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CHAPTER 8
8.1

Comments Received on the
Draft EIR and Responses

INTRODUCTION

This section includes public comments received on the Draft EIR for the proposed SGCP Program level
EIR. The Draft EIR was submitted to the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State
Clearinghouse and circulated for a 60-day public review period from January 11, 2018 through March 12,
2018. During that time, the document was reviewed by various state and local agencies, as well as by
interested individuals and organizations. A letter was received from the Governor’s Office of Planning
and Research indicating that the State Clearinghouse submitted the Draft EIR to selected state agencies
for review. All comments received by the City have been fully addressed in written responses. The public
review comments and corresponding responses are provided in Appendix L.
This Final EIR includes the following items as required in Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines
■
■
■
■
■

8.2

The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft;
Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR;
List of persons and agencies commenting on the Draft EIR;
Responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the review; and
Any additional information considered pertinent by the lead agency.

REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

The Final EIR includes minor text and graphical clarifications to the Draft EIR as a result of the
comments received during the public review period. Material added or deleted to the Draft EIR and
technical reports are identified in tracking mode in the Final EIR (strikeout for deletion/underline for
insertion), so that the original and revised text may be compared.
The clarifications to the EIR do not result in any new significant environmental impacts, an increase in
the severity of previously identified project impacts, or new feasible project alternatives or mitigation
measures that are considerably different from others previously analyzed. Therefore, these clarifications
do not trigger recirculation of the EIR, per Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.

8.3

DRAFT EIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comments received on the Draft EIR for the SGCP were reviewed to determine whether there is
substantial disagreement about the potential significance of impacts. Any issues raised concerning
potentially significant impacts were addressed and clarified. The City received 62 written comments listed
in Table 8-1 below and 10 verbal comments during the Joint Planning Commission and Transportation
and Parking Commission Public Hearing on March 7, 2018.
All comments received on the Draft EIR have been coded to facilitate identification and tracking.
Individual comments and the responses to them were assigned corresponding numbers consisting of two
parts. Reference to the comment letters identify first the commenter, and second, the comment number.
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Where comments have been duplicated within a single letter, the reader is referred to the appropriate
response(s) number rather than having a comment repeated and providing a duplicate answer. Responses
to the comment letter immediately follow the respective letter.
Table 8-1

Comment Letters Received During the Draft Program EIR Comment Period

Letter No.

Commenter

Date

1

California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse (SCH)

March 13, 2018

2

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)

February 15, 2018

3

Aida Hakobyan

March 11, 2018

4

Alice Ziesing

March 9, 2018

5

Anahit Safaryan

March 9, 2018

6

Andrew Allison

March 8, 2018

7

Ara Kassabian

March 4, 2018

8

Aram Amiryan

March 12, 2018

9

Artak Dovlatyan

March 9, 2018

10

Avetis Keshishian

March 9, 2018

11

Barbara Magel Ayars

March 7, 2018

12

Bill Redmann

March 12, 2018

13

Brian Watters

March 12, 2018

14

Cathy Hrenda

March 6, 2018

15

Cheryl Frees-Yvega

March 12, 2018

16

Christopher Welch

March 8, 2018

17

Ed Aivazian

February 9, 2018

18

Eliz Hekimyan

January 30, 2018

19

Emma Amiryan

March 11, 2018

20

Eva Gabor

March 12, 2018

21

Evan Grant

March 9, 2018

22

Francesca Smith

March 12, 2018

23

Gabor Family

March 12, 2018

24

Gayane Soghbatyan

March 9, 2018

25

Gloria Boyer

March 11, 2018

26

Grant Michals

March 12, 2018

27

JM Amussen

February 28, 2018

28

Joanne Hedge

March 12, 2018

29

Jon

March 4, 2018

30

Karo Kalpakyan

February 27, 2018

31

Kay Hostetler

March 12, 2018

32

Krystof Litomisky

March 11, 2018

33

Laura Flores

March 5, 2018

34

Lili Amiryan

March 11, 2018

35

Liz Barillas

March 9, 2018

36

Lusine Soghbatyan

March 9, 2018

37

Mariam Dongelyan

March 6, 2018
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Table 8-1

Comment Letters Received During the Draft Program EIR Comment Period

Letter No.

Commenter

Date

38

Mary Baldwin

March 12, 2018

39

Matt Dixon

March 8, 2018

40

Michael Sheehan

January 25, 2018
March 4, 2018

41

Mickie Boldt

February 28, 2018

42

Navasart & Maral Kazazian

March 8, 2018

43

Patty Silversher

March 9, 2018

44

Philip Boyajian

March 5, 2018

45

Ray & Georgia Wall

March 6, 2018

46

Raymond & Knarik Rumaya

March 12, 2018

47

Richard & Carol Lee

March 12, 2018

48

Rob Montgomery

March 12, 2018

49

Rondi Werner

March 11, 2018

50

Russell Lombard

February 6, 2018

51

Scott Peer

March 8, 2018

52

Stephen Meek

March 1, 2018

53

Steve Colton

February 28, 2018

54

Susan Molik

February 8, 2018

55

Thomas Hendricks

March 12, 2018

56

Tina Centrone

February 6, 2018

57

Todd McClintock

March 7, 2018

58

Tony Barrios

February 8, 2018

59

Toros Soghbatyan

March 12, 2018

60

Violet Coker

March 12, 2018

61

Wendy Fonarow

March 12, 2018

62

Xochitl

March 12, 2018

63

Catherine Jurca

March 12, 2018

Oral Comments from Planning Commission

March 7, 2018

8.3.1

Topical Responses

A number of comments received on the Draft EIR tended to focus on several main issues and topics
associated with the proposed project and CEQA-related process and analysis. Because of this, it is more
efficient to provide Topical Responses that provide contexts to these concerns and which respond to
comments. The main issues warranting Topical Responses are provided below and include the following:
Topics

Topical
Response No.

Purpose of Program EIR, Program v Project EIR, Comments and Responses
Population & Housing
Transportation, Traffic & Parking
Aesthetics
Recreation - Parks and Open Space
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8.3.1.1 Topical Response No. 1: Purpose of a Program EIR, Program vs.
Project Level EIRs and Standards for Comments and Responses
A number of comments received on the Draft EIR raise an issue of what purpose and level of analysis is
required for the proposed SGCP Program EIR and how that purpose and level of analysis is different
from project-level environmental analysis. Further, this Topical Response explains the framework for the
responses to comments.
The basic purpose of the Environmental Quality Act is to inform government decision makers and the
public about the potential significant environmental effects of proposed projects. (CEQA Guidelines
§15002(a)(1)). The purpose of this EIR is to assess the environmental effects of implementation of the
proposed SGCP and related actions to implement the Plan, including adoption of zoning ordinances and
consistency amendments to the Circulation Element and Land Use Element of the General Plan.
Collectively, the adoption of the SGCP, the zoning ordinances, and amendments to the Circulation and
Land Use Element are referred to in the EIR as the “proposed project” or the “proposed Plan” or
“SGCP”.
In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of the document in
identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant
effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest
additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate
the significant environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of
an EIR is determined by what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the
project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the project.
CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and
experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead
agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all
information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.
(CEQA Guidelines §15204(a)).
The test for determining whether to prepare an EIR is whether a fair argument can be made based on
substantial evidence that the project may have a significant effect on the environment. (Quail Botanical
Gardens Found. Inc. v City of Encinitas (1994) 29 CA4th 1597, 1602). If a project may cause a significant
effect on the environment, the lead agency must prepare an EIR. (CEQA Guidelines §15064(a)(1), (f)(1)).
Here, the Initial Study prepared for the proposed SGCP determined that the SGCP would create
significant impacts on the environment, some of which could be mitigated while others could not and are
considered significant and unavoidable. A lead agency may approve a project with significant
environmental effects that will not be avoided or substantially lessened through mitigation if it adopts a
statement of overriding considerations that finds that the project’s overriding benefits outweigh its
environmental harm, including a statement that there are “larger, more general reasons for approving the
project, such as the need to create jobs, providing housing, generate taxes, and the like.” (Concerned
Citizens of S. Cent. L.A. v Los Angeles Unified Sch. Dist. (1994) 24 CA4th 826, 847; (CEQA Guidelines
§15043)).
Program vs. Project Level Environmental Review

Program EIRs are prepared for a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and are
related geographically, as local parts in the chain of contemplated actions, are related in connection with
issuance or rules, regulations, plans or other general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing
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program; or as individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory
authority and having generally similar environmental effects that can be mitigated in similar ways.
(CEQA Guidelines §15168(a); See Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act, 2nd Ed.,
CEB, S. Kostka and M. Zischke, March 2017 Update, §10.13 “CEB”).
A Program EIR is distinct from a project-level EIR prepared for a specific project which must examine
site-specific considerations in detail. (Town of Atherton v California High-Speed Rail Auth. (2014) 288 CA4th
314, 355). Program EIRs, such as the EIR for the SGCP, may be used for considering broad
programmatic issues at the early stage of planning which allows the lead agency, in this case the City of
Glendale, to undertake a more comprehensive evaluation of significant effects, including cumulative
effects, than it could in a series of individual project-level EIRs (CEQA Guidelines §15168(1)-(2)). It also
allows the lead agency to consider a broad range of policy alternatives and develop program-wide
mitigation measures at an early stage before the specific components of the program are proposed for
approval. (CEQA Guidelines §15168(b)(4); CEB, §10.19).
Comments and Responses to Comments

The purpose of review and comment on draft EIRs includes sharing expertise, disclosing agency
analyses, checking for accuracy, detecting omissions, discovering public concerns, and soliciting counter
proposals. (CEQA Guidelines §15200). The purpose of the comment process is to bring out information
that will produce a better document, not to set up “a series of hoops for the lead agency to jump
through.” (City of Irvine v County of Orange (2015) 238 CA4th 526,549). Comments on a draft EIR should
focus on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the
environment, and ways in which the project’s significant effects might be avoided or mitigated, especially
through specific alternatives or mitigation measures. (CEQA Guidelines §15204(a)).
Commenters should explain the basis for their comments, and submit supporting data or references
offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts. (CEQA
Guidelines §15204(c)). EIR adequacy is determined based on what is “reasonably feasible” taking into
account the magnitude and geographic scope of the project and severity of environmental impacts.
(CEQA Guidelines §15204(a)). This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of reviewers to
comment on the general adequacy of a document or of the lead agency to reject comments not focused
as recommended by this section. (CEQA Guidelines §15204(e)). Comments by reviewing agencies must
limit their substantive comments to project activities that are within their area of expertise or that are
required to be carried out or approved by the reviewing agency, and they must be supported by specific
documentation. (CEQA Guidelines §§15204(d); 15086(c)). The lead agency must evaluate comments on
a draft EIR that were received during the review period and must include written responses to comments
in the final EIR. (CEQA Guidelines §15088(a)).
CEQA does not require that the lead agency respond to every comment submitted to it. Comments that
do not raise a significant environmental question need no response. (Citizens for E. Shore Parks v State
Lands Comm’n (2011) 202 CA4th 549). Further, comments that repeat those already considered or
comments that are clearly irrelevant need no response. (Environmental Protection Inf. Ctr. v Dept. of Forestry
& Fire Protection (2008) 44 C4th 459, 483, 487)(CEB, § 16.7). In the Final EIR for the SGCP, repeated or
identical comments refer back to the original set of comments received.

8.3.1.2 Topical Response No. 2: Population and Housing
Comments were submitted regarding the population/density and housing impacts of the proposed
project. Most all of the comments about population and housing issues concerned the negative effects of
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population and density increases on the community. Specific responses to individual comments are
provided on a comment-by-comment basis; however, this topical response is designed to serve as a
response to the larger issues related to population and housing raised by the comments.
With respect to housing needs, the City is within the planning jurisdiction of the Southern California
Association of Governments (“SCAG”), which is the nation’s largest metropolitan planning organization,
representing six counties, 191 cities, and approximately 19 million residents. SCAG growth forecasts
estimate that there will be 81,100 dwelling units in the City by 2040. The predicted increase of dwelling
units over the period 2012 to 2040 is 12 percent. The proposed SGCP area currently accounts for nearly
half the dwelling units within the City. As indicated in Section 4.12.1 of the Draft EIR, the City estimates
37,903 dwelling units within the proposed SGCP area in 2015. The City projects 40,490 dwelling units
within the proposed SGCP area by 2040, a growth rate of approximately 6.8 percent over that time.
SCAG’s 2014 Regional Housing Needs Assessment (“RHNA”), which covers the planning period from
January 1, 2014 to June 30, 2021, identifies that over the planning period, an additional 2,017 dwelling
units are needed within the City. Population and housing impacts of the proposed project were analyzed
by comparing the anticipated population growth due to development of the proposed project to SCAG
projections for the City and region.
The SGCP Draft EIR analyzed whether the proposed project would displace substantial numbers of
existing housing and/or people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere, and
concluded that the impact would be less than significant. The SGCP Draft EIR also analyzed whether
the proposed project would induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly,
and concluded that it would and that no mitigation is available. Therefore, the SGCP Draft EIR
concluded that this is a significant and unavoidable impact. Although implementation of the proposed
project is not a direct development project, full build-out under the SGCP allows for an increase of up to
10,337 new dwelling units. An increase of 10,337 dwelling units would result in a population increase of
about 27,910 people within the SGCP area. The growth associated with the proposed SGCP exceeds the
projected growth for the entire City under SCAG’s projections. The proposed project would include an
amendment to the Glendale General Plan, among other documents, to adopt the proposed SGCP and
allow for the increase in population and dwelling units to be consistent with all local planning documents
within the City. The impact associated with induced population growth is partly reduced due to the City’s
role in approving discretionary projects.
In addition, the proposed project in combination with cumulative projects would result in population
growth beyond what is accounted for in 2040 SCAG projections, and, therefore, the project’s
contribution to direct and indirect population and density increases would be cumulatively considerable.
Thus, because it cannot be mitigated below a level of significance, the impact is considered significant
and unavoidable. Accordingly, because a significant and unavoidable impact from implementation of the
proposed project is substantial population growth, any secondary effects, whether positive or negative,
resulting from that population increase could also be significant and unavoidable.

8.3.1.3 Topical Response No. 3: Transportation, Traffic, and Parking
A number of comments received on the Draft EIR focus explicitly or implicitly on the Plan’s effects to
transportation, traffic, and parking. The City determined that it would be appropriate, and would
facilitate public review, to provide a topical response to address these comments and provide the
necessary context for considering the issues raised.
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Traffic

A project’s effects on traffic are considered effects on the environment, and must be studied in an EIR.
(See Rominger v. County of Colusa (2014) 229 Cal.App.4th 690, 713). The Draft EIR set several thresholds
for determining the significance of effects on traffic, including any effects that would conflict with plans
and policies governing service standards or effects resulting in inadequate emergency access. (Draft EIR
§ 4.15.3).
Several commenters are concerned that the SGCP would increase traffic and cause inadequate access for
emergency services. However, separate from impacts on public services due to higher demand, the Draft
EIR found that the SGCP would not significantly impact emergency services access due to traffic. (EIR §
4.15.3).
Other commenters have expressed skepticism that bike lanes would reduce or mitigate any increased
traffic caused by denser development, and believe that bicycling within the SGCP area is generally unsafe
or impractical. However, the SGCP does not rely on bicycle lanes to reduce any significant traffic impact.
The SGCP was “developed to align with” applicable plans and does not introduce new bike lane
development inconsistent with existing adopted plans, such as the Glendale Bicycle Master Plan (2012)
and Glendale Safe and Healthy Street Plan (2011) (EIR § Impact 4.15-3, Impact 4.15-4). The Draft EIR
concludes that the SGCP would not “conflict” with these other adopted plans. The Draft EIR
acknowledges that there would be significant and unavoidable impacts to traffic, and does not rely on
adding bicycle lanes or additional bike ridership as a mitigation measure. (EIR § Impact 4.15-5, MM 4.151–4.15-5).
The EIR does note that the mitigation of significant impacts to the Chevy Chase Drive and Colorado
Street intersection would be possible, but is currently infeasible because the Glendale Bicycle Master Plan
calls for a reconfiguration of lanes that would be incompatible with mitigation efforts for automobile
traffic. (EIR § 4.15-3).
All comments indicating that the SGCP will have significant and unavoidable impacts on traffic have
been noted. It is the City Council’s role to determine if there are sufficient overriding considerations such
that it will approve the SGCP and certify the Final EIR for the SGCP even though there are significant
and unavoidable traffic impacts. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subds. (a)(3), (b); 14 CCR 15091, subd.
(a)(3); See Mission Bay Alliance v. Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure (2016) 6 Cal.App.5th 160,
183).
Transportation

Several commenters have noted that it is unlikely that new residents would use public transportation,
such as buses or Metrolink trains, and that the SGCP does not require additional public transportation to
be built before allowing new development. The Draft EIR, as noted above, finds that traffic impacts
would be “significant and unavoidable.” (EIR § 4.15.3). None of the mitigation measures proposed rely
on adding new public transportation options, nor do they assume higher levels of public transportation
utilization. (EIR § 4.15.3).
Parking

Commenters have expressed concerns about the effects of the SGCP on parking; however, parking is
not considered a separate environmental impact category under CEQA and effects on parking are not, by
definition considered, “significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, the SGCP Draft EIR does
not address any effects the Plan may have on parking adequacy or impacts per se, because the plan uses
City of Glendale
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Transit-Oriented District (“TOD”) principles, and because much of the development will be “in fill” and
“reuse” of existing sites with existing uses. See Public Resources Code §21099(b)(3) which states that the
“adequacy of parking for a project shall not support a finding of significance pursuant to this section;”
and Public Resources Code §21099(d)(1) which specifies that parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use
residential, or employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be
considered significant effects on the environment.
The SGCP “defines a vision and establishes standards and strategies for the long-term physical
development and enhancement of South Glendale using the principles of a TOD. (EIR § 1.0). Pursuant
to California Public Resources Code section 21099 subdivision (c), which governs TOD projects,
“[a]esthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on
an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.”

