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CARB California Air Resources Board 

CAT Climate Action Team 

CBC California Building Code 

CCR California Code of Regulations 

CDF controlled density fill 

CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

CEC California Energy Commission 

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 

CESA California Endangered Species Act 

CFC California Fire Code 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

CGS California Geological Survey 

CH4 methane 

CHRIS California Historical Resources Information System 

CNEL noise equivalent level 

CNRA California Natural Resources Agency 

CO carbon monoxide 

CO2 carbon dioxide 

COS Constructed Open Space 

CPUC California Public Utilities Commission 

CRHR California Register of Historical Resources 

CUP Conditional Use Permit 

CWA Clean Water Act 

DOC Department of Conservation 

DPM diesel particulate matter 

DPW Department of Public Works 
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Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 

DTSC Department of Toxic Substances Control 

DWR Department of Water Resources 

EDR Energy Design Rating 

EIA Energy Information Administration 

EIR Environmental Impact Report 

EO Executive Order 

EPA Environmental Protection Agency 

ERB East Raymond Basin 

ESA Environmental Site Assessment 

FAA Federal Aviation Administration 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 

FESA Federal Endangered Species Act 

FHSZ Fire Hazard Severity Zone 

FICON Federal Interagency Committee on Noise 

FMA Fuel Modification Area 

FMMP Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 

FMZ fuel modification zone 

FPP Fire Protection Plan 

FTA Federal Transit Administration 

GHG greenhouse gas 

GWP global warming potential 

HAP hazardous air pollutant 

HERO Human and Ecological Risk Office 

HFCs hydrofluorocarbons 

HMS Hazardous Materials System 

HQTC high-quality transit corridor 

HRA Health Risk Assessment 

HVAC heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 

HWTS Hazardous Waste Tracking System 

I Interstate 

IBC International Building Code 

IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

ITIP Interregional Transportation Improvement Program 

LACDPW Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 

LACFCD Los Angeles County Flood Control District 

LACM Museum of Los Angeles County 

LACSD Los Angeles County Sanitation District 

LCFS Low Carbon Fuel Standard 

LHMP Local Hazard Mitigation Plan 

LID low-impact development 

LOS level of service 

LRA Local Responsibility Area 

LST localized significance threshold 

MAF million acre-feet 

MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

MDO Medium Density Overlay 

MGD gallons per day 
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Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 

MM Mitigation Measure 

MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization 

MRZ Mineral Resources Zone 

MS4 municipal separate storm sewer system 

MT metric ton 

MTA Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

MWD Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 

N2O nitrous oxide 

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

NAHC Native American Heritage Commission 

NETR Nationwide Environmental Title Research 

NF3 nitrogen trifluoride 

NHTSA National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 

NO2 nitrogen dioxide 

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

NOP Notice of Preparation 

NOS Natural Open Space 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

NRHP National Register of Historic Places 

O3 ozone 

OPR Office of Planning and Research 

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

PDF project design feature 

PFCs perfluorocarbons 

PM10 particulate matter 10 microns in diameter 

PM2.5 particulate matter 2.5 microns in diameter 

PPV peak particle velocity 

PRC Public Resources Code 

PRIMP Paleontological Resources Impact Mitigation Program 

PUSD Pasadena Unified School District 

RBJ Raymond Basin Judgment 

RBMB Raymond Basin Management Board 

RCNM Roadway Construction Noise Model 

RCP reinforced concrete pipe 

REC recognized environmental condition 

RGB Raymond Groundwater Basin 

RHNA Regional Housing Needs Assessment 

RPS Renewable Portfolio Standard 

RSL Regional Screening Level 

RTP Regional Transportation Plan 

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 

SAFE Safer Affordable Fuel-Efficient 

SB State Bill 

SCAB South Coast Air Basin 

SCAG Southern California Association of Governments 

SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District 

SCCIC South Central Coastal Information Center 
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Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 

SCE Southern California Edison 

SCS Sustainable Communities Strategy 

SF6 sulfur hexafluoride 

SGMA Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 

SGVMWD San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District 

SJCWRP San Jose Creek Water Reclamation Plant 

SLCP short-lived climate pollutant 

SLF Sacred Lands Files 

SMFD Sierra Madre Fire Department 

SMMC Sierra Madre Municipal Code 

SMPD Sierra Madre Police Department 

SMWD Sierra Madre Water Department 

SO2 sulfur dioxide 

SP Specific Plan 

SR State Route 

SRA Source-Receptor Area 

SSC Species of Special Concern 

SSMP Sewer System Management Plan 

SSO sanitary sewer overflow 

ST short-term 

STIP Statewide Transportation Improvement Program 

SVP Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 

SWP State Water Project 

SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board 

TAC toxic air contaminant 

TBA tert-butyl alcohol 

TCR tribal cultural resource 

TMDL total maximum daily load 

TPA transit-priority area 

TPH total petroleum hydrocarbons 

UL Underwriters Laboratory 

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

USC United States Code 

USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture 

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

UST underground storage tank 

UWMP Urban Water Management Plan 

VHFHSZ Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone 

VMT vehicle miles travelled 

VOC volatile organic compound 

WDR waste discharge requirement 

WMP Waste Management Plan 

WNWRP Whittier Narrows Water Reclamation Plant 

WUI wildland/urban interface 

ZEV zero-emissions vehicle 

ZNE zero net energy 
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Preface 

The City of Sierra Madre (City), as the lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), has 

prepared this Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the proposed The Meadows at Bailey Canyon 

Specific Plan Project (project or proposed project) located within the northwestern portion of the City. As described 

in Sections 15089 and 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, the lead agency must prepare a Final EIR before approving 

a project. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, a Final EIR shall consist of:  

• The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft.

• Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary.

• A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR.

• The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation

process; and

• Any other information added by the lead agency.

Pursuant to these guidelines, this Final EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2020060534) includes, in the following order: 

a list of persons, organizations, and agencies that provided comments on the Draft EIR; responses to comments 

received on the Draft EIR; and revisions to the Draft EIR (see Section 1.1, Formal of the Final EIR, below).  

1 Format of the Final EIR 

This Final EIR consists of the following four chapters:  

Preface. This chapter summarizes CEQA requirements and the contents of this Final EIR. 

Response to Comments. During the public review period for the Draft EIR, several comment letters were 

received. This chapter contains these comment letters and the City’s responses to the comments.  

Final EIR. Several of the comments that are addressed in the Response to Comments resulted in minor revisions 

to the information contained in the July 2021 Draft EIR. Deletions to the text are shown in strikeout and additions 

to the text are shown in double underline text all chapters of the Draft EIR. In the Draft EIR sections in which changes 

occurred as part of the Final EIR, the footer dates have been revised to January 2022. Additionally, through the 

certification of this Final EIR, where the term “Draft EIR” is used in the text, this is now deemed to be “Final EIR.” 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. This section of the Final EIR provides the mitigation monitoring and 

reporting program (MMRP) for the proposed project. The MMRP is presented in table format and identifies 

mitigation measures for the proposed project, the implementation period for each measure, and the party 

responsible for implementation and monitoring. The MMRP also provides a section for recordation of the date of 

completion for mitigation reporting.  

2 Revisions to the Draft EIR 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 sets forth requirements for why a lead agency must recirculate an EIR. A lead 

agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice 

is given of the availability of the Draft EIR but before certification of the Final EIR. Information includes changes 
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in the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other information. New information added to 

an EIR is not considered significant unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful 

opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to 

mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have 

declined to implement. As defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a), significant new information requiring 

recirculation includes the following:  

1. A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation measure

proposed to be implemented.

2. A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation measures

are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.

3. A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed

would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to

adopt it.

4. The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful

public review and comment were precluded.

The minor clarifications, modifications, and editorial corrections that were made to the Draft EIR are shown in this 

Final EIR. None of the revisions that have been made to the EIR resulted in new significant impacts; none of the 

revisions resulted in a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact identified in the Draft EIR; 

and, none of the revisions brought forth a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure that is considerably 

different from those set forth in the Draft EIR. Furthermore, the revisions do not cause the Draft EIR to be so 

fundamentally flawed that it precludes meaningful public review. As none of the CEQA criteria for recirculation have 

been met, recirculation of the EIR is not warranted. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b), “recirculation 

is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant 

modifications in an adequate EIR.”  
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Responses to Comment Letters Received 

on the Draft EIR 

The Draft EIR was circulated for public review from August 2, 2021, through October 4, 2021, in accordance with 

Section 15105(a) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. A total of 119 written comment letters 

were received on the Draft EIR from agencies, organizations, and individuals as shown in Table 1. Each of the written 

comment letters have been assigned an alphanumeric label, and the individual comments within each written 

comment letter are bracketed and numbered. For example, Comment Letter A1 contains one comment that is 

numbered A1-1. 

The responses to each comment on the Draft EIR represent a good-faith, reasoned effort to address the 

environmental issues identified by the comments. Pursuant to Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, the City 

of Sierra Madre (City), as lead agency, is not required to respond to all comments on the Draft EIR, but only those 

comments that raise environmental issues. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088 and 15204, the 

City has independently evaluated the comments and prepared the attached written responses to any significant 

environmental issues raised. 

Table 1. Comment letters and Commenters 

Comment Letter Commenter Date Received 

Agency 

A1 California Department of Fish and Wildlife October 1, 2021 

Tribal Government 

T1 Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians- Kizh Nation September 22, 2021 

Organizations 

O1 Clean Power Alliance, Coalition for Clean Air, Southern 

California Edison 

October 1, 2021 

O2 Preserve Sierra Madre October 4, 2021 

Individuals 

I1 Alice Whichello August 5, 2021 

I2 Barbara Vellturo August 5, 2021 

I3 Andrea Van Wickle August 3, 2021 

I4 Nancy Beckham August 11, 2021 

I5 Vickie Shackett August 16, 2021 

I6 Greg and Denise Nelson August 11, 2021 

I7 Kathy and Eoin Harty August 23, 2021 

I8 Allen Ma, P.E. August 2, 2021 

I9 Jody Gunn September 2, 2021 

I10 Daniel and Arline Golden, PhD September 2, 2021 

I11 Ron Martinelth September 7, 2021 

I12 Ellen Carroll July 7, 2021 

I13 Peter Smock September 9, 2021 

I14 Gary Bosso September 14, 2021 

I15 Nancy Lingeman September 15, 2021 
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Table 1. Comment letters and Commenters 

Comment Letter Commenter Date Received 

I16 Deirdre Murphy September 16, 2021 

I17 Daniel and Arline Golden, PhD September 16, 2021 

I18 Anke and Jean Bardenheier September 16, 2021 

I19 Frances Qiu September 27, 2021 

I20 Chris Leclerc September 27, 2021 

I21 Christie M. Dimon September 27, 2021 

I22 Sherry Wheelock September 27, 2021 

I23 Stanton Hunter September 27, 2021 

I24 Tom Halpenny September 26, 2021 

I25 Katrelya Angus September 27, 2021 

I26 Henry Leung September 27, 2021 

I27 Valerie G. Salembier September 27, 2021 

I28 Clyde F. Stauff September 27, 2021 

I29 Nancy Lingeman September 28, 2021 

I30 Randall Family September 28, 2021 

I31 John and Mary Hopkins September 28, 2021 

I32 Nancy Beckham September 28, 2021 

I33 Barbara Vellturo September 28, 2021 

I34 Nancy Beckham September 28, 2021 

I35 Darlene Papa September 29, 2021 

I36 Barbara McCallon September 29, 2021 

I37 Daniel Golden September 28, 2021 

I38 Daniel Golden September 28, 2021 

I39 Michael Charters September 29, 2021 

I40 Gracie Charters September 30, 2021 

I41 Ashley Wilson September 29, 2021 

I42 Caroline Brown September 29, 2021 

I43 Katrelya Angus September 30, 2021 

I44 Anke and Jean Bardenheier September 30, 2021 

I45 Alice Whichello September 30, 2021 

I46 Nancy Beckham October 4, 2021 

I47 Nancy Beckham September 30, 2021 

I48 Evan Steinberg September 30, 2021 

I49 Deirdre Murