deed has no nexus under CEQA.  However, as required by 
State law, the project will need to be designed to achieve an interior noise level of 45 dB CNEL or lower 
in all habitable rooms. Metro can contact the property owner to arrange a private agreement to 
address concerns about effects on the property caused by Metro Gold line operations; however, the 
City would have no involvement in this private agreement.   

Response to Comment 3 

The commenter advises that Metro may request reimbursement for costs incurred as a result of 
project construction/operation issues that cause delay or harm to Metro service delivery or 
infrastructure. 

Advisory noted.  This is not a comment on the adequacy of the SCEA and raises no environmental 
issues specific to the proposed project. Further, as discussed Section 17, Transportation/Traffic, of the 
SCEA, the proposed project would be subject to SCAG measure MM-TRA-2(b) which requires 
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determination of traffic management strategies to reduce potential impacts to existing traffic and 
transit operations from construction and operation of the proposed project.  

Response to Comment 4  

The commenter notes that Metro bus lines operate on Foothill Boulevard adjacent to the project site 
and states that existing Metro bus stops bust be maintained as part of the final project.   

As discussed in Section 17, Transportation/Traffic, of the SCEA, the proposed project would not 
adversely affect existing bus stops or bus service; nevertheless, the proposed project would be subject 
to -TRA-1, which requires various improvements at the bus stops serving the property that may include 
sidewalk improvements, transit amenities, and the installation of BusFinders to improve accessibility 
and provide the real-time predicted arrivals of buses.   

Response to Comment 5 

The commenter states that the adjacent bus stop bus be maintained or relocated during project 
construction and requests that Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events Coordinator and Metro’s 
Stops and Zones Department be contacted at least 30 days in advance of initiating construction 
activities.   

Construction activities associated with the proposed project are not anticipated to affect existing bus 
stops or services, as discussed on page 196 of the SCEA in Section 17, Transportation/Traffic. However, 
if relocation of bus facilities is needed, the developer will contact the appropriate Metro departments 
prior to construction. In addition, the proposed project would be subject to SCAG measure MM-TRA-
2(b), which requires determination of traffic management strategies to reduce potential impacts to 
existing traffic and transit operations from construction and operation of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 6 

The commenter notes that Metro encourages installation of pedestrian amenities along all public 
street frontages of the project site to improve safety and comfort to access nearby bus stops and the 
rail station, and suggests that the installation of such amenities be required by the City as part of the 
conditions of approval for the proposed project.   

As discussed in Section 17, Transportation/Traffic, the proposed project would be subject to the SCAG 
measure MM-TRA-1, which would require compliance with the adopted Congestion Management Plan 
through adoption of transportation mitigation strategies, including expanding pedestrian safety 
elements such as lighting, street trees, and way finding signage.  

Response to Comment 7 

The commenter states that the driveways accessing parking and loading at the project site should be 
located away from transit stops and designed and configured to avoid potential conflicts with on-street 
transit services and pedestrian traffic.   

As shown in Figure 3 of the SCEA, access driveways for the proposed project would be located at the 
northeastern corner of the project site along Foothill Boulevard and at the southwestern corner of the 
project site on Kinneloa Avenue. These driveways would not be in proximity to any existing bus stops 
and would not conflict with on-street transit services. In addition, the primary pedestrian access point 
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for the site would be provided at an extension of Santa Paula Avenue that would bisect the site from 
the northern public frontage. The extension would be for pedestrian access only and would not be in 
proximity to the proposed driveways. Therefore, no conflicts with transit services or pedestrian traffic 
are anticipated.    

Response to Comment 8 

The commenter states that the final design of the bus stop and surrounding sidewalk area must be 
ADA-compliant and allow a clear path of travel between the bus stop and project site for disabled 
passengers.   

See Response to Comment 4. In addition, if relocation or maintenance of a bus stop is required, the 
final design would comply with existing applicable regulations.    

Response to Comment 9 

Due to the project site’s proximity to the Sierra Madre Villa Station, the commenter identifies potential 
synergies between the project and Metro associated with transit-oriented development, including but 
not limited to, locating commercial and residential development near existing transit stations, 
reduction and/or removal of minimum parking requirements and use of shared parking opportunities, 
and improved non-motorized access to the light rail station via pedestrian connections and bike lanes. 
The commenter also encourages an analysis of impacts on non-motorized transportation modes. 

This is not a comment on the adequacy of the SCEA and raises no environmental issues specific to the 
proposed project. Nevertheless, the proposed project would include 84 bicycle racks to help foster an 
alternative means of transportation for project tenants and visitors. In addition, page 184 of the SCEA 
includes an analysis of non-motorized transportation modes, which presents the results of the City’s 
analyses of the proximity and quality of the bicycle network and pedestrian accessibility.        

Response to Comment 10 

The commenter states that the proposed project should address first-last mile connections to transit 
and encourage development that is transit accessible with bicycle and pedestrian-oriented street 
design connecting stations with housing and employment concentrations.    

See Response to Comment 6 regarding pedestrian connections and pedestrian-oriented street design. 
See Response to Comment 9 regarding bicycle access. 

Response to Comment 11 

The commenter states that the City should consider installation of pedestrian public street amenities 
as conditions of approval for the proposed project.   

See Response to Comment 6.    

Response to Comment 12 

The commenter states that any wayfinding signage that includes Metro content, information, and/or 
branding must conform to Metro’s signage Standards.  

This is not a comment on the adequacy of the SCEA and raises no environmental issues specific to the 
proposed project, but signage would conform to applicable standards. 



3200 East Foothill Boulevard Mixed Use Project 
Responses to Comments on the Draft Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment 
 

City of Pasadena 
 168 
 

Response to Comment 13 

The commenter states that Metro encourages the proposed project to promote bicycle use through 
adequate short-term and long-term bicycle parking. The commenter states that the project sponsor 
should coordinate with Metro Bike Share program for a potential Bike Share station at the project site 
and should help facilitate safe and convenient connections for pedestrian, bicyclists, and transit-users 
to and from the project site and nearby destinations.  

See Response to Comments 7 and 9. 

Response to Comment 14 

The commenter provides contact information for any questions regarding the comment letter.  

Contact information is noted.   

Response to Comment 15 

The commenter provides one attachment as supportive materials, which is a Noise Easement Deed 

See Response to Comment 2.    

 