8.3.1.4 Topical Response No. 4: Aesthetics
A number of comments received on the Draft EIR focus explicitly or implicitly on the SGCP’s effects
on aesthetics. The City has determined it would be appropriate, and would facilitate public review, to
provide a topical response to address these comments and provide the necessary context for considering
the issues raised in the comments.
“Under CEQA, it is the state's policy inter alia to ‘[t]ake all action necessary to provide the people of this
state with … enjoyment of aesthetic, natural, scenic, and historic environmental qualities’.” (Pocket
Protectors v. City of Sacramento (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 903, 936-937). Therefore, “aesthetic issues ‘are
properly studied in an EIR to assess the impacts of a project’.” (Id., at p. 937).
Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15000 et seq.) recommends that the
lead agency consider the following questions:
“… Would the project:
“a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
“b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings,
and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
“c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?
“d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?”
(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15387).
Notably, impacts on “community character” are properly studied under CEQA only to the extent they
involve aesthetics, such as impacts on public and private views, “tunneling” or “canyoning” effects of
proposed buildings, or even the aesthetic merits of an unadorned aluminum water tank cover. (Preserve
Poway v. City of Poway (2016) 245 Cal.App.4th 560, 577). Courts have held, however, that impacts affecting
residents’ “psyche,” or “social impacts,” such as their “sense of well-being, pleasure, contentment, and
values that come from living” in a certain community are not subject to CEQA analysis. (Id. at pp. 557–
581).
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With the proposed project, commenters are concerned about the negative effects on views and
“community character” that would be caused by high-rise development within the SGCP area. The Draft
EIR does consider the effects of additional high-rise buildings in the SGCP area, and concludes that their
effects on the aesthetics of the area are “significant and unavoidable” and that “the overall increased
development intensity and height would alter the existing character of South Glendale.” (EIR § Impact
4.1-3). The Draft EIR also recognizes that implementation of the SGCP will cause additional shading,
which is another “significant and unavoidable” effect on aesthetics. (EIR § Impact 4.1-4). No mitigation
measures have been identified that would decrease these impacts to a less than significant level on a
program level; however, it should be noted that as individual projects are implemented under the SGCP
it is possible that shade and shadow, as well as other aesthetic impacts, have the potential to be reduced
through design. As discussed above, only “community character” impacts properly addressed under
CEQA are aesthetics.
Some commenters writing in support of the SGCP argue that the negative effects on aesthetics are
overstated in the Draft EIR, noting that city skylines are their own type of valuable view resources, and
that in hot, sunny climates like Glendale, shade is a positive, not a negative. Regarding views, the Draft
EIR evaluates effects on the “existing visual character” of the project site (EIR § Impact 4.1-3), which
necessarily does not include any hypothetical new buildings that would add to the Glendale skyline. The
Draft EIR does note that “the architectural design guidelines required for the new developments, the use
of design elements, and the use of landscape features would improve the aesthetic character of the
proposed SGCP area.” (EIR § Impact 4.1-3.) Therefore, the Draft EIR analyzes only the effect on
existing views, but acknowledges the potential benefit of high-quality design in new buildings.
Regarding shade, the Draft EIR finds only that new, taller development would affect “shadow-sensitive
uses.” (EIR § Impact 4.1-4). The potential benefits of additional shade would not offset or mitigate
negative effects on “shadow-sensitive uses,” such as residences, school playgrounds, and parks.

8.3.1.5 Topical Response No. 5: Recreation – Open Space and Parks
Comments were submitted regarding recreational impacts of the proposed SGCP. Most of the
comments expressed concern about whether the Plan includes adequate provisions for park/recreation
space, and whether the SGCP will contribute to a City-wide park deficiency. Specific responses to those
comments are provided on a comment-by-comment basis; however, this topical response is designed to
serve as a response to the larger issues related to recreation impacts raised by the comments.
The Draft EIR analyzed the potential environmental effects on recreation from its implementation of the
Plan. Data for this analysis were taken from the Glendale General Plan Recreation Element, the
Community Facilities Element, the Open Space and Conservation Element, the Glendale Downtown
Specific Plan (DSP), and the Community Services and Parks List of Facilities.
The Recreation Element divides the City into 11 Recreation Planning Areas, and measures citywide
consistency with parkland standards of 1 acre per 1,000 persons for neighborhood parks and 5 acres per
1,000 persons for community parks. As the Recreation Element makes clear, these parkland standards
are aspirational goals for the City, and are not applied to development projects on an individual basis.
None of the Goals, Objectives, or Policies of the Recreation Element requires that individual
development projects meet these standards. The Recreation Element does not require that new
residential development comply with these standards, acknowledging that “strict adherence to these
standards would dictate that the City not permit anymore [sic] housing units in areas with a deficiency of
park land,” and that “following this argument to its logical conclusion, based on existing neighborhood
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park supply, it would be difficult to permit any additional residential development.” This language
recognizes the problems faced by the City. However, because the SGCP is a program level document,
the SGCP’s policy level consistency with the Recreational Element was analyzed in the Draft EIR.
The Draft EIR analyzed whether the increase in population associated with future development under
the proposed SGCP would result in the increased use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of those facilities would occur or
be accelerated. The Draft EIR also analyzed whether the SGCP would include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment. The Draft EIR concluded that the Plan would result in significant and unavoidable
impacts associated with existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities and the
construction or expansion of such recreational facilities, because the Plan is not consistent with park
planning standards in the Glendale General Plan Recreation Element.
The Draft EIR concluded that future population increases would result in additional demand for park
and recreational areas and possibly create the need for the construction or expansion of such areas. As
part of the adopted DSP, the City commenced exploration of a potential park project located over the
SR-134 freeway known as Space 134, which is an approximate 25-acre liner “cap park.” The SGCP also
anticipates further study of the feasibility of future Space 134 that could potentially increase park space
within the Plan area. While Space 134 would not fully alleviate the City’s existing parkland deficit, Space
134 has the potential to increase total parkland. In addition, when completed, the Glendale Narrows
Riverwalk would provide a total of approximately 2.6 acres of trails for bicyclists and pedestrians that will
include parks, rest areas, river overlooks, an equestrian facility, interpretive signage, a public art project,
and potentially a bridge connecting Glendale Narrows Riverwalk to Griffith Park and/or North Atwater.
Future subdivisions within the proposed SGCP area will be required to comply with the Quimby Act
which requires that 6 acres of land for each 1,000 residents be devoted to local park and recreational
purposes. This could be met through land dedication or payment of park fees, or a combination of both.
Individual projects that are approved after Plan implementation can fully mitigate their project-level
recreation impacts through required payment of the City’s Public Use Facilities Development Impact
Fees for Parks and Libraries impacts (Glendale Municipal Code Chapter 4.10). Assessment of a fee is an
appropriate form of mitigation, when it is linked to a specific mitigation program. (Anderson First Coalition
v City of Anderson (2005) 130 CA4th 1173).

8.3.2

Responses to Comments Received

This section contains responses to comments on the Draft EIR that were received during the public
comment period. Consistent with Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, comments that raise
significant environmental issues are provided with responses. Comments that are outside of the scope of
CEQA review (i.e., where a comment does not raise an environmental issue, or where it expresses the
subjective opinion of the commenter) will be forwarded for consideration to the decision-makers as part
of the project approval process. All comments will be considered by the City when making a decision on
the project.
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Letter 1

State Clearinghouse (SCH)

Response 1.1
The letter from the State Clearinghouse acknowledges that the Draft EIR was submitted to the
state agencies indicated in its attached checklist for review, that no letters were received from those
state agencies, and that the lead agency has complied with the State Clearinghouse review
requirements for draft environmental documents pursuant to CEQA.
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Letter 2

South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD)

Response 2.1
The comment is an introductory paragraph thanking the City for providing the Draft EIR to the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) for review and describing the proposed
project.

Response 2.2
The comment is a general response regarding the air quality analysis contained in Chapter 4.2 of
the Draft EIR.

Response 2.3
The comment is a general response regarding SCAQMD’s adoption of the 2016 Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) that establishes the most significant air quality challenge facing the
South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) specifically as it relates to NOx emissions.
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Response 2.4
The comment is a general response to the air quality analysis contained in Chapter 4.2 of the Draft
EIR emphasizing SCAQMD’s request for additional mitigation measures to further reduce NOx
emissions as well as ROG, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions. Please refer to responses to comments 2.6
to 2.14 below for a response to future requested actions recommended by SCAQMD.

Response 2.5
The SCAQMD also requested that written responses to the comments included in this letter be
provided prior to certification of the Final EIR as required by CEQA. The City will comply with
this requirement by providing written responses to all comments from public agencies, including
the SCAQMD. Furthermore, all responses to comments from the SCAQMD comply with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088(c).
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Response 2.6
The air quality impact analyses completed for the proposed project was conducted following the
methodology and guidelines in SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook and SCQAMD’s
established regional thresholds of significance for air pollutants. As noted by the commenter and
stated on page 4.2-11 of the Draft EIR, specific construction phasing and intensity is unknown.
Further, based on the anticipated SGCP gradual buildout rate of about 1.0 percent, emissions from
individual development construction may not exceed applicable SCAQMD daily thresholds,
depending on the specific project size and construction phasing/schedule. However, these details
are not available at this program-level analysis and, therefore, a worst-case construction day, where
multiple construction activities could occur at one time was evaluated. Furthermore, as discussed
in the Topical Response No. 1 Purpose of a Program EIR, Program vs. Project Level EIRs and
Standards for Comments and Responses, individual environmental analysis would be conducted at
the project level as individual projects are submitted for review. At which time, interim milestone
years would be evaluated that demonstrate progress overtime as a result of more stringent emissions
standards.

Response 2.7
The Draft EIR was prepared as a Program EIR and evaluates impacts associated with land use
policies and not with a specific development project. Policy AQ-1 included in MM 4.2-1 addresses
phasing as it relates to future development projects implemented under the proposed SGCP. This
policy would require conditions of approval for construction projects near receptors that would
generate substantial levels of mass emissions that may require implementation of emission
reduction strategies. Policy AQ-1(d) is a suggested emission reduction strategy that could be applied
to future individual development projects implemented under the SGCP. It is not meant to apply
to the phasing of the assumed buildout under the Plan but rather to the phasing of future
development overtime so that not all air quality impacts of construction would occur at the same
time as a way to mitigate for such potential impacts.

Response 2.8
Please refer to Topical Response No 1 Purpose of a Program EIR, Program vs. Project Level EIRs
and Standards for Comments and Responses. The EIR was performed as a Program level EIR and
evaluates potential development that could occur if the proposed land use policies are adopted by
City Council. Future development projects would be required to perform their own environmental
review that would analyze the potential project-specific impacts, as well as cumulative air quality
impacts at the time the development is proposed. It is not reasonably foreseeable that all the
anticipated development of the Plan would occur at the same time. The mitigation measure
suggested by SCAQMD (refer to response 2.12 below) has been added to the Mitigation
Monitoring and Report Program prepared for the SGCP.
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Response 2.9
As indicated in response to comment 2.8 above, the Draft EIR was prepared as a Program level
EIR and any future development proposed under the Plan will be required to evaluate localized air
quality impacts consistent with SCAQMD’s guidance documents. In addition, new development
within the SGCP area would be required to adhere to MM 4.2-1 of the Draft EIR that includes
policies for minimizing air quality impacts to the maximum extent possible.

Response 2.10
The following mitigation measure MM 4.2-1, Policy AQ-1 (b) has been modified as follows:

MM 4.2-1

The following policies shall be incorporated into the SGCP to reduce construction related
emissions associated with future development projects implemented under the proposed SGCP.
■

Policy AQ-1: Require conditions of approval for construction projects near sensitive
receptors and/or that would generate substantial levels of mass emission to implement
emissions reduction strategies such as:
(a) Install PM or other exhaust reducing filters on generators;
(b) Require construction contractors to use off-road equipment that meets CARB’s
most recent certification for off-road diesel engines or Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment shall
meet or exceed Tier 4 off-road emissions standards. A copy of the fleet’s tier
compliance documentation, and CARB or SCAQMD operating permit shall
be provided to the Lead Agency at the time of mobilization of each applicable
unit of equipment. In the event that all construction equipment cannot meet the
Tier 4 engine certification, the Lead Agency must demonstrate through future
study with written findings supported by substantial evidence before using other
technologies/strategies. Alternative strategies may include, but would not be
limited to, reduction in the number and/or horsepower rating of construction
equipment, limiting the number of daily construction haul truck trips to
and from the proposed project, and/or limiting the number of individual
construction project phases occurring simultaneously;
(c)

Use of electric-powered construction equipment;

(d) Phase construction activities;
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(g)

Ensure that construction equipment is maintained and tuned according to
manufacturer specifications; and/or
(h) Require construction contractors to provide clear signage that posts the California
Code of Regulations, Title 13, section 2449 (d) (3) and 2485 requirement to
reduce idling time to 5 minutes or less at construction sites.

Response 2.11
Based on comments received by SCAQMD, mitigation measure MM 4.2-3 and specifically Policy
HRA-2 has been modified as indicated below due to the potential infeasibility of such measures as
filtration units.

MM 4.2-3

The following policies shall be incorporated into the SGCP to reduce exposure of new sensitive
receptors to pollution sources associated with future development projects implemented under
the proposed SGCP.
■

Policy HRA-2: At the time of discretionary approval of new sensitive land uses

proposed in close proximity to existing TAC sources, the City shall require development
projects to implement applicable best management practices, as necessary and feasible,
that will reduce exposure to TACs and PM2.5. Available measures include, but are not
limited to, barriers (e.g., vegetation, concrete walls) between the source and the receptor,
high efficiency filtration with mechanical ventilation, and portable air filters. Specific
reduction measures will be evaluated and determined depending on proposed land uses,
proximity to TAC sources, and feasibility.
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Response 2.12
The following policies have been added to mitigation measure MM 4.2-2:

MM 4.2-2

The following policies shall be incorporated into the SGCP to reduce operational emissions
from ROG, NOx, and particulate matter associated with future development projects
implemented under the proposed SGCP.
▪

Policy AQ-13: Require the use of 2010 model year diesel haul trucks that conform

to 2010 EPA truck standards or newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material delivery trucks
and soil import/export) during construction and operation. If 2010 model year or newer
diesel haul trucks are not feasible, the development projects under the plan shall use
trucks that meet EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements, at a minimum.
▪

Policy AQ-14: Require that 240-Volt electrical outlets or Level 2 chargers be

installed in parking lots that would enable charging of NEVs and/or battery
powered vehicles. Development projects under the Proposed Plan shall be constructed
with the appropriate infrastructure to facilitate sufficient electric charging for vehicles to
plug-in.
▪

Policy AQ-15: Maximize use of solar energy including solar panels; installing the

maximum possible number of solar energy arrays on the building roofs and/or on the
Project site to generate solar energy for the facility.
▪

Policy AQ-16: Limit parking supply and unbundle parking costs.

▪

Policy AQ-17: Maximize the planting of trees in landscaping and parking lots.

▪

Policy AQ-18: Use light colored paving and roofing materials.

▪

Policy AQ-19: Install light colored “cool” roofs and cool pavements.

▪

Policy AQ-20: Require use of electric or alternatively fueled sweepers with HEPA
filters.

▪

Policy AQ-21: Require use of electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers.

▪

Policy AQ-22: Utilize only Energy Star heating, cooling, and lighting devices, and
appliances.

▪

Policy AQ-23: Use of water-based or low VOC cleaning products.

The California and City of Glendale Building and Safety Codes requires that all new development
be equipped to install vehicle charging stations when such infrastructure becomes available. As a
result, the City is already implementing this suggestion.
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Response 2.13
To further reduce particulate matter from future development under the proposed project, the
following emission reductions strategies have been added to Policy AQ-1 of MM 4.2-1:
(i) Suspend all soil disturbance activities when winds exceed 25 mph as instantaneous gusts
or when visible plumes emanate from the site and stabilize all disturbed areas.
(j) Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison concerning on-site
construction activity including resolution of issues related to PM10 generation.
(k) Sweep all streets at least once a day using SCAQMD Rule 1186, 1186.1 certified street
sweepers or roadway washing trucks if visible soil materials are carried to adjacent streets
(recommend water sweepers with reclaimed water).
(l) Apply water three times daily, or non-toxic soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’
specifications, to all unpaved parking or staging areas, unpaved road surfaces, or to areas
where soil is disturbed.

Response 2.14
As stated in the Draft EIR, individual development projects would be required to adhere to
SCAQMD Rule 403. The commenter incorrectly states that the project is a large operation of 4.6
square miles. The EIR is a Program level EIR prepared to evaluate land use policies and does not
solely propose a 4.6 square mile development. Should the City Council adopt the land use policies,
then any future development proposal within the SGCP area would be required to conduct project
level analysis that could tier off the Program EIR for the SGCP.
The following statement has been added to the Final EIR in the unlikely event that any future
development proposed within the SGCP area be considered under SCAQMD’s definition of Large
Operation.
Any future proposed development plan within the SGCP meeting SCAQMD definition of Large Operation (50acre sites or more of disturbed surface area; or daily earth-moving operations of 3,850 cubic yards or more on three
days in any year) will be required to adhere to Rule 403 (e) – Additional Requirements for Large Operations,
which includes requirements to provide Large Operation Notification Form 403 N, appropriate signage, additional
dust control measures, and employment of a dust control supervisor that has successfully completed the Dust Control
in the South Coast Air Basin training class.
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Letter 3

Aida Hakobyan

Response 3.1
This comment expresses opinions concerning the proposed SGCP, but it does not raise a
significant environmental issue for which a response is required. The comment will be included
with the Final EIR and made available for consideration by City Council before making a
decision on the project.

Response 3.2
Please see Section 4.12-2 “Population and Housing” and refer to Topical Response No. 2
Population and Housing. Implementation of the proposed project would induce substantial
population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly. No feasible mitigation measures are
identified. With respect to the increase in zoning and density, please refer to Section 4.1-3.
Implementation of the proposed project would substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of the site and its surroundings. There is no feasible mitigation measure identified to
reduce this impact.

Response 3.3
Please see Section 4.15 “Traffic and Transportation,” specifically Impact 4.15-3, and also refer to
Topical Response No. 3 Transportation, Traffic and Parking. Implementation of the proposed
project will not conflict with adopted polices, plans or programs regarding public transit, bicycle,
or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.

Response 3.4
Please refer to response to comment 3.1 above and see Chapter 5 “Other CEQA
Considerations” of the SGCP which provides background for developing the Plan. See also
Topical Response No. 5 Recreation - Parks and Open Space.
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Response 3.5
Please refer to response to comment 3.1 above.

Response 3.6
As evaluated in Section 4.1.3 of the Draft EIR, the City cannot avoid potential impacts on visual
character or quality from changes in building height and increased shade from implementation of
the proposed SGCP, and there are no feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the impacts
to a less than significant level. City Council has the approval authority for the proposed project
and will consider all information in the Final EIR and related documents before making a
decision on the project.
The remainder of the comment represents an opinion that will be included in the Final EIR and
made available for consideration by City Council before making a decision on the project.
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Response 3.7
As evaluated in Section 4.2.3 of the Draft EIR, the City cannot completely avoid or mitigate
potential impacts on air quality from implementation of the SGCP. The identified impacts of the
Plan include conflicts with existing air quality plans, potentially significant contributions to the
existing adverse air quality conditions in the South Coast Air Basin, resulting in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of criteria pollutants for which the SGCP area is in nonattainment.
Implementation of the SGCP has the potential to expose sensitive receptors to increased
operational-related levels of toxic air contaminants. There are no feasible mitigation measures
that would reduce the identified air quality impacts to a less than significant level. City Council
has the approval authority for the proposed project and will consider all information in the Final
EIR and related documents before making a decision on the project.
The remainder of the comment represents an opinion that will be included in the Final EIR for
consideration by the decision makers.

Response 3.8
As evaluated in Section 4.6.3 of the Draft EIR, the City cannot avoid potentially significant direct
and indirect greenhouse gas emission impacts from project implementation. These impacts will
result from construction and operation activities that result from implementation of the adopted
Plan, and because SGCP conflicts with existing applicable plans, policies or regulations to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions. The SGCP Draft EIR did not identify any feasible mitigation measures
that would reduce the Plan’s impacts on greenhouse gas emissions to a less than significant level.
The City Council has the approval authority for the proposed project and this comment will be
included in the Final EIR for consideration along with related documents before making a
decision on the project.
The remainder of the comment is the commenter’s opinion that will be included in the Final EIR
for consideration by City Council before making a decision on the project.
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Response 3.9
As evaluated in Section 4.12.3 of the Draft EIR, implementation of the proposed SGCP will
result in potentially significant impact on housing and population growth (which is beyond the
allowable growth under the existing Glendale General Plan). See also Topical Response No. 2
Population and Housing. The Draft EIR did not identify any feasible mitigation measures that
would reduce the Plan’s impact on population and housing growth to a less than significant level.
This comment will be included the Final EIR for consideration by the City Council prior to
making a decision on the project.
The remainder of the comment represents the commenter’s opinion that will be included in Final
EIR for consideration by City Council before making a decision on the project.
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Response 3.10
As evaluated in Section 4.13.3 of the Draft EIR, implementation of the proposed SGCP will
result in significant and unavoidable impacts from the increased need for police and fire
protection services that result in the addition of new or expansion of existing public service
facilities in order to maintain service ratio maintenance, response times or other performance
objectives. As the project is implemented over time, it is likely that police and fire protection
facilities will need to be added or expanded in order to maintain existing levels of service. When
such facilities will be needed depends on the rate at which the SGCP is implemented on a
project-level basis. There are no feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the impacts to a
less than significant level. See also Topical Response No. 2 Population and Housing.
The remainder of the comment represents the commenter’s opinion that will be included in the
Final EIR for the City Council’s consideration before making a decision on the project.

Response 3.11
Recreation impacts were analyzed in Section 4.14 of the Draft EIR. Although development
impact fees are imposed on individual new development as a condition of the issuance of a
building permit or subdivision tract map for a development project and payment of such fees is
considered full mitigation of recreation impacts for an individual project, overall environmental
impacts on parkland and park facilities from implementation of the proposed project is expected
to be significant and unavoidable, and there are no feasible mitigation measures that would
reduce the impacts to a less than significant level. See Topical Response No. 5 Recreation – Parks
and Open Space.
The remainder of the comment represents an opinion that will be included in the Final EIR for
City Council consideration before making a decision on the project.
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Response 3.12
See Topical Response No. 3 Transportation, Traffic and Parking. The City acknowledges the
importance of the road network and its impact on the daily lives and perceptions of communities
throughout the SGCP area. As evaluated in Section 4.15.3 of the Draft EIR, implementation of
the proposed SGCP on transportation and traffic is considered significant and unavoidable even
with the application of mitigation measures. As part of the Congestion Management Program
(CMP) analysis that was performed for the proposed project (Appendix F of this Draft EIR),
four freeway locations near the SGCP area were found to be impacted under 2040 SGCP
conditions (refer to Table 4.15-8 in the Draft EIR). Mitigation to reduce these impacts would
require widening these freeway facilities; however, the area is currently fully built-out and any
expansion measure is considered infeasible. As such, the impacts are considered significant and
unavoidable. Likewise, implementation of certain mitigation measures as described in Section
4.15.3 would reduce the impacts of the proposed project at five associated intersections, but there
are no feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the impacts to the remaining 22
intersections listed in Table 4.15-9 to a less than significant level.
The remainder of the comment represents the commenter’s which will be included in the Final
EIR and made available for consideration by City Council before making a decision on the
project.
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Response 3.13
This comment provides a conclusion to the comment letter. The City acknowledges the
commenter’s opposition to the proposed SGCP. As discussed in response to comment 3.1 above,
this comment letter will be included in the Final EIR for the City Council’s consideration prior to
making a decision on whether or not to approve the Project.
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Letter 4

Alice Ziesing

Response 4.1
This comment is in support of the proposed SGCP (proposed project) and does not raise a
significant environmental issue for which a response is required. This comment will be in the
documents for review and consideration by City Council.

Response 4.2
The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment. The comment represents an opinion that
will be documented with the Final EIR and made available for consideration by City Council
before making a decision on the project.

Response 4.3
Please refer to response to comment 4.2 above.

Response 4.4
Please refer to response to comment 4.2 above.
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Response 4.5
Please refer to response to comment 4.2 above.

Response 4.6
Please refer to response to comment 4.2 above.

Response 4.7
This comment provides a conclusion to the comment letter. The City appreciates the support
expressed by the commenter.
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Letter 5

Anahit Safaryan

Response 5.1
This comment provides an introduction to the author of the comment letter. The comment does
not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required. For more analysis
regarding responses to comments, see Topical Response No. 1 Purpose of a Program EIR,
Program vs. Project Level EIRs and Standards for Comments and Responses.

Response 5.2
This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required.
The comment represents an opinion that will be documented with the Final EIR and made
available for consideration by City Council before making a decision on the project. For more
analysis regarding responses to comments, see Topical Response No. 5 Recreation – Parks and
Open Space.
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Response 5.3
This comment provides a conclusion to the comment letter. Please refer to response to comment
5.2 above.
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Letter 6

Andrew Allison

Response 6.1
The impacts suggested by the comment are addressed in Section 4.16 (Utilities and Service
Systems), not Section 4.13. Additionally, all future development under the proposed SGCP would
be required to comply with all federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste
handling, transport, and disposal during construction and long-term operation. Assessment of
adequate waste collection services would also be required to ensure that sufficient waste provision
is accounted for with future growth within the proposed SGCP area.

Response 6.2
Please refer to response to comment 6.1 above.
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Response 6.3
The City acknowledges the importance of the road network and its impact on the daily lives and
perceptions of communities. Regarding traffic and parking concerns, please see Topical Response
No. 3 Transportation, Traffic and Parking.
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Letter 7

Ara Kassabian

Response 7.1
The commenter is correct in that adoption of the SGCP would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts to areas of Aesthetics, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Population
and Housing, Public Services, Recreation and Traffic and Transportation.
Although the distribution of housing types are not issues that require analysis under CEQA, the
SGCP includes a provision of affordable housing for all income levels through its policies (1.1
through 1.9, 2.2 through 204, 4.2, 4.4, 4.10, 5.1, 6.1, and 6.2) listed in the Glendale General Plan,
Housing Element and referenced in Section 4.12.2 of the Draft EIR. In addition to the Housing
Element and associated policies, the Glendale Long Range Planning Public Input Findings (2006)
identified “retention, new development, and rehabilitation of affordable housing” as its highest
priority within the housing topic area.
Furthermore, as indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.3 of the Draft EIR, the vision of the plan calls
for an “affordable housing overlay zone” located along the multi-family blocks parallel to the
Broadway, Central Avenue, and Colorado Street transit corridors that would provide
opportunities for affordable and inclusionary housing.
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Letter 8

Aram Amiryan

Response 8.1-8.13
This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter No. 3). Refer to responses to
comments 3.1 through 3.13.
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Letter 9

Artak Dovlatyan

Response 9.1
The area discussed by the commenter is proposed to be included in the East Colorado
neighborhood in Chapter 4 of the SGCP. Zoning in this neighborhood is proposed to go from
C3 to MX2 as a “Mixed-Use Low” corridor. The existing density in this area varies from 19
dwelling units per acre (du/ac) to 35 du/ac with a maximum height of 50 feet. Proposed density
would allow up to 43 du/ac and maximum height of 50 feet. The change in zone from C3 to
MX2 would allow for a true mixed-use zone rather than a commercial zone with residential
allowed under R-1250 multi-family zoning standards. The requested East Colorado Gateway
neighborhood is currently zoned CR and proposed to be rezoned to MX3 designated as “MixedUse High” corridor in the SGCP and would allow for a density up to 50 du/ac with a maximum
height of 60 feet. Both the proposed designation are similar to the existing designation.
This comment will be forwarded to the City Council for consideration before making a decision
on the project.
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Letter 10

Avetis Keshishian

Response 10.1
This comment is in reference to a recent Zoning Map Amendment on this site adopted by City
Council on May 17, 2017. The SGCP amends the General Plan Land Use Map to reflect this
change.
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Letter 11

Barbara Magel Ayars

Response 11.1
The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment; however, the City's process in preparing
the SGCP is well documented and has included extensive public involvement, including
community planning and sponsor groups. The Draft EIR was subjected to a 60-day public review
period as mandated by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15105 and was made available for public
review and comment on the City’s website and at the City of Glendale Planning Division and
Glendale Central Library. Additionally, the public hearing for the Draft EIR was published in the
local newspaper.

Response 11.2
This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required as
the Sate CEQA Guidelines no longer require an analysis of parking impacts. With the exception
of the Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) plan included as part of the SGCP, there are no
policy recommendations to change the parking standards. The TOD, however, does include a
policy, should the City Council adopt the Plan that states the following:
Policy 3.7.1: Expand the parking policies implemented in the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) to the proposed
Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) zones. Recently adopted parking code revisions, accomplished through the
DSP, should be extended to the new TOD zones. Strategies include reducing minimum parking requirements,
allowing tandem and stacked parking, requiring secure bicycle parking, implementing complementary transportation
demand management strategies (TDM), seeking shared parking opportunities, exempting change-of-use for
properties under 5,000 square feet, and instituting a parking in-lieu fee policy. Parking requirements for industrial
uses within Tropico should also be reduced, including those outside the TOD zones.
Further, Chapter 4 of the SGCP establishes a parking management plan to discourage retail and
commercial patrons and employees from parking in adjacent residential neighborhoods.

Response 11.3
This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required.
The comment represents an opinion that will be documented with the Final EIR and made
available for consideration by City Council before making a decision on the project.
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Letter 12

Bill Redmann

Response 12.1
The statement describing Glendale as a “fully developed” City implies that the City has a robust
transportation network and limited vacant land for new development to occur. This statement was
not intended to suggest that the City has no more capacity for additional development. The
commenter’s opinion that increased congestion could threaten the vitality of Glendale’s businesses
is noted and will be included in the Final EIR for consideration by City Council before making a
decision on the project.
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Response 12.2
The purpose of the transportation study, included as Appendix F in the Draft EIR, was to evaluate
the traffic impacts that could occur as a direct result of the SGCP. The analysis included the land
use growth related to the changes in zoning and network changes, including automobile, transit,
bicycle and pedestrian networks, which are anticipated to occur by year 2040. These changes were
reviewed and confirmed in consultation with City staff and thus form the basis of the CEQA
analysis.

Response 12.3
The City calculates intersection Level of Service (LOS) using the Intersection Capacity Utilization
(ICU) Method*. ICU is a planning methodology as opposed to an operations methodology and as
such does not incorporate the effect of signal timing. In addition, the ICU methodology does not
model the effect of pedestrians on an intersection’s capacity. Therefore, this information was not
collected. In order to model the effect of pedestrians on the LOS of an intersection, a delay-based
methodology, such as the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), would need to be used. This method
requires the input of signal timing information to ascertain LOS. The two methodologies are very
different and the LOS results cannot be compared directly due to the fundamental differences in
the underlying calculations and the metrics that are generated from each.
*The ICU methodology estimates LOS by calculating an intersection’s total utilized capacity
throughout the entire peak hour. This volume-capacity ratio is summed from the most congested
movements but represents an average for the entire intersection. The calculations do not
specifically consider downstream congestion or ramp metering, signal timing or phasing, turn
pocket lengths, or decreased saturation flow rates for all individual movements. The ICU
methodology may also under report volume-capacity ratios and LOS at intersections with one
highly congested movement.

Response 12.4
The study does not contain any information or data on the number of cyclists that are riding on
the sidewalk and behaving like a pedestrian at a signalized crosswalk. This information is not
required by the City’s methodology when assessing LOS at an intersection.

Response 12.5
The City’s method for calculating intersection LOS does not include the effect of bicycles on an
intersections capacity. No adjustments were made to intersection capacity for slow moving bicycle
traffic, as these are not considered significant enough to affect LOS.
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Response 12.6
All of the projects listed in Appendix F were included in the traffic forecasting models. For projects
that did not directly affect an intersection’s capacity, alternate adjustments consistent with the
project description were included. For example, the Doran Street Traffic Calming project was
implemented by reducing the free flow speed on Doran Street within the project limits.

Response 12.7
Please refer to Topical Response No. 5 Recreation – Parks and Open Space.

Response 12.8
The traffic model assumed a modal shift from automobiles to transit near the proposed transit
stations. The model did not include any assumptions about whether park-and-ride stations would
be constructed or available.

Response 12.9
Under the proposed project analyzed in the Program EIR prepared for the SGCP, any changes to
the zoning in the Plan area would be contingent on public transit coming first.
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Response 12.10
The Los Angeles Metro Congestion Management Program (CMP) methodology uses freeway LOS
grades F(0), F(1), F(2), F(3) for locations that are operating at different volume-capacity ratios
above 1.0. The intersection methodology used by the City assesses LOS based on a similar scale
but does not require intersections operating at LOS F (v/c of 1.0 or greater) to be graded as F(0),
F(1), F(2), etc.

Response 12.11
The traffic analysis considers ride-sharing services to the extent that those trips are already
occurring today. These trips are included in the existing traffic counts and incorporated into the
analysis. The future year analysis does not incorporate any additional volumes for privately operated
Transportation Network Companies (TNCs), such as Uber and Lyft, as information regarding their
travel behavior and operations is not readily available. Planning for individual pick-up and dropoff locations is also not considered in the Transportation Analysis Report.
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Response 12.12
EV charging stations are not currently required as part of the zoning codes. However, pursuant to
State and local building codes, all new developments within the City are required to provide the
necessary infrastructure to allow for the installation of future EV charging stations.

Response 12.13
As stated in Section 4.2.3 of the Draft EIR, operational emissions of criteria air pollutants and
precursors were evaluated in accordance with SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook
(SCAQMD 1993). Emissions estimates included long-term operational emissions of ozone
precursors (i.e., NOX and VOC) associated with mobile-sources (i.e., trip generation) and stationary
sources (e.g., area wide and energy consumption). Annual trip generation rate and vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) were based on information in the Transportation Analysis Report (Appendix F).
Construction and operational emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors were calculated
using CalEEMod, as recommended by SCAQMD.
As shown in Table 4.2-7 of Section 4.2.3, operation-related activities would result in mass emissions
of VOC, NOX, PM10, PM2.5, and CO that exceed the SCAQMD-recommended thresholds of
significance. Thus, VOC, NOX, PM10, PM2.5, and CO emissions generated under full buildout of
the proposed SGCP may result in adverse air quality impacts to existing surrounding land uses and
may contribute to the existing adverse air quality condition in the SCAB. This would be a potentially
significant impact. Implementation of mitigation measures MM 4.2-1 and MM 4.2-2 would reduce
this impact, but not to a less than significant level.

Response 12.14
The Glenoaks Boulevard road diet was included in the travel model and reflects the redistribution
of traffic to parallel other facilities within the vicinity of the lane reduction. Therefore, the LOS
calculations reflect the decrease in available vehicle capacity. The analysis does not consider or
evaluate the impact of the road diet on travel commute times: this is not required for the EIR
analysis.

Response 12.15
See response to comment 12.14 above.

Response 12.16
The lane reductions occur east of the intersection at Glendale/Chevy Chase, such that two
eastbound through lanes are available at the intersection.
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Response 12.17
Vehicle trip generation describes the rate at which vehicle trips are generated for a specific quantity
of land use (i.e., residential dwelling units or thousand square feet of retail). The commenter is
correct that increases in land use generate more vehicle trips and also that the overall trip rate will
be lower when the benefits of increased diversity and density are incorporated.

Response 12.18
The trip reduction strategies incorporated into the traffic model and analysis are consistent with
the goals and policies for each of the subareas described in the SGCP. The commenter’s opinion
regarding parking supply is noted and will be included in the Final EIR for consideration by City
Council before making a decision on the project.
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Letter 13

Brian Watters

Response 13.1-13.13
This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter No. 3). Refer to responses to
comments 3.1 through 3.13.
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Letter 14

Cathy Hrenda

Response 14.1
Police and Fire Service is discussed in Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR. Impacts from the need to add
or expand existing public service facilities due to increased calls for service, service ratio
maintenance, response times or other performance objectives due to project implementation are
considered significant and unavoidable. Facilities will be added or expanded to the extent and
when project implementation makes such facilities necessary to maintain existing levels of service.
When that will happen depends on the rate at which the SGCP is implemented on a project-level
basis. As evaluated in Section 4.13.3 of the Draft EIR, the City cannot avoid potential impacts on
police and fire protection services from implementation of the proposed SGCP. Adding police and
fire personnel to maintain service ratios has the potential to create a significant impact from the
provision of new or physically altered facilities and the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts to accommodate the increased service demand. While it is the
City’s policy to maintain adequate service ratios for police and fire personnel, and it is probable
that new development will contribute its fair share of property taxes and other revenues to pay for
added services and contribute to the addition of new facilities, because this future contribution
cannot be guaranteed to meet the need, this impact is treated as significant and unavoidable.

Response 14.2
As stated in Section 4.14.3 of the Draft EIR, although implementation of the proposed SGCP
would result in a reduced deficiency in recreational land available to the residents of South
Glendale, the area would remain in noncompliance with the 6 acres of recreational land per 1,000
residents under the No Project Alternative. There are no feasible mitigation measures that would
reduce the impacts on recreation to a less than significant level from a program level. It should be
noted however, development impact fees are imposed on new development as a condition of the
issuance of a building permit or subdivision tract map for project development, and payment of
such fees is considered full mitigation of recreation impacts for an individual project. Nonetheless,
overall, environmental impacts on parkland and park facilities from implementation of the project
are expected to be significant and unavoidable.
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Letter 15

Cheryl Frees-Yvega

Response 15.1
This comment is conclusive in nature and does not raise a significant environmental issue for which
a response is required. The comment represents an opinion that will be documented with the Final
EIR and made available for consideration by City Council before making a decision on the project.
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Letter 16

Christopher Welch

Response 16.1
The City concurs with the comment and Figure 2-1 will be modified accordingly. The area in
Roads End that is presently designated “low density” in the existing General Plan and zoned R1R
should have been proposed for re-designation as “Single Family Hillside Residential” in the
SGCP. The single-family hillside neighborhood in Roads End is similar to the areas in Adams
Hill which are also zoned R1R and are proposed to be re-designated “Single Family Hillside
Residential.” No change is proposed in Roads End for the area presently designated “Moderate
Density Residential” and zoned R3050.

Response 16.2
The City concurs with the comment that Roads End is currently designated Low Density
Residential and Moderate Density Residential. Table 4.9-1 will be edited to remove Roads End
from the Medium Density Residential category and add it to the Moderate Density Residential
one. Also, Table 4.9-2 will be edited to add Roads End to locations for the R1R (Restricted
Residential) Zone.

Response 16.3
The City concurs with the comment and has edited the following text under the Glendale Beeline
section as follows:
The Glendale Beeline operates nine fixed routes within the proposed SGCP area, as shown in
Table 4.15-5.

Response 16.4
The City has edited the respective text within the Draft EIR accordingly.

Response 16.5
The City appreciates the support expressed by the commenter. The comment represents an
opinion that will be documented with the Final EIR and made available for consideration by City
Council before making a decision on the project.
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Letter 17

Ed Aivazian

Response 17.1
A PPD overlay zone cannot be include in the SGCP, since it requires the approval of precise plan
of design. As a result, this overlay zone could occur without first having a design for a specific
proposal. Furthermore, request for a PPD overlay must go before the Design Review Board for a
recommendation prior to be considered by the Planning Commission and then City Council.
This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required.
The comment will be included in the Final EIR and made available for consideration by City
Council before making a decision on the project.
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Letter 18

Eliz Hekimyan

Response 18.1
This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental issue for
which a response is required. The City appreciates the support expressed by the commenter.

Response 18.2
The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment. As stated in Section 4.1.2 of the Draft
EIR, the SGCP provides Comprehensive Design Guidelines, including direction on landscaping
features such as the planting of mature trees, for all new development within the SGCP area.
This comment will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by City Council.
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Letter 19

Emma Amiryan

Response 19.1-19.13
This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter No. 3). Refer to responses to
comments 3.1 through 3.13.
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Letter 20

Eva Gabor

Response 20.1
The City appreciates this comment and notes that this comment letter will be part of the Final
EIR; therefore, the commenter’s opposition to the expansion of the proposed SGCP boundary to
the northeast is documented and this information will be made available to City Council.

Response 20.2
This comment provides an introduction to the author of the comment letter. The City
appreciates this comment but does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a
response is required as the Sate CEQA Guidelines no longer require an analysis of parking
impacts. With the exception of the Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) plan included as part
of the SGCP, there are no policy recommendations to change the parking standards. The TOD;
however, does include a policy, should the City Council adopt the Plan that states the following:
Policy 3.7.1: Expand the parking policies implemented in the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) to the proposed
Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) zones. Recently adopted parking code revisions, accomplished through the
DSP, should be extended to the new TOD zones. Strategies include reducing minimum parking requirements,
allowing tandem and stacked parking, requiring secure bicycle parking, implementing complementary transportation
demand management strategies (TDM), seeking shared parking opportunities, exempting change-of-use for
properties under 5,000 square feet, and instituting a parking in-lieu fee policy. Parking requirements for industrial
uses within Tropico should also be reduced, including those outside the TOD zones.
Further, Chapter 4 of the SGCP establishes a parking management plan to discouraging retail and
commercial patrons and employees from parking in adjacent residential neighborhoods.

Response 20.3
See Topical Response No. 3 Transportation, Traffic and Parking.

Response 20.4
This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required.
As stated in Section 4.1.3 of the Draft EIR, the existing condition with regard to scenic vistas
(e.g., mountain views) within the SGCP area is already impaired, and implementation of the
proposed SGCP would not result in new impacts associated with the impairment of views
surrounding scenic vistas. Furthermore, each future project implemented under the proposed
SGCP would be subject to separate environmental review once development plans are submitted
to the Permit Services Center.
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Response 20.5
This comment represents an opinion that will be documented with the Final EIR and made
available for consideration by City Council before making a decision on the project. As stated in
Section 4.1.2 of the Draft EIR, the SGCP provides Comprehensive Design Guidelines, including
direction on building color and architectural concept, for all new development within the SGCP
area.

Response 20.6
This comment provides concluding statements based on the more specific comments discussed
above; therefore, no new issues are raised in which a response is required.
The information in this comment will be in the documents for review and consideration by City
Council.
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Letter 21

Evan Grant

Response 21.1-21.7
This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter No. 4). Refer to responses to
comments No. 4.1 through 4.7.
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Letter 22

Francesca Smith

Response 22.1
The following definition of a cultural resource has been added to the Final EIR (See page 4.4-4),
although the same definition is included on pages 4.4-17 and 4.4-18 of the Draft EIR:
15064.5. DETERMINING THE SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS TO ARCHAEOLOGICAL
AND HISTORICAL RESOURCES
(a) For purposes of this section, the term “historical resources” shall include the following:
(1) A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources
Commission, for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code
§ 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq.).
(2) A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section
5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical
resource survey meeting the requirements section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources
Code, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public agencies must
treat any such resource as significant unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates
that it is not historically or culturally significant.
(3) Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead
agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural,
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or
cultural annals of California may be considered to be an historical resource, provided the
lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole
record. Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be “historically
significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of
Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code § 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852) including the
following:
(A) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage;
(B) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;
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(C) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or
possesses high artistic values; or
(D) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history.
(4) The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historical
resources (pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code), or identified in
an historical resources survey (meeting the criteria in section 5024.1(g) of the Public
Resources Code) does not preclude a lead agency from determining that the resource may
be an historical resource as defined in Public Resources Code sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1.
As discussed in response 22.2 below, paleontological resources are included as a threshold in the
cultural resources section of the checklist in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines and
therefore are appropriately discussed in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR.

Response 22.2
Paleontological resources are included in the Cultural Resources Section of the Draft EIR pursuant
with the CEQA thresholds contained in the checklist in Appendix G of the State CEQA
Guidelines. Beginning on page 4.4-19 of the Draft EIR, paleontological resources were evaluated
under Impact 4.4-3. The reference to the geotechnical study is appropriate in that the types of soils
are an important factor in identifying the possibility for paleontological resources to exist in the
project area.
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Response 22.3
The commenter’s criticism of the Environmental Setting (Section 4.4.1) as a “single paragraph”
mischaracterizes the actual Environmental Setting section in the Draft EIR which spans multiple
pages. (See Section 4.4.1, pages 4.4.1- 4.4.7). The Environmental Setting includes a discussion of
the Prehistoric Setting, Historic Setting, Glendale – Historical Development Overview, Definition
of a Historic Resource, Historic Resources within the Proposed SGCP Area, Table 4.4-1
Designated Historic Properties in the Proposed SGCP Area, Archaeological Resources, and
Paleontological Resources. The length of the Prehistoric Setting description does not mean its
coverage is inadequate to disclose that human pre-historical settlements and or activities exist in
southern Glendale. The Final EIR will also include the 2000 Compass Rose Report: Archaeological
Resources Management Plan for the City of Glendale (the “Report”). This Report indicates that
the South Glendale area is identified as either high or high-moderate sensitivity zones for
archaeological resources and includes the standard caveat that any issues will be resolved on a
project specific basis. Specifically, MM 4.4-3, 4.4-4, 4.4-7 and 4.4-8 in the Draft EIR incorporate
the Compass Rose Report’s recommendation that archeologists be retained to monitor projects
during any ground-disturbing activities.

Response 22.4
A full history of the historical development of South Glendale is included in the South Glendale
Historic Context, which is Appendix A.1 of the SGCP. The historic context has been added to the
Final EIR as Appendix “J” and footnote references have been added into the Glendale - Historical
Development Overview in the Final EIR as well. Historic Resources Group prepared a 374-page
South Glendale Historic Resources Survey for the Draft EIR, attached as Appendix G to the Draft
EIR, which was referenced throughout the Environmental Setting section.

Response 22.5
Please refer to response to comment 22.1 above. A complete regulatory framework is provided in
the Final EIR beginning on page 4.4-9 that includes national, State and local regulations for
evaluation of cultural resource impacts that include historical, archaeological, paleontological, and
tribal resources along with human remains.

Response 22.6
Please refer to response to comment 22.5 above.
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Response 22.7
Please refer to response to Comment 22.1 above for the complete definition, which will be added
to Section 4.4.1 in the Final EIR.

Response 22.8
The “Historic Resources within SGCP Area” section correctly includes information about the
survey, including properties eligible for the Glendale Register, California Register, and the National
Register. The respondent may disagree with the status codes applied by the survey, but a 5 code
offers the same protections under both CEQA and local law that a 3 code offers and therefore, the
code references do not alter the project’s potential impacts on historical resources.
Corrections to Table 4.4-1 have been made in the Final EIR to indicate the correct eligibility for
Bekins Moving & Storage Warehouse and the inclusion of the Burns-Davis Building.
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Response 22.9
The Commenter is correct regarding the identification of the Cottage Grove Historic District;
Table 4.4-1 in the Final EIR has been corrected to identify the area as a “locally designated historic
district.”

Response 22.10
The South Glendale Historic Resource Survey Appendix G of the Draft EIR contains definitions
for all Historic Resource Status Codes (See pages 15-16).

Response 22.11
The phrase “potential historic district” is used in the Draft EIR to indicate those districts identified
by the South Glendale Historic Resource Survey as eligible for designation as a local historic district.

Response 22.12
Please refer to response to comment 22.11 above.

Response 22.13
The Draft EIR is referencing the description of the potential district found in the South Glendale
Historic Resource Survey in the “Potential Garfield/Windsor District” as discussion on page 32 of
the survey.
The following sentence found on page 4.4-7 of the Draft EIR under the heading “Potential
Garfield/Windsor District” has been modified as shown below:
“This potential district emphasizes homes in architectural styles of the early 20th century, and includes styles that are
no longer practiced today (HRG 2017).”
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Response 22.14
As indicated in responses to comments 22.2 and 22.3, the presence of archeological resources is
based on soil types and information contained in the Open Space and Conservation Element.
Furthermore, as directed by the Open Space and Conservation Element and mitigation measures
MM 4.4-3, MM 4.3-5, and MM 4.4-8 in the Draft EIR, a more comprehensive analysis of impacts
associated with archeological resources will be conducted at the project level when detailed plans
are submitted for planning entitlements.

Response 22.15
The term “unique archaeological resource” appears in mitigation measures MM 4.4-3, MM 4.4-4,
and MM 4.4-8. The word “unique archaeological resource” is taken from Public Resources Code
§21083.2(a), as referenced in MM 4.4-4. Public Resource Code 21083.2(g) defines “unique
archaeological resources as “…archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly
demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high
probability that it meets any of the following criteria:
(1) Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that
there is a demonstrable public interest in that information.
(2) Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available
example of its type.
(3) Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event
or person.”

Response 22.16
Please refer to response to comment 22.14 above. A complete list of references used in the analysis
for this section of the Final EIR is provided on page 4.4-26. “Glendale 2005” is a reference to the
Glendale Open Space and Conservation Element which directs future development to conduct its
own review of impacts to archeological resources; the same is required by mitigation measures MM
4.4-3, MM 4.4-4, and MM 4.4-8. Based on the mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR, the
appropriate method for dealing with archeological resources will be determined by a qualified
archeologist.
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Response 22.17
The comment makes stylistic suggestions and asks that the EIR provide in depth explanations of
how all the various regulatory frameworks are applicable to the CEQA analysis. CEQA does not
require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation
recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies need
only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information
requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR. (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)). The Draft EIR identifies the applicable regulatory frameworks for
the analysis and discusses compliance with those frameworks that are applicable to the project as
required by CEQA.

Response 22.18
There are no National Historic Landmarks in the project area; if there were they would have been
identified. The last sentence under the subheading National Historic Landmarks on page 4.4-10 of
the EIR has been revised as shown below:
“Today, fewer than just over 2,500 historic places bear this distinction.”

Response 22.19
The South Glendale Survey determinations do not always agree with those in the Downtown
Specific Plan (DSP) survey, but all of the properties where there is a discrepancy are still, at a
minimum, locally eligible so there are no adverse impacts due to these discrepancies. This comment
will be included in the Final EIR and made available for consideration by City Council before
making a decision on the project.
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Response 22.20
The respondent is correct and no change to Policy 4.1.3 of the DSP is proposed as part of the
proposed project. The Final EIR will reflect the correct language of DSP Policy 4.1.3 as follows:
Policy 4.1.3 Historic Preservation, Rehabilitation and Adaptive Reuse: Reuse and rehabilitate
the existing buildings of architectural merit that reflect the spirit and historic significance of
Glendale’s past and ensure that these buildings will have their place in the expressed design
guidelines for new development. The historic resource must meet the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards and be placed on the GRHR prior to or concurrent with design approval.

Response 22.21
As suggested by the commenter, the following text from California Code of Regulations Section
15064.5 has been added to Impact 4.4-2 of the Final EIR.
(b) A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.
(1) Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource means physical
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings
such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.
(2) The significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a project:
(A) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of
an historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion
in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources; or
(B) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics
that account for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant to section
5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or its identification in an historical resources
survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code,
unless the public agency reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a
preponderance of evidence that the resource is not historically or culturally significant; or
(C) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of
a historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for
inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources as determined by a lead agency
for purposes of CEQA.
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(3) Generally, a project that follows the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment
of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and
Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (1995), Weeks and
Grimmer, shall be considered as mitigated to a level of less than a significant impact on the
historical resource.
(4) A lead agency shall identify potentially feasible measures to mitigate significant adverse
changes in the significance of an historical resource. The lead agency shall ensure that any
adopted measures to mitigate or avoid significant adverse changes are fully enforceable
through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures.
(5) When a project will affect state-owned historical resources, as described in Public
Resources Code Section 5024, and the lead agency is a state agency, the lead agency shall
consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer as provided in Public Resources Code
Section 5024.5. Consultation should be coordinated in a timely fashion with the preparation
of environmental documents.
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Response 22.22
As required by CEQA, both direct and indirect impacts are discussed for each of the CEQA
thresholds included in the Draft EIR. Cumulative impacts are included in Section 4.4.4 of the Draft
EIR.

Response 22.23
The purpose of a mitigation measure is to minimize the environmental impacts and mitigation can
take various forms. (CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(1)). Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15370,
"Mitigation" includes:
(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action.
(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation.
(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment.
(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations
during the life of the action.
(e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments.
The mitigation measures for cultural resources (MM 4.4-1 through 4.4-8) will reduce potential
impacts on cultural resources to below a level of significance, because thorough project-level review
is required during the implementation of the SGCP. Such mitigation is legally adequate. Mitigation
measures may be incorporated into plans, such as general plans, specific plans or community plans,
that provide a legal or policy framework for later projects or approval; such is the case here. (CEQA
Guidelines §15126.4(a)(2); See Napa Citizens for Honest Gov’t v Napa County Bd. of Supervisors (2001)
91 CA4th 342, 358; Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v county of Tuolumne (1982) 138 CA3d 664, 690.
The mitigation measures adopted in a plan can describe performance criteria for a project-specific
mitigation and provide for further refinement of the mitigation measures when later activities are
proposed. For example, the Court in Rio Vista Farm Bureau Ctr. v County of Solano (1992) upheld the
county’s adoption of a hazardous waste management plan and certification of an EIR where the
plan identified sites that were potentially suitable for hazardous waste facilities but did not select or
recommend particular sites. The County incorporated mitigation measures as policies in the plan
so that later approvals would have to be consistent with the policies. The court agreed that the
plan’s siting criteria and other mitigation “policies” were consistent with the general nature of the
plan and that the mitigation measures could not be specifically formulated without a proposal for
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a specific facility, and the plan included a firm commitment to a future mitigation of significant
impacts.
Here, like in the Rio Vista Farm Bureau case, the proposed mitigation measures are being imposed
on a plan and policy level with a firm commitment to ensure that specific projects identify
significant impacts on historic resources and mitigate them.
To that end, MM 4.4-1 is being clarified in the Final EIR so that it is clear that:
MM 4.4-1: All properties listed on the NR/CR/GR and properties identified with status codes 1 through 5 in a
survey or individual resource assessment will require further analysis under CEQA prior to the approval of any
entitlements or issuance of permits.

Response 22.24
This comment will be included in the Final EIR and made available for consideration by City
Council before making a decision on the project. The mitigation measures require individual project
level review to assure that significant impacts on historic resources from implementation of the
SGCP do not occur.

Response 22.25
Mitigation measure MM 4.4.1 has been clarified in the Final EIR as shown in response to comment
22.23 above.
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Response 22.26
See responses to comments 22.23, 22.24, and 22.25 above. The SGCP is a policy document; it does
not propose specific development but describes an envelope of development that could occur
should the SGCP be adopted. As stated in mitigation measures MM 4.4-1 and MM 4.4-2, individual
development projects implemented under the SGCP will be required to undergo project-level
CEQA review.

Response 22.27
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 Purpose of a Program EIR, Program vs. Project Level EIRs
and Standards for Comments and Responses, and response to comment 22.23 above.

Response 22.28
Please refer to response to comment 22.23 above.

Response 22.29
Please refer to response to comment 22.23 above.

Response 22.30
California state law does not identify any qualifications to practice archaeology in the state,
however, to address this gap, in March 2013, the Society for California Archaeology (SCA) adopted
a set of professional qualifications for the position of Principal Investigator for archaeological
projects. The purpose of these professional qualifications is to improve the quality and public
benefit of archaeology by setting forth the education and experience required for individuals to
practice professional archaeology as a Principal Investigator in California. MM 4.4-3 requires that
any retained archaeologist have such qualifications.
Further, the City of Glendale is not required to have archaeologists or tribal monitors “on staff”.
MM 4.4-3 requires that qualified archaeologists be retained during ground disturbing activities that can
disturb previously undisturbed soils…” The requirement is clear and what “triggers” the measure is
equally clear: retain the expert when previously undisturbed soils are disturbed. The fact that most
projects do not have monitors does not mean the mitigation will not be triggered in the future. The
City has a sensitivity study, the 2000 Compass Rose Report. See response to comment 22.3 above.
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Response 22.31
Please refer to response to comment 22.23 above. Mitigation performance is achieved through
adoption of a Mitigation, Monitoring & Reporting Program in the Final EIR as required by CEQA.
See CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a), which governs mitigation generally and requires than an EIR
describe the monitoring and reporting program. Neither the CEQA Guidelines nor the Public
Resources Code requires the mitigation and monitoring program be set forth in the Draft EIR.
(See Public Resources Code §21081.6).
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Response 22.32
Please refer to response to comment 22.23 above.

Response 22.33
Please refer to response to comment 22.30 above. MM 4.4-4 does not “merely” document what is
extant – MM 4.4-4 requires preservation in place as the preferred method and avoidance via project
redesign, and exploration of additional treatment measures as additional methods. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.4 (b)(3) establishes a clear priority for preservation in place over data
recovery or other mitigation measures: preservation in place “is the preferred manner of mitigating
impacts to archaeological sites…”

Response 22.34
Please refer to responses to comments 22.31 and 22.33 above. Because Native American sensitivity
and archaeological sensitivity are two different sensitivities, MM 4.4-3, 4.4-4, 4.4-7, and 4.4-8 all
require the presence of both a qualified archaeologist and a tribal monitor.
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Response 22.35
Please refer to response to comment 22.24 above. The preparers agree with the comment
concerning the difference between records searches (Phase I) and on-site investigations; that is the
reason why the qualified archaeologist and tribal monitor are required to be retained and on-site
“during ground disturbing activity that can disturb previously undisturbed soil that may have the
potential to impact archaeological and tribal cultural resources….” See MM 4.4-3.

Response 22.36
Please refer to response to comment 22.35 above.

Response 22.37
To scope means to “investigate or assess”. These are appropriate activities for the NAHC to
undertake for purposes of determining whether a site may have cultural resources.
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Response 22.38
Please refer to responses to comments 22.33 and 22.35 above.

Response 22.39
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 Purpose of a Program EIR, Program vs. Project Level EIRs
and Standards for Comments and Responses. Pursuant to California Public Resources Code
§21081, “Pursuant to the policy stated in Sections 21002 and 21002.1, no public agency shall
approve or carry out a project for which an environmental impact report has been certified which
identifies one or more significant effects on the environment that would occur if the project is
approved or carried out unless both of the following occur:
(a) The public agency makes one or more of the following findings with respect to each
significant effect:
(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which
mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment.
(2) Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another
public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that other agency.
(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers,
make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the environmental
impact report.”
(b) With respect to significant effects which were subject to a finding under paragraph (3) of
subdivision (a), the public agency finds that specific overriding economic, legal, social,
technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the
environment.”
The “findings” will be drafted for City Council’s consideration prior to certification of the Final
EIR and project approval as required by California Public Resources Code §21081.

Response 22.40
Please refer to response to comment 22.23 above. See also Topical Response No. 1 Purpose of a
Program EIR, Program vs. Project Level EIRs and Standards for Comments and Responses. The
commenter has cited to what is commonly known as the “Nollan/Dolan” proportionality and
nexus requirements for exactions and mitigation measures, but has not provided any substantial
evidence to support why the proposed mitigation measures do not comply with the requirements
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set forth in the U.S. Supreme Court’s Nollan v. California Coastal Comm’n, 483 U.S. 825 (1987) and
Dolan v. City of Tigard, 512 U.S. 374 cases. Instead the commenter makes conclusory statements
without supporting facts that the mitigation measures will not work.

Response 22.41
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 Purpose of a Program EIR, Program vs. Project Level EIRs
and Standards for Comments and Responses, and response to comment 22.23 above.

Response 22.42
Please refer to response to comments 22.41 above.

Response 22.43
Please refer to response to comments 22.41 above.
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Response 22.44
Please refer to response to comments 22.41 above.

Response 22.45
The comment incorrectly presumes the recommended mitigation measures (MM 4.4-1 through 4.48) will not actually mitigate significant impacts on cultural resources to a less than significant level.
See response to comment 22.41 above.

Response 22.46
The cumulative impact analysis requires the project proponent to examine the incremental effects
of a project when viewed in connection with the effect of past projects, other current projects and
probably future projects. (CEQA Guidelines §15064(h)(1)). This comment presumes that the
recommended mitigation measures (MM 4.4-1 through 4.4-8) will not actually mitigate significant
impacts on cultural resources to a less than significant level, and taken together with past projects
will result in a cumulatively considerable impact. This conclusion is faulty because it incorrectly
presumes the recommended mitigation measures will not mitigate the impacts of the project to a
less than significant level. See response to comment 22.41 above. Impacts of a project are not
cumulative considerable when there is no substantial evidence that any incremental impacts of the
project are potentially significant. (Leonoff v Monterey County Bd., of Supervisors (1984) 150 CA3d 740,
750).

Response 22.47
Please refer to response to comments 22.46 above.
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Letter 23

Gabor Family

Response 23.1-23.13
This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter No. 3). Refer to responses to
comments 3.1 through 3.13.
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Letter 24

Gayane Soghbatyan

Response 24.1
This comment provides an introduction to the author of the comment letter. As evaluated in
Sections 4.13.3, 4.2.3, and 4.6.3 of the Draft EIR, respectively, the City cannot avoid potential
impacts on police and fire protection services, air quality, and greenhouse gas emissions from
implementation of the proposed SGCP, and there are no feasible mitigation measures that would
reduce the impacts to a less than significant level. The ultimate determination of infeasibility of
the proposed SGCP will be made by City Council.

Response 24.2
Section 4.14.1 of the Draft EIR discusses the existing green space and parks within the SGCP.
The Draft EIR notes in section 4.14.1 that the SGCP would increase the use of existing facilities,
which is a potentially significant impact for which there are no mitigation measures. Section
4.14.2 notes that the SGCP “strives to alleviate park and recreational deficits,” and to that end,
the City is planning for the development of 25 acres of new recreation use along SR-134. See
Topical Response No. 5 Recreation – Parks and Open Space.

Response 24.3
This comment represents an opinion that will be documented with the Final EIR and made
available for consideration by City Council before making a decision on the project. Please refer
to Topical Response No. 3: Transportation, Traffic and Parking.

Response 24.4
Please refer to response to comment 24.3 above.
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Response 24.5
This comment provides a conclusion to the comment letter and does not raise a significant
environmental issue for which a response is required.
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Letter 25

Gloria Boyer

Response 25.1-25.13
This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter No. 3). Refer to responses to
comments 3.1 through 3.13.
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Letter 26

Grant Michals

Response 26.1
Please refer to Topical Response No. 5 Recreation – Parks and Open Space. This comment
represents an opinion that will be documented with the Final EIR and made available for
consideration by City Council before making a decision on the project.

Response 26.2
The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment. As evaluated in Section 4.13.3 of the Draft
EIR, the City cannot avoid potential impacts on police and fire protection services from
implementation of the proposed SGCP. There are no feasible mitigation measures that would
reduce the impacts associated with fire or police protections services to a less than significant level.
The ultimate determination of infeasibility of the proposed SGCP will be made by City Council.

Response 26.3
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 Purpose of a Program EIR, Program vs. Project Level EIRs
and Standards for Comments and Responses. This comment provides a conclusion to the comment
letter and does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required.
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Letter 27

J.M. Amussen

Response 27.1
The SGCP’s impact on housing, population and density from implementation of the Plan is
considered to be significant and unavoidable. Please refer to Topical Response No. 2 Population
and Housing. Some traffic impacts are considered to be significant and unavoidable. Please refer
to Topical Response No. 3 Transportation, Traffic and Parking. Noise impacts were analyzed in
Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR. The analysis included a survey of the baseline ambient noise, and
existing traffic, rail tariff, aircraft and stationary noise, plus existing groundborne vibration levels.
The Draft EIR determined that the Plan would result in potentially significant noise impacts in
excess of standards established in the General Plan or Noise Ordinance or applicable noise
standards of other agencies based primarily on vehicular noise and rail noise. Mitigation Measures
4.11-1 through 4.11-5 will be adopted and implemented to reduce all significant noise impacts to
a less than significant level.
Potential nighttime lighting impacts were analyzed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Impact 4.1-2
(Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area?) of the Draft EIR. The analysis concluded that project
implementation would not crease a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely
affect nighttime views.
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Letter 28

Joanne Hedge

Response 28.1
This comment is conclusive in nature and does not raise a significant environmental issue for
which a response is required. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 Purpose of a Program EIR,
Program vs. Project Level EIRs and Standards for Comments and Responses. The comment
represents an opinion that will be documented with the Final EIR and made available for
consideration by City Council before making a decision on the project.
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Letter 29

Jon

Response 29.1
The City appreciates the comment. See Topical Response No. 5 for Recreation – Parks and Open
Space, No. 3 Transportation, Traffic and Parking, and No. 2 Population and Housing.
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Letter 30

Karo Kalpakyan

Response 30.1
The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment. The comment represents an opinion that
will be documented with the Final EIR and made available for consideration by City Council
before making a decision on the project.

Response 30.2
Please refer to response to comment 30.1 above.
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Letter 31

Kay Hostetler

Response 31.1
The City concurs with this comment. As evaluated in Section 4.13.3 of the Draft EIR, the City
cannot avoid potential impacts on police and fire protection services from implementation of the
proposed SGCP. There are no feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the impacts
associated with fire or police protections services to a less than significant level. The ultimate
determination of infeasibility of the proposed SGCP will be made by City Council.

Response 31.2
Please refer to response to comment 31.1 above. In addition, even the No Project Alternative
would add 2,587 new units amounting to 6,985 residents above existing conditions. Although the
population under the No Project Alternative would be significantly less than the proposed SGCP
population of 27,910 residents, impacts to the Glendale Police Department (GPD) would remain
significant and unavoidable.

Response 31.3
This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required.
The comment represents an opinion that will be documented with the Final EIR and made
available for consideration by City Council before making a decision on the project.

Response 31.4
Please refer to response to comment 31.1 through 31.3 above.
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Letter 32

Krystof Litomisky

Response 32.1
This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter No. 4). Refer to responses to
comments 4.1 through 4.7.

Response 32.2
The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment. The comment represents an opinion that
will be documented with the Final EIR and made available for consideration by City Council
before making a decision on the project.

Response 32.3
Please refer to response to comment 32.2 above.

Response 32.4
Please refer to response to comment 32.2 above.

Response 32.5
Please refer to response to comment 32.2 above.
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Response 32.6
Please refer to response to comment 32.2 above.

Response 32.7
This comment provides a conclusion to the comment letter. The City appreciates the support
expressed by the commenter.
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Letter 33

Laura Flores

Response 33.1
This comment expresses opposition to the adoption of the SGCP, the implementation of which
would allow for additional housing development. Housing and Population impacts were analyzed
in the Draft EIR (Section 4.12). The Draft EIR concludes that the SGCP would induce
substantial population growth on both a program level and a cumulative level that would result in
a significant and unavoidable impact on population. See Topical Response No. 2 Population and
Housing.

Response 33.2
Impacts on public services such as police, fire and schools were evaluated in Section 4.13.3 of the
Draft EIR.
Whether or not the proposed project will impact police services depends on whether the
implementation of the SGCP would result in substantial adverse environmental impacts from
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for a new facility the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts in order to maintain
acceptable levels of service ratios, response times or performance objectives. The Draft EIR
determined that an increase in population will increase demand for police services that could
create a significant and unavoidable impact resulting from the construction of new police
facilities. The same is true with respect to fire protection services.
Implementation of the proposed SGCP would increase the number of students attending
Glendale Unified School District (GUSD) schools within the proposed SGCP area; however,
payment of development impact fees has been deemed to provide full and complete school
facilities mitigation. Therefore, the proposed project would reduce the potential impacts on
schools to a less than significant level.

Response 33.3
Transportation and Traffic impacts were analyzed in Section 4.15.3 of the Draft EIR. There are
numerous mitigation measures that will reduce many impacts to below a level of significance
(MM 4.15-1 – 4.15-11), but the City cannot avoid all potentially significant impacts even after the
implementation of mitigation measures on certain intersections within the SGCP area under the
proposed SGCP. There are no feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the impacts
associated with these intersections to a less than significant level. Please refer to Topical
Response No. 3 Transportation, Traffic and Parking.
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Response 33.4
This comment notes concern regarding noise and air quality, but does not identify a specific
environmental impact issue for which a response is required. Both noise and air quality impacts
were extensively analyzed in the Draft EIR (See Section 4.2 – Air Quality; Section 4.11 – Noise).

Response 33.5
This concluding paragraph represents the commenter’s opinion that will be included in the Final
EIR and made available for consideration by City Council before making a decision on the
project.
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Letter 34

Lili Amiryan

Response 34.1-34.13
This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter No. 3). Refer to responses to
comments 3.1 through 3.13.
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Letter 35

Liz Barillas

Response 35.1
This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter No. 4). Refer to responses to
comments 4.1 through 4.7.

Response 35.2
The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment. The comment represents an opinion that
will be documented with the Final EIR and made available for consideration by City Council
before making a decision on the project. For additional analysis regarding aesthetics, please see
Topical Response No. 4 Aesthetics.

Response 35.3
Please refer to response to comment 35.2 above. For additional analysis regarding aesthetics,
please see Topical Response No. 4 Aesthetics.

Response 35.4
Please refer to response to comment 35.2 above.

Response 35.5
Please refer to response to comment 35.2 above. For additional analysis, please see Topical
Response No. 2 Population and Housing.
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Response 35.6
Please refer to response to comment 35.2 above.

Response 35.7
Please refer to response to comment 35.2 above.
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Letter 36

Lusine Soghbatyan

Response 36.1
This comment letter will be part of the Final EIR; therefore, the commenter’s opposition to the
proposed SGCP is documented and this information will be made available to City Council.
In regard to the first bullet, the environmental impacts associated with Alternative 1, the No
Project Alternative, are evaluated in Section 6.4.1 of the Draft EIR.

Response 36.2
As discussed in response to comment 36.1, Alternative 1 is identified as the No Project
Alternative in Sections 6.3 and evaluated in 6.4 of the Draft EIR. The City concurs with the
statement that impacts under Alternative 1 will have the same adverse environmental impacts as
the proposed project with the exception of the following resources: conflict with or obstruct
implementation of applicable air quality plans and conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation.
The City appreciates this comment. The ultimate determination of infeasibility of the proposed
SGCP will be made by City Council.

Response 36.3
This comment represents an opinion and does not raise a significant environmental issue for
which a response is required.

Response 36.4
Regarding traffic and parking concerns, please see Topical Response No. 3 Transportation,
Traffic and Parking.
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Response 36.5
Please refer to response to comment 36.3 above.

Response 36.6
Infill is development in an urbanized area and may include development on vacant lands,
redevelopment of sites that were previously developed, or revitalization of sites through
reinvestment, such as reusing or renovating buildings and facades, street improvements or “grey
field” development. The key to infill development is efficient utilization of land resources; more
compact patterns of land use and development; reinvestment in areas targeted for growth and
that have existing infrastructure; and more efficient delivery of quality public services.
The Glendale Unified School District (GUSD) site at the corner of Wilson and Jackson is an infill
site. This Program level EIR does not address the GUSD Apartments Project which is subject to
its own project-level, environmental review.

Response 36.7
Regarding traffic and parking concerns, please see Topical Response No. 3 Transportation,
Traffic and Parking.
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Response 36.8
Please refer to response to comment 36.7 above regarding traffic and parking. The Draft EIR
does not consider economic impacts, such as local hire requirements for businesses.

Response 36.9
The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment. This comment will be in the documents
for review and consideration by City Council. Please refer to response to comment 36.7 above
regarding parking.

Response 36.10
The City acknowledges and appreciates this comment; however, the City's process in preparing
the SGCP is well documented and has included extensive public involvement, including
community planning and sponsor groups. The Draft EIR was subjected to a 60-day public review
period as mandated by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15105 and was made available for public
review and comment on the City’s website and at the City of Glendale Planning Division and
Glendale Central Library. Additionally, the public hearing for the Draft EIR was published in the
local newspaper.

Response 36.11
As evaluated in Sections 4.13.3 of the Draft EIR, the City cannot avoid potential impacts on
police and fire protection services from implementation of the proposed SGCP, and there are no
feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the impacts to a less than significant level. The
ultimate determination of infeasibility of the proposed SGCP will be made by City Council.
Regarding the effect of traffic on public services, see Topical Response No 3. Transportation,
Traffic and Parking.

Response 36.12
This comment provides concluding statements based on the more specific comments discussed
above; therefore, no new issues are raised in which a response is required for comments 36.12
through 36.17.

Response 36.13
Please refer to response to comment 36.12 above.
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Response 36.14
Please refer to response to comment 36.12 above.

Response 36.15
Please refer to response to comment 36.12 above.

Response 36.16
Please refer to response to comment 36.12 above.

Response 36.17
Please refer to response to comment 36.12 above.
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Letter 37

Mariam Dongelyan

Response 37.1-37.5
This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter No. 3). Refer to responses to
comments 3.1 through 3.5.
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Letter 38

Mary Baldwin

Response 38.1
Noise impacts are addressed in Chapter 4.11 of the Draft EIR. Table 4.11-6 shows Future
Vehicle Traffic Noise CNEL Contour Distances for the SGCP Area. As a result of the proposed
project, existing and proposed residential use areas would, in cases of residences close to the
freeways and major roadways, exceed the General Plan Noise Element “conditionally acceptable”
thresholds for residential land uses (70 dBA CNEL) under both existing and future conditions.
Implementation of mitigation measures MM 4.11-1, MM 4.11-2, and MM 4.11-3 would reduce
potential impacts to sensitive receptors to less than significant. Implementation of mitigation
measure MM 4.11-4 would reduce potential impacts associated with excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels to less than significant. Implementation of mitigation
measure MM 4.11-5 would reduce temporary or periodic potential impacts to ambient noise
levels within the proposed SGCP area to less than significant.
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Letter 39

Matt Dixon

Response 39.1
This comment is introductory in nature and expresses the commenter’s opinion about
development in the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP), but it does not raise a significant
environmental issue for which a response is required.

Response 39.2
The comment represents the commenter’s opinion that will be included in the Final EIR and
provided to the City Council for consideration before making a decision on the project. For
additional analysis regarding aesthetics, please see Topical Response No. 4 Aesthetics.

Response 39.3
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above.
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Response 39.4
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above.

Response 39.5
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above.

Response 39.6
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above. See also Topical Response No. 2 Population
and Housing.

Response 39.7
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above. See also Response 3.10 in Comment Letter
No. 3.
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Response 39.8
Please refer to response to comment 39.7 above.

Response 39.9
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above. See also Topical Response No. 2 Population
and Housing and Topical Response No. 3 Transportation, Traffic and Parking.

Response 39.10
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above. See also Topical Response No. 4 Aesthetics.

Response 39.11
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above. See also Topical Response No. 4 Aesthetics.
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Response 39.12
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above.

Response 39.13
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above.

Response 39.14
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above.

Response 39.15
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above.

Response 39.16
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above.
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Response 39.17
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above.

Response 39.18
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above.

Response 39.19
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above.

Response 39.20
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above.

Response 39.21
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above.

Response 39.22
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above.

Response 39.23
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above.
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Response 39.24
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above.

Response 39.25
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above.

Response 39.26
Please refer to response to comment 39.2 above.

City of Glendale
Community Development Department

6 of 8

South Glendale Community Plan PEIR
SCH No. 2016091026

CHAPTER 8 Comments Received on the Draft EIR and Responses
LETTER 39 Matt Dixon

June 2018
COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Response 39.27
This concluding paragraph does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response
is required. This comment will be included in the Final EIR for consideration by the decision
makers.
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Letter 40

Michael Sheehan

Response 40.1
The Central Park Block Project, which includes the proposed development of the Armenian
American Museum, is undergoing separate project level environmental analysis. The comment
will be included in the Final EIR for consideration by City Council.
The City will include the commenter’s opposition to the development of more housing that may
be implemented under the proposed project. This comment letter will be included in the Final
EIR and made available for consideration by City Council before making a decision on the
project.
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Letter 41

Mickie Boldt

Response 41.1
This comment provides an introduction to the author of the comment letter. The City
acknowledges and appreciates this comment but does not raise a significant environmental issue
for which a response is required.
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Letter 42

Navasart & Maral Kazazian

Response 42.1
This comment letter does not raise a CEQA environmental impact issue, but is instead a request
to include certain properties within the boundaries of the proposed SGCP project. The comment
will be included in the Final EIR for consideration by City Council.
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Letter 43

Patty Silversher

Response 43.1
This comment provides an introduction to the author of the comment letter. As evaluated in
Section 4.13.3 of the Draft EIR, the City cannot avoid potential impacts on police and fire
protection services from implementation of the proposed SGCP, and there are no feasible
mitigation measures that would reduce the impacts to a less than significant level. The ultimate
determination of infeasibility of the proposed SGCP will be made by City Council, and City
Council policy will determine if and to what extent new or expanded public services will be
provided in response to increase service demands within the community

Response 43.2
Please refer to response to comment 43.1 above.

Response 43.3
As stated above under response to comment 43.1, the ultimate determination of infeasibility of
the proposed SGCP will be made by City Council.

Response 43.4
The City acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to the SGCP. The comment will be included
in the Final EIR and made available for consideration by City Council before making a decision
on the project.
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Letter 44

Philip Boyajian

Response 44.1
See Topical Response No. 3 Transportation, Traffic and Parking.
See Topical Response No. 2 Population and Housing.
The City acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to the proposed SGCP. This comment letter
will be part of the Final EIR and made available for consideration by City Council before making
a decision on the project..
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Letter 45

Ray & Georgia Wall

Response 45.1
The City acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to the proposed SGCP. This comment letter
will be part of the Final EIR and made available for consideration by City Council before making
a decision on the project.
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Letter 46

Raymond & Knarik Rumaya

Response 46.1-46.13
This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter No. 3). Refer to responses to
comments 3.1 through 3.13.
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Letter 47

Richard & Carol Lee

Response 47.1
The City acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to the proposed SGCP. Please see Topical
Response No. 1 Purpose of a Program EIR, Program vs. Project Level EIRs and Standards for
Comments and Responses. This comment letter will be part of the Final EIR and made available
for consideration by City Council before making a decision on the project.
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Letter 48

Rob Montgomery

Response 48.1
The City acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to the proposed SGCP. Please see Topical
Response No. 1 Purpose of a Program EIR, Program vs. Project Level EIRs and Standards for
Comments and Responses. This comment letter will be part of the Final EIR and made available
for consideration by City Council before making a decision on the project.
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Letter 49

Rondi Werner

Response 49.1
This comment provides an introduction to the author of the comment letter. This comment
generally addresses concerns with density, traffic and parking. See Topical Response No. 3
Transportation, Traffic and parking and Topical Response No. 2 and Population and Housing.

Response 49.2
The SGCP is a policy document to address future growth to 2040, including accommodating
growth in public transit opportunities. As noted in the Draft EIR on page 4.15-12, which begins
discussion of the existing public transit network that serves south Glendale, many areas in South
Glendale, particularly the Tropico area, are in proximity to high-quality transportation. The
purpose of the SGCP and the Tropico Study Plan it implements (Appendix C, page ii) is to
provide policies and standards that encourage and sustain high quality, neighborhood appropriate
transit-oriented development in Tropico. Metrolink is a commuter rail system and is an integral
link in the regional transportation network serving Glendale. The Larry Zarian Transportation
Center serves the Metrolink Antelope Valley and Ventura lines, Amtrak passenger rail, and is
planned for future high-speed rail, which serves Glendale residents and travelers going to and
from Glendale (see page 14.15-14). The Metro and Department of Transportation routes are set
out in Table 4.15-6. As noted on page 14.15-14 in the Draft EIR, Metrolink provides a
connection to Burbank Airport and to Los Angeles Union Station, which connects to various
Metrolink lines, Amtrak, and other regional connections. The Larry Zarian Transportation Center
also serves as a bus hub for Glendale’s Beeline, which provides bus service throughout Glendale
(see page 14.15-12, Table 4.15-5 Glendale Beeline Bus Routes). The Draft EIR has not identified
freight trains as a transit resource.

Response 49.3
The analysis of whether the proposed SGCP is consistent with each applicable policy from the
Glendale General Plan, including the Housing Element, is included in Table 4.9-4 of the Draft
EIR. As stated in Section 4.9.3, the proposed project includes consistency amendments to the
Glendale General Plan, such that the proposed SGCP would be consistent with the goals,
policies, and objectives of the Glendale General Plan; these include amendments to the
Circulation Element, Housing Element, and to the Land Use Element. The SGCP implements
the General Plan Elements, including the Recreation Element and the Open Space and
Conservation Element (see Table 4.9-.4; see pages 4.9-27, 4.9-28 and 4.9-29 in the Draft EIR).
The SGCP does not replace the Recreation Element or the Open Space and Conservation
Element. See Topical Response No. 2 Population and Housing.
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Response 49.4
Impacts to public services are addressed in Chapter 4.13 and Impact 4.13-3 states that
“implementation of the proposed project would increase the demand for fire protection services
and would potentially require the construction of new or physically altered facilities to
accommodate the increased demand. As no feasible mitigation is available, impacts for fire
protection services would be significant and unavoidable.” Impact 4.13-4 states that
“implementation of the proposed project would increase the demand for police protection
services and would potentially require the construction of new or physically altered facilities to
accommodate the increased demand. As no feasible mitigation is available, impacts for police
protection services would be significant and unavoidable.” In Chapter 4.14, Recreation, Impacts
4.14-1 and 4.14-2 both note that implementation of the proposed project would increase the use
of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated and that accommodation of
the project would “require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that may have
an adverse physical effect upon the environment” which is considered a potentially significant
impact with no feasible mitigation available to reduce these impacts to a less than significant level.
Therefore, these impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.

Response 49.5
The Draft EIR (page 4.12-9) states “in addition to the Housing Element and associated policies,
the Glendale Long Range Planning Public Input Findings (2006) identified “retention, new
development, and rehabilitation of affordable housing” as its highest priority within the housing
topic area. Increasing population growth and new residential development within the City has
thus been a priority for a considerable amount of time.” The point of this statement is that
affordable residential housing has been a priority for the City for many years. Whether a ranking
for affordable housing or traffic was higher or lower on a study done in 2006 makes no difference
in assessing physical environmental impacts. Parking is not considered an environmental impact
for review under CEQA.
Also see Topical Response No. 3 Transportation, Traffic and Parking.

Response 49.6
No change is proposed in Roads End for the area presently designated “Moderate Density
Residential” and zoned R3050. The single-family hillside neighborhood in Roads End is similar to
the areas in Adams Hill, which are designated “Low Density Residential” and proposed to be redesignated “Single Family Hillside Residential.” These areas in the Adams Hill neighborhood are
presently zoned R1R Zone. The City agrees with a previous commenter (see Responses 16.1 and
16.2 in Letter No. 16) that the area in Roads End that is presently designated “Low Density
Residential” in the General Plan and zoned R1R Zone should be proposed for re-designation as
“Single Family Hillside Residential” in the SGCP. Figure 2-1 will be modified accordingly.
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Response 49.7
This comment provides concluding statements based on the more specific comments discussed
above; therefore, no new issues are raised in which a response is required.
The information in this comment will be in the documents for review and consideration by City
Council.
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Letter 50

Russell Lombard

Response 50.1
This comment provides an introduction to the author of the comment letter. The comment
provides background information and does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a
response is required.

Response 50.2
This comment does not raise any environment issues with regard to the SGCP Draft EIR. This
comment letter will be part of the Final EIR and will be made available to City Council before
making a decision on the project.
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Letter 51

Scott Peer

Response 51.1
In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), the purposes of an EIR is to serve
as an informational document that:
“…will inform public agency decision makers and the public generally of the significant
environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant
effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.”
The Draft EIR for the SGCP has been prepared as a Program EIR pursuant to State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168. A Program EIR may be prepared on a series of actions that can be
characterized as one large project. According to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c),
subsequent activities in the program must be examined in light of the Program EIR to determine
whether additional environmental documentation must be prepared. If a later activity would have
effects that were not examined in the Program EIR, an initial study would need to be prepared
followed by a Negative Declaration or an EIR. Such subsequent environmental documentation
would be “tiered” from the Program EIR. As discussed in State CEQA Guidelines Section
15152, tiering refers to coverage of general matters and environmental effects in an EIR prepared
for a policy, plan, program, or ordinance followed by narrower or site-specific environmental
clearance documents that incorporate, by reference, the discussion in any prior EIR and which
concentrate on the environmental effects that are (a) capable of being mitigated, or (b) were not
analyzed as significant effects on the environment in the prior EIR. However, if any subsequent
activities would not result in new environmental effects or the need for new mitigation measures,
the subsequent activity could rely on the environmental analysis provided in this EIR for the
SGCP, and minimal additional environmental documentation would be required.

Response 51.2
The City acknowledges the commenter’s preference on the mitigation proposed to reduce or
offset operational greenhouse gas emissions as it relates to energy use. As stated in Section 4.6.3
under MM4.6-1, Policy GHG-2: Specific GHG reduction requirements for individual
development applications shall be determined at the time of discretionary approval and in
accordance with all applicable (e.g., City, SCAQMD) and State GHG emission targets.
Furthermore, Policy GHG-3 addresses this comment by discouraging auto-dependent sprawl and
dependence on the private automobile; promoting water conservation and recycling; promoting
development that is compact, mixed use, pedestrian friendly, and transit oriented; promoting
energy-efficient building design and site planning; improving the jobs/housing ratio in each
community; and other methods of reducing emissions.
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Response 52.1
The commenter requests the project proponents include mitigation and conditions on the SGCP.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 Purpose of a Program EIR, Program vs. Project Level
EIRs and Standards for Comments and Responses concerning the purpose of an EIR to disclose
environmental impacts from the project and adopt feasible mitigation measures that reduce or
avoid significant environmental impacts to a level of less than significant. Where feasible,
mitigation measures have been recommended for adoption to reduce significant environmental
effects.
One of those mitigation measures, MM 4.2-1 (a)-(h), in Section 4.2 Air Quality includes, among the
other requirements that PM filtering or other exhaust reducing filters be installed on generators
and requires the use of electric-powered construction equipment.
In Section 4.4 Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR, mitigation measures are being recommended
to require archeologists and tribal monitors be retained (MM 4.4-3), and that a paleontologist be
retained to evaluate projects that require ground disturbance (MM 4.4-4). Since the Draft EIR did
not identify any significant project impacts with respect to geology and soils, there are no
mitigation measures that would necessitate having a geologist “on site or on call.”
Section 4.6 of the Draft EIR analyzes the proposed project’s impact on greenhouse gas emissions
(GHG) and examines the project’s compliance with regulatory standards and policies from the
federal, State, county and local levels, including the Greener Glendale Plan. A discussion of the
project’s compliance with the Greener Glendale Plan commences on page 4.6-12 through 4.6-16.
With respect to the compliance with a Climate Action Plan, Section 4.6.4 of the Draft EIR states;
“[w]hile the City previously adopted the Greener Glendale Plan as its citywide sustainability plan, it
is not yet a qualified Climate Action Plan, as it lacks future GHG reduction targets against which
future development projects may be analyzed. Without a qualified plan outlining a clear path
towards achieving GHG reduction targets, it cannot be determined whether or not all future
development would be consistent with City or State plans adopted for the purpose of reducing
GHG emissions. This impact would remain significant and unavoidable.”
With respect to airborne dust, Regulation IV, Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) requires developers or
contractors to implement Best Available Control Measures for all sources, and all forms of visible
PM are prohibited from crossing any property line; see Section 4.2, page 4.2-8 in the Draft EIR.
Regarding the comment on Arts & Culture, the Glendale Municipal Code Section 30.37.060
requires:
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A. In-lieu fee payment. As an alternative to the urban art plan requirements of this chapter,
the applicant may pay an amount equivalent to one (1) percent of the value of the project,
as determined by the building official, into the urban art fund.
B. Urban art fund. The city shall deposit in-lieu art fees into a separate account set aside for
the urban art fund in a manner to avoid any commingling of the fees with other city
revenues and funds, except for temporary investments, and shall expend the fees solely for
the purpose for which they were collected. (Ord. 5721, § 6, 12-14-2010)”
An increase in the percentage dedicated to urban art fund would require a municipal code
amendment.
Enhanced sidewalks and urban landscaping and street trees are design and policy issues that will be
implemented on an individual project-level basis. The SGCP policies recommend many
enhancements with respect to sidewalks and street trees, such as, for example, in the Main
Street/Neighborhood Commercial Corridor—“Main Street/Neighborhood Commercial Corridors
have low-scale community and neighborhood-serving retail and offices with pedestrian-scale
detailing. Transportation and Complete Streets features include enhanced pedestrian crossings, bike facilities, traffic
calming and safety features, sidewalks, street trees, pedestrian-scale lighting, and street furniture.”
Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR analyzes the project’s impacts from noise and recommends
mitigation measures, MM 4.11-1 through MM 4.11-5, to reduce noise impacts to below a level of
significance.
Police and fire service is discussed in Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR. Impacts from the need to add
or expand existing public service facilities due to increased calls for service, service ratio
maintenance, response times or other performance objectives due to project implementation are
considered significant and unavoidable. Facilities will be added or expanded to the extent and
when project implementation makes such facilities necessary to maintain existing levels of service.
When that will happen depends on the rate at which the SGCP is implemented on a project-level
basis.
Recreation was analyzed in Section 4.14 of the Draft EIR. Although development impact fees are
imposed on new development as a condition of the issuance of a building permit or subdivision
tract map for a development project and payment of such fees is considered full mitigation of
recreation impacts for an individual project, overall environmental impacts on parkland and park
facilities from implementation of the project is expected to be significant and unavoidable.
The City has determined in advance the increased water needs for projects and is constantly
making preparations. Water Supply, Storage and Distribution was analyzed in Section 4.16.1 of the
Draft EIR. Project impacts on water supply on a project-level and cumulative basis was
determined to be less than significant.
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Letter 53

Steve Colton

Response 53.1
The City acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to the proposed SGCP. This comment letter
will be part of the Final EIR and will be made available to City Council before making a decision
on the project.
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Letter 54

Susan Molik

Response 54.1
This comment is conclusive in nature and does not raise a significant environmental issue for
which a response is required, as it is outside of the scope of the SGCP Draft EIR. The comment
will be documented with the Final EIR and made available for consideration by City Council
before making a decision on the project.
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Letter 55

Thomas Hendricks

Response 55.1
The City appreciates the comment. See Topical Responses No. 2 Population and Housing. The
comment represents an opinion that will be documented with the Final EIR and made available
for consideration by City Council before making a decision on the project.

Response 55.2
Please refer to response to comment 55.1 above. Additionally, the City acknowledges that the
City cannot avoid potential impacts on police and fire protection services from implementation
of the proposed SGCP, and there are no feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the
impacts to a less than significant level; see Section 4.13.3 of the Draft EIR. The ultimate
determination of infeasibility of the proposed SGCP will be made by City Council.

Response 55.3
Please refer to response to comment 55.1 above.
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Response 56.1
The comment does not raise a significant environmental issue stemming from a significant
environmental impact from the proposed project for which a response is required. See Topical
Response No. 3 Transportation, Traffic and Parking. The comment will be included in the Final
EIR and made available for consideration by City Council before making a decision on the
project.
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Letter 57

Todd McClintock

Response 57.1-57.13
This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter No. 3). Refer to responses to
comments 3.1 through 3.13.
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Letter 58

Tony Barrios

Response 58.1
The SGCP proposes to create a Civic land use designation for publicly owned properties used for
public purposes within South Glendale (except for facilities that could pose a security concern if
mapped -like reservoirs, water pumping stations, electric transfer stations).
The SGCP proposes to designate school properties in the General Plan Land Use Element as
Civic without changing the existing zoning (such as R-2250). A Civic designation will allow
flexibility to craft a new zone in the future or keep the existing zoning. An exception to this
would be if there is a school-owned property along one of the corridors or centers proposed for
mixed-use. If City Council adopts the mixed-use designations, those areas will be rezoned in a
future year to mixed-use.

Response 58.2
The City appreciates this comment, which states a preference for an alternative designation on
Glendale Unified School District (GUSD) properties rather than what is shown in the proposed
project. The information in this comment will be in the documents for review and consideration
by City Council.
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Heading 59

Toros Soghbatyan

Response 59.1
This comment provides an introduction to the author of the comment letter. The comment does
not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required.
In the Draft EIR, Alternative 1 is identified as the No Project Alternative in Section 6.3 and
evaluated in 6.4 of the Draft EIR. The “No Project” Alternative is required by CEQA, along with
an analysis of the impacts of a “No Project” Alternative. (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e)(1)).
Analysis of the No Project Alternative allows decision makers to compare impacts of the
proposed project with impacts of not implementing the proposed project and maintaining the
status quo.

Response 59.2
The City acknowledges the commenter’s preference in regard to not allowing the development of
more surface parking lots and it will be considered in the final determination on this project. As
stated in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR, whenever project components submit discretionary
applications for site-specific approvals within the SGCP area, the City will determine how much
new information will be required for the environmental review for such proposals. In preparing
these analyses, the City will assess, among other things, whether any of the significant
environmental impacts identified in this Program EIR have been “adequately addressed.” Thus,
the new analysis for these site-specific actions will focus on impacts that cannot be “avoided or
mitigated” by mitigation measures that either were adopted in connection with the proposed
SGCP or were formulated based on the information in this EIR.
The analysis of whether the proposed SGCP is consistent with the applicable policy, including for
parking, from the Glendale General Plan is evaluated in Section 4.9.3, Table 4.9-4 of the Draft
EIR.

Response 59.3
In its simplest form, infill development refers to the development of vacant parcels within
previously built areas. Public Resources Code §21061.3 defines an “Infill site” as “a site in an
urbanized area that meets either of the following criteria:
(a) The site has not been previously developed for urban uses and both of the following apply:
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(1) The site is immediately adjacent to parcels that are developed with qualified urban
uses, or at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins parcels that are
developed with qualified urban uses, and the remaining 25 percent of the site adjoins
parcels that have previously been developed for qualified urban uses.
(2) No parcel within the site has been created within the past 10 years unless the parcel
was created as a result of the plan of a redevelopment agency.
(b) The site has been previously developed for qualified urban uses.
These sites are already served by public infrastructure, such as transportation, water,
wastewater, and other utilities. Infill is development in an urbanized area and may
include development on vacant lands, redevelopment of sites that were previously
developed, or revitalization of sites through reinvestment, such as reusing or renovating
buildings and facades, street improvements or “grey field” development. The key to
infill development is efficient utilization of land resources; more compact patterns of
land use and development; reinvestment in areas targeted for growth and that have
existing infrastructure; and more efficient delivery of quality public services.

Response 59.4
Sections 4.14.1 and 4.14.3 of the Draft EIR address the lack of both community and
neighborhood park facilities within the southern portion of Glendale. Presently, there is
approximately 285 acres of developed parkland within the City, indicating a deficit of 496 acres.
See Topical Response No. 5 Recreation - Parks and Open Space. The comment also includes the
commenter’s opinion concerning park development that will be included in the Final EIR and
made available for consideration by City Council before making a decision on the project.

Response 59.5
As mentioned in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR, as part of the proposed project, some existing
development regulations in the Zoning Ordinance would be modified in conjunction with the
SGCP. In regard to R-1250 High Residential Zone, development regulations would be modified
to eliminate “wedding cake” style setback requirements for properties with commercial frontage
proposing residential units. “Wedding cake” setback requirements have consistently proven to be
impractical for contemporary urban mixed-use development. This change in setback
requirements affects second and higher stories of new buildings, and would not affect the
creation of linear parks at ground level.
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Response 59.6
The potential impacts on air quality and greenhouse gas emissions from implementation of the
proposed SGCP are fully analyzed in Sections 4.2.3 and 4.6.3, respectively in the Draft EIR. The
Draft EIR does note that air quality standards for Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) have not been
set because “there are hundreds of air toxics and their effects on health tend to be local rather
than regional” and because carcinogenic TACs “are assumed to have no safe threshold below
which health impacts would not occur.” The remainder of the comment represents an opinion
that will be included in the Final EIR and made available for consideration by City Council before
making a decision on the project.

Response 59.7
The Citywide Pedestrian Plan was included as part of the SGCP EIR, because due to the timing
of the drafting of the plan and the plan’s coverage area, which includes the SGCP area, it is
considered a related project under CEQA. CEQA requires the “whole of the project” be
analyzed, and considering the pedestrian plan separately, when it is in fact a part of the SGCP
would be considered illegal “piecemealing”.

Response 59.8
Section 4.2.3 of the Draft EIR states that implementation of MM 4.2-2, Policies AQ-5 through
AQ-12, to encourage more walking, bicycling, and transit use among residents, workers, and
visitors will help to reduce not eliminate operational emissions associated with future
development projects implemented under the proposed SGCP. As evaluated in Sections 4.2.3 and
4.6.3 of the Draft EIR, the City cannot avoid potential impacts on air quality and greenhouse gas
emissions from implementation of the proposed SGCP, and there are no feasible mitigation
measures that would reduce the impacts s to a less than significant level. For further information,
please see Topical Response No. 3 Transportation, Traffic and Parking.
The remainder of the comment represents an opinion that will be included in the Final EIR and
made available for consideration by City Council before making a decision on the project.

Response 59.9
Please refer to response to comment 59.8 above.
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Response 59.10
As stated in Section 4.1.3 of the Draft EIR, due to the programmatic nature of this EIR, specific
project-level design plans (including building heights, positioning, and dimensions) are not
available at this time, and thus a complete assessment of shade and shadow impacts of proposed
development under the SGCP is not possible. In the future when specific development projects
are proposed within the SGCP area, project design plans will be developed and subject to projectlevel CEQA review and consistency with General Plan and SGCP policies. The project-level
design plans will be evaluated, as necessary, to determine the extent of potential shade and
shadow impacts upon adjacent residential areas and/or uses.

Response 59.11
As stated above in response to comment 59.10, due to the programmatic nature of this EIR,
specific project-level design plans (including building heights, positioning, dimensions, setback
distances) are not available at this time. In the future when specific development projects are
proposed within the SGCP area, project design plans will be developed and subject to projectlevel CEQA review. The suggestion will be included in the Final EIR for consideration by the
City Council prior to making a decision on the project.

Response 59.12
In order to qualify as “Transit Priority Projects” and for “Transit Oriented Design” to be
implemented, the qualifying transit needs to first exist, that is why SGCP Transit-Oriented
Developments cannot be implemented until after the transit is in place. After the SGCP is
adopted, market forces will dictate when or if development will be implemented; therefore, a
clear implementation timeline cannot be developed. However, with respect to transit buses and
routes, the City has more control over implementation, which would not occur without
authorization from the City Council and review by the Transportation and Parking Commission
at public meetings for which public notice will be provided.
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Response 59.13
Please refer to response to comment 59.12 above. The comment will be included in the Final
EIR for consideration by the City Council prior to making a decision on the project.

Response 59.14
The comment makes a suggestion concerning timing and the SGCPs relationship with the
Downtown Specific Plan (DSP). The comment will be included in the Final EIR for
consideration by the City Council prior to making a decision on the project.

Response 59.15
As evaluated in Section 4.13.3 of the Draft EIR, the Glendale Unified School District (GUSD)
would potentially need to expand existing schools and/or provide new facilities in order to
accommodate growth associated with the proposed SGCP. In accordance with SB 50, at the time
of building permit issuance, development projects are required to pay established school impact
fees. Funding collected under SB 50 would reduce impacts to GUSD facilities, which serve the
proposed SGCP area to a less than significant level. Parks and libraries are funded through the
City’s Public Facilities Development Impact Fees, which serve as full mitigation for new
development impact on these facilities. Project implementation will have a significant and
unavoidable impact on public services, such as police and fire, in that increased calls for service
and the need to maintain existing service ratios and response times will likely necessitate the
construction of new or alteration of existing public service facilities (i.e., fire or police stations),
the construction or alteration of which will result in significant environmental impacts.

Response 59.16
This comment is a concluding statement based on the more specific comments discussed above;
therefore, no new issues are raised in which a response is required.
The City acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to the proposed SGCP and this comment
will be in included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by City Council.
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Letter 60

Violet Coker

Response 60.1
This comment is outside of the scope of the SGCP Draft EIR. However, the SGCP webpage on
the City of Glendale website [www.GlendaleCA.gov] contains links to public notices and a
project calendar with upcoming meetings.
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Letter 61

Wendy Fonarow

Response 61.1
The comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required.
The comment represents an opinion that will be documented with the Final EIR and made available
for consideration by City Council before making a decision on the project.

Response 61.2
Please refer to response to comment 61.1 above.

Response 61.3
This concluding paragraph does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is
required.
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Letter 62

Xochitl

Response 62.1-62.5
This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter No. 3). Refer to responses to
comments 3.1 through 3.5.
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Response 63.3
The comment represents an opinion that will be documented with the Final EIR and made
available for consideration by City Council before making a decision on the project. For more
analysis regarding responses to comments, see Topical Response No. 4 Aesthetics. Furthermore,
revised mitigation measure MM 4.4-1 requires that all properties listed on the National
Register/California Register/Glendale Register and properties identified with status codes 1
through 5 in a survey or individual resource assessment be analysis under CEQA prior to the
approval of any entitlements or issuance of permits.

Response 63.4
Chapter 6 of the SGCP includes the implementation schedule of the Plan. Section 6.1.4, Item 6
of the implementation schedule clearly states that residential densities would increase following
expansion of local transit opportunities. The timing of this section would not occur until beyond
two years from the adoption of the SGCP, should the City Council adopt the Plan as proposed.

Response 63.5
The commenter is incorrect; the Council did not consider a small lot ordinance at the December
11, 2012 hearing nor at any other date. Section 6.1.2 of the Plan does include, under Item 2,
timing the consideration of a small lot ordinance within one year of the adoption of the SGCP;
however, any changes to the zoning or subdivision ordinance would be reviewed for CEQA
impacts at such time an ordinance is brought before the City Council. Any changes to density
would also be evaluated at that time.
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Response 63.6
The SGCP does not proposed any changes to current practices for evaluating properties designed
as 6L. Furthermore, revised mitigation measure MM 4.4-1 requires that all properties listed on the
National Register/California Register/Glendale Register and properties identified with status
codes 1 through 5 in a survey or individual resource assessment be analysis under CEQA prior to
the approval of any entitlements or issuance of permits.
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1.

RESPONSES

Maro Yacoubian - speaking as a resident, not as Chairperson of the Transportation and
Parking Commission
a)

DEIR Section 4.13-4. Impacts to Police Services would be significant and unavoidable.
No solution to provide proper police services for an increased population.

b)

DEIR Section 4.15-5. Implementation of the proposed project would conflict with an
applicable congestion management program including, but not limited to, level of
service standards and travel demand measures or other standards established by the
county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways.

Response 1.a
The Draft EIR determined that impacts on Police Services would be significant and
unavoidable based on a standard ratio of 2 officers per 1,000 residents (2/1,000). With the
amount of development anticipated for the plan, the ratio would be 1.2/1,000. Although this
standard is not currently met, the SGCP would exacerbate this deficiency. The only feasible
mitigation measure would be to hire the additional officers necessary to reach a ratio of
2/1,000.

Response 1.b

c)

We are putting in all this development and we have it as 2040, but let us be realistic
looking at the implementation plan—with all the approvals scheduled to be
implemented within one or two years, everything is happening at once, it will be like an
1849 land grab for gold. I am concerned that this area will become a ghetto and too
thickly populated, while not providing the levels of public services needed.

This commenter is correct. The Draft EIR determined that impacts would be significant
and unavoidable for 27 intersections at either the morning or evening peak periods. Five of
the 27 intersections could be fully mitigated to less than significant leaving 22 intersections
as significant and unavoidable.

d)

We are doing it backwards and should address the quality of life issues that currently
face South Glendale. Should start implementing the measure from the Pedestrian
Action Plan, but this SGCP is a disaster and it will not take until 2040 until this area of
Glendale is completely bombarded with development. Bringing people into Southern
Glendale does not mean that they will start taking the bus.

This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is
required. The comment represents an opinion that will be documented with the Final EIR
and made available for consideration by City Council before making a decision on the
project.

Response 1.c

Response 1.d
Please refer to response to comment 1.c above.
2.

Ara Kurkjian - speaking as a resident, not as a member of the Transportation and Parking
Commission
a)

b)

c)

Glendale is shaped like a triangle and we do not have perfectly aligned East-West and
North-South thoroughfares like Pasadena or other neighboring cities. (ex. Central, San
Fernando Road, Glenoaks, Glendale Ave). Adding additional units in South Glendale
will cause a transportation nightmare because our streets are not aligned.
We want to develop responsibly and don’t want to give exemption to parking standards.
Developers need to comply with parking requirements. Apartments should come with
parking and property owner should not have the ability to have parking rented
separately to residents.

Response 2.a
Please refer to response to comment 1.c above.

Response 2.b
Parking is not considered an impact category under CEQA as discussed in Topical Response
No. 3 Transportation, Traffic, and Parking on page 8-7 of the Final EIR. In addition, please
refer to response to comment 1.c above.

Response 2.c
Please refer to response to comment 1.c and 2.b above.

Streets are congested due to lack of parking spaces or use of parking spaces, especially
in South Glendale. Everyone is renting their parking spaces. This is true for both
residential and non-residential businesses.
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d)

e)
f)

3.

Not having enough off-street parking spaces impacts business. More people are losing
businesses due to lack of off-street parking for customers. More development without
adequate off-street parking will continue this trend-stop issuing CUPs for development
with inadequate parking.
Bike lanes will remove street lanes. We need to take dedications on new development in
order to have adequate width for bike lanes.
With regard to public transportation, buses need a carve out on the street for bus stops.
If we have more people taking bicycles, they will need more time to put the bikes on
buses. The buses block travel lanes now while they are stopped for people to put on
bikes. Having more bus carve outs will allow traffic to pass while buses are stopped and
improve traffic flow.

Jennifer Barrios
a)

b)

4.

RESPONSES

Response 2.d
Please refer to response to comment 1.c above.

Response 2.e
Please refer to response to comment 1.c above.

Response 2.f
Please refer to response to comment 1.c above.

Response 3.a

Projects ask for variances for parking and these projects are massive. This is making a
bad parking situation worse in South Glendale. Need to have more parking available
on-street and off-street in all new developments.

Please refer to response to comment 2.b above.

Response 3.b

Need to provide more open space in new developments. New projects tear down single
family homes that have front yard lawns and back yards and we lose these open areas.
Stop giving variances for open space.

Please refer to response to comment 1.c above.

c)

Wants the SGCP to address alleviation of parking problems, open space and parks, not
just new units.

Please refer to response to comment 1.c above.

d)

Pacific Edison and San Fernando is an area with bad traffic. There is an elementary
school, library, park and other areas with children here and the traffic makes streets
unsafe. Need more traffic safety in this area.

Please refer to response to comment 1.c above.

Response 3.c

Response 3.d

Matt Dixon

Response 4.a

a)

Please refer to response to comment 1.c above.

Like what has happened in the Downtown because there is now something to do there.
People are living there and it’s walkable. Infill is better for sustainability, so we should
keep doing this.
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5.

RESPONSES

Response 5.a

Steven Mack
a)

Transportation items need to be implemented prior to changing zoning and allowing
more infill development.

b)

Even shade can be good in summer, so not all larger development is bad.

c)

Park space in Glendale is hard to do, but needs to be addressed. Needs to be real park
space, not just a paseo, but a real green park.

d)

Police and Fire, both departments are understaffed and we are not meeting our goal for
staffing and response times. We need to up staffing to accommodate the new
population growth.

Chapter 6 of the SGCP includes the implementation schedule of the Plan. Section 6.1.4,
Item 6 of the implementation schedule clearly states that residential densities would increase
following expansion of local transit opportunities. The timing of this section would not
occur until beyond two years from the adoption of the SGCP, should the City Council adopt
the Plan as proposed.

Response 5.b
Please refer to response to comment 1.c above.

Response 5.c
Please refer to response to comment 1.c above.

Response 5.d
The Draft EIR determined that impacts associated with Police and Fire would be significant
and unavoidable. Please refer to response to comment 1.a and 1.c above.
6.

Lorna Vartanian - President Rossmoyne-Mountain Homeowners Association
a)

Response 6.a

The proposed level of growth is unacceptable and inappropriate. Seven quality of life
categories are identified in the DEIR (Aesthetics, Air Quality, GHG Emissions,
Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation and Transportation) that will be
impacted at significant and unavoidable levels without proposed mitigation measures.
We are looking at a blueprint to build without the infrastructure to support it. We are
creating transit-oriented development without the appropriate transportation in place.
This is confirmed by the numerous instances where the DEIR states that the
anticipated impacts due to increases in vehicular traffic cannot be mitigated. For
example the following three intersections on page 6, Section 4.15 operate at a level of F
during peak hours and will get worse: Pacific Avenue at 134 westbound, Pacific Avenue
at 134 East bound and Glendale Avenue at Monterey Road, an intersection at the
entrance to the Rossmoyne-Mountain neighborhood. In addition, year 2040 project
Table 4.15-9 on page 29 indicates Brand & Los Feliz was rated B during the AM peak
hour and is rated F by 2040. This same intersection during the PM peak hour in 2016
was rated C and is rated F in 2040, San Fernando Road at Los Feliz was rated C in 2016
during the AM peak hour and is rated F in 2040 and the same intersection is rated E in
2016 during the PM peak hour and is rated F by 2040.
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Response 6.b

7.

b)

There are 22 intersections of the ones studied for which no feasible mitigations are
identified. Nothing in the DEIR or the Community Plan can guarantee future
transportation or funding for that transportation, from Metro or anywhere else.

The commenter is correct about the uncertainty of future transportation grants or funding.
However, as stated in response to comment 5.a above, the density of the plan is predicated
on the future expansion of local transit opportunities.

c)

There is also no timeline that manages at what pace the growth will occur and whether
or not housing will be built at the same pace as transportation. In other words, all of
the buildings could go up before anything is in place to mitigate our already congested
streets and failing intersections. The community is already unhappy with what has
happened in the soon to be expanded boundaries of the Downtown Specific Plan
(DSP). This overaggressive plan is unacceptable and must be rejected.

Response 6.c

Nairi Shabatian - Board member of the Park Central Homeowner Association,
representing over 90 Glendale residents
a)

Response 7.a – 7.e
Please refer to response to comment 1.c above.

The Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) has already affected their neighborhood
quality of life adversely. Roadways are overcrowded, there is no parking, open
spaces and parks have disappeared, rents have increased and there is a housing
crisis, especially in South Glendale.

b)

Other mega projects are on the way so impacts will become worse.

c)

We have already experienced disastrous mixed-use developments, where mega
developments are built on narrow streets one lane each direction, where street
parking becomes eliminated and instead parking permit districts are designated
creating financial and administrative burdens for the public.

Response 7.f
The commenter is correct, adoption of the SGCP as proposed with result in significant and
unavoidable impacts where no feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts
to less than significant levels. Please refer to response to comment 1.c above.

Response 7.g
Please refer to response to comment 1.c above.

d)

Only a few affordable units are provided in those buildings, some have no
affordable units.

e)

The first level commercial businesses do not have parking for their customers and
this worsens the parking shortage for Glendale residents.

f)

The DEIR identifies seven impacts that are significant and unavoidable
(Aesthetics, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Population and Housing,
Public Services, Recreation and Transportation). These impacts jeopardize the
mental and physical health of residents. These impacts have no mitigation, even
with Alternative 1.

g)

Reject the South Glendale Community Plan and develop a new one. It should
focus on community needs for recreation, more open space and parks and more
parking lots to counter balance the lack of on-street parking.
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8.

RESPONSES

Response 8.a

Catherine Jurca

Please refer to response to comment 1.c and 7.f above.

a)

This DEIR is upfront with assessing impacts of the project. Seven fundamental
quality of life issues will be impacted to a significant and unavoidable level.

b)

The baseline is what is here now. While there are advantages to growth, there are
a lot of problems with it. Especially given the pace of development, without
necessary infrastructure.

c)

Park space in South Glendale is deficient. Need more than just paved sidewalks
and plazas. Need real, green parks.

d)

Concerned with transit-oriented development around the rail station. Treating the
Metrolink Station as if it were light rail is a concern. The Metrolink Station in
Glendale has only 15 trains a day which is not going to compel people to leave
their cars behind. Rapid bus is not going to compel people to leave their cars,
either. The existing rapid bus on Broadway is underutilized and adding more BRD
is not going to change that and make a dent in our transportation and traffic issues.

Response 8.b
The environmental setting at the time the notice of preparation is published will normally
constitute the baseline as is the case with the proposed Plan [CEQA Guidelines Section
15125 (a)]. Please refer to response to comment 1.c above.

Response 8.c
Please refer to response to comment 1.c above.

Response 8.d
The comment represents an opinion that will be documented with the Final EIR and made
available for consideration by City Council before making a decision on the project.

Response 8.e

e)

The small lot ordinance is interesting because it is not really addressed in the
DEIR. Small lot development increases density on lots where they are built. A
single-family home would be removed and replaced with multiple small lots. Need
to consider these in the DEIR—may have impacts.

Section 6.1.2 of the Plan does include, under Item 2, timing the consideration of a small lot
ordinance within one year of the adoption of the SGCP; however, any changes to the zoning
or subdivision ordinance would be reviewed for CEQA impacts at such time an ordinance is
brought before the City Council. Any changes to density would also be evaluated at that
time.

f)

In support of doing No Project in the South Glendale Community Plan.

Response 8.f
Please refer to response to comment 8.d above.

9.

Lucia Segladjian, MD
a)

Concerned that the building of new complexes increases dust exposure, noised,
increased pollution. Pollution is very hazardous for kids and the elderly. Concerned
with the well-being and safety of residents and the community that may be
threatened by more development.
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Response 9.a
The commenter is raising concerns with noise and air quality impacts associated with
sensitive users. These impact areas are included in Sections 4.2 Air Quality and 4.11 Noise of
the EIR. Regarding air quality, potential impacts to sensitive users were evaluated and
mitigation measure are included in the Plan what would reduce impacts to less than
significant levels for both construction and operation. These include mitigation measures
MM 4.2-1 through 4.2-4. Cumulative impacts however would remain significant and
unavoidable. Similar to air quality impacts, potential noise impacts to sensitive users were
evaluated and mitigation measure are included in the Plan what would reduce impacts to less
than significant levels for both construction and operation. These include mitigation
measures MM 4.11-1 through 4.11-5.
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10.

RESPONSES

Rondi Werner

Response 10.a

a)

Alarmed by the SGCP because the significant and unavoidable impacts identified
in the DEIR will harm Glendale.

b)

Glendale wanted to choose the most aggressive plan to study in South Glendale
because that is a worst case scenario.

c)

We need a plan that does not lessen the quality of life.

d)

Seemed confusing that the bicycle plan was rolled into this one when it hasn’t been
voted on yet, when it looked like that plan was going to make things go from bad
to worse as far as levels of service at intersections (ex. from B to F, etc.). It almost
looks like the plan is to make driving so horrendous that people leave their cars at
home. It doesn’t really take into account that these are commuter hours and these
are when people are coming here to work and most don’t have a workable option.

e)

Transit-oriented development is interesting to talk about, but Glendale does not
have a decent transportation system. It is not integrated, it is not high quality. To
point at Amtrak as though that’s a viable option for people to get around Glendale
or even to get to Glendale when it’s primarily people going through Glendale
seems disingenuous at best. It seems they should pause this completely, develop
decent transportation systems and then talk about transit-oriented development.

Please refer to response to comment 1.c and 7.f above.

Response 10.b
The proposed project along with the alternatives were identified following three public
workshops with Council on July 12, July 19 and July 26, 2016. These alternatives primarily
differ by the expanding availability of public transportation and planned housing/mixed use
along transportation corridors and commercial centers.

Response 10.c
Please refer to response to comment 8.d above.

Response 10.d
The Bicycle Transportation Plan (BTP) is included as part of the baseline conditions of the
EIR since it was adopted by City Council on August 28, 2012 and is part of the travel
demand model. In addition, the Glendale Citywide Pedestrian Plan, although it has not yet
been adopted, was included in the analysis as a related project pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
15130.

Response 10.e
There are several transportation options the city is actively pursuing to increase transit
options for Glendale residents. As discussed in response to comment 5.a above, density
increases are tied to creating these new modes of transportation, such as the street car and
bus rapid transit lines.

11. Greg Astorian - Planning Commission Chairperson

Response 11.a

a)

Was there public outreach on the South Glendale Community Plan, other than the
meetings with Council in summer 2016?

b)

I have a question about the affordable housing overlay as shown as blocks along
certain roadways. This isn’t the only place where affordable housing is anticipated
or can be provided, correct? We are not inferring that that is the only areas where
affordable housing can go?
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Public outreach is in Chapter 5 of the South Glendale Community Plan. Specific meetings to
discuss the SGCP included in Chapter 5, Section 5.2 on pages 5-4 and 5-5.

Response 11.b
During the three workshops identified in response to comment 10.b above, council
requested that the SGCP look at placing an affordable housing overlay along the corridors
where the expansion of transit service is anticipated. This is not meant to infer that the
corridors are the only place where affordable housing can be constructed.
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c)

RESPONSES

The numbers with “no project” are 2,587 units (interesting how accurate these
numbers are) and are projected to yield 6,985 residents whether we like it or not by
2040. Versus, the full-fledged project which is in front of us that proposes 10,300
units and yielding 27,000 residents—and alternatives somewhere in between. We
are living in a state that last year passed somewhere around 15 different laws
related to affordable housing. I believe this EIR, regardless of the level of the
project, which City Council will certify is light on addressing the issue of affordable
housing. One of my suggestions is that the EIR should clearly state what
affordable housing means.

d)

What is AMI for low, moderate and “workforce” housing? What does this mean
for rents? We need to be more direct with that.

e)

I believe that now is the time for this City and this EIR to start considering,
regardless of the alternatives chosen, inclusionary housing as a requirement for
affordable housing. Inclusionary housing is the only way you will be able to get
affordable housing developed. You have to incentivize development of affordable
housing, but that is a discussion for a different day. I believe the City Council has
already commissioned Kaiser-Marston to do a study of affordable housing and
inclusionary housing so this definitely needs to be addressed in South Glendale.

f)

On your EIR 4.12.1- Population and Housing. It is of upmost importance that this
Council hears that affordability is a huge issue here and a statewide issue. People
are paying upwards of 50% of their income for rent. Unless we address this issue
we will always be behind the eight ball. When the Downtown Specific Plan was
adopted, it created what it needed to. Now we need to change course and we need
to focus attention on affordable housing and how to incentivize that.

g)

Now, I want to focus attention on Appendix B, Section 12 Historic Resources
Survey. I watched the Myrtle Street issue last night at Council [March 6, 2018 CC
meeting 6pm]. The first question I have is that anywhere between 400-680
properties will be impacted by the proposed designations identified in this study.
It is important to me that these property owners be notified. We have to do an
outreach to the property owners of these properties. Same thing for the property
owners of land proposed for zone changes next to downtown.

h)

Senate Bill 827 [current year 2018] by an Oakland Senator is a big issue and
everyone should look at this. Even at the project density proposed as part of the
South Glendale Community Plan, it pales in comparison with Senate Bill 827. So,
the DEIR should at least give up an opinion of what will happen to this
Community Plan if this bill is adopted.

City of Glendale
Community Development Department

7 of 9

Response 11.c
The information presented to the Planning Commission at the March 7th meeting were
estimates. The project amount in the Plan, which is based on capacity at sites anticipated to
turn over by 2040, is 10,337 units and 27,910 residents. The term affordable housing used in
the plan is the definition established by the State of California Health and Safety Code
Sections 50079.5 (low income), 50093 (very low income) and 50105 (moderate income).

Response 11.d
See response to comment 11.c above.

Response 11.e
A discussion of inclusionary housing is scheduled to go before the City Council in summer
of 2018. Currently the city has an inclusionary housing ordinance in place (GMC Chapter
3.35) that applies only the former San Fernando Corridor Redevelopment Area.

Response 11.f
See response to comment 11.b and 11.d above.

Response 11.g and 11.h
See response to comment 1.c above.
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i)

Where is the public benefit to this plan? Where are the parks? If we don’t have
parks we create conflicts.

Response 11.i

j)

Congestion? We can’t have the cart before the horse for transportation.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 5 Recreation – Parks and Open Space.

k)

We need affordable housing.

Response 11.j

l)

Where is the public benefit for the residents of the City of Glendale?

Please refer to response to comment 5.a.

m) This DEIR needs to reflect these comments—Affordability and Parks—no matter
the alternative chosen.

Response 11.k – 11.m
Please refer to response to comment 5.a, 11.b and 11.d above.

12. Talin Shahbazian - Planning Commissioner
a)

There is a lack of open space in South Glendale. Discussion of open space is still
missing in the plan and needs to be addressed.

b)

Another missing item relates to Police and Fire. For Fire we should consider
putting a Civic designation on the plan for land use to accommodate future fire
stations.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 5 Recreation – Parks and Open Space.

A general comment, bringing back the Downtown Specific Plan area into the
review process used elsewhere in the City, whereby various boards and
commissions review development proposals, should be considered. Right now
projects in the downtown go directly to Council and do not benefit from
assessment from review from all the Commissions. Having downtown
development exposed to different Boards and Commissions will allow each
Commission to identify issues, concerns and provide recommendations to Council
concerning how to address these issues. This isn’t something that is in the South
Glendale Community Plan, but is something that will help improve development
within the South Glendale project area.

Please refer to response to comment 1.c above.

c)

13. Leonard Manoukian - Planning Commissioner

Response 12.a

Response 12.b

Response 12.c
Please refer to response to comment 1.c above.

Response 13.a

a)

Eventually I think we will need a new high school property, probably in South
Glendale. Has anyone reached out to GUSD about where they would put this
high school? They would need to find land (look how much is taken by Glendale
High), and purchase it. Glendale High School is filled to the brim now, so by
2040, eventually we are going to need more space for schools.

b)

Open Space and Park Space, we need to address that and I agree with other
Commissioners.

Impacts on public services such as police, fire and schools were evaluated in Section 4.13.3
of the Draft EIR. Implementation of the proposed SGCP would increase the number of
students attending GUSD schools within the proposed SGCP area; however, payment of
development impact fees has been deemed to provide full and complete school facilities
mitigation. Therefore, the proposed project would reduce the potential impacts on schools
to a less than significant level.

Response 13.b
Please refer to Topical Response No. 5 Recreation – Parks and Open Space.
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14. Chang Lee - Planning Commissioner
a)

Response 14.a

Where did this aggressive growth in the Community Plan come from? I know it
was directed by Council to study this. Growth in the Community Plan needs to be
responsible. Why was an aggressive plan chosen for study?
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Please refer to response to comment 10.b above.
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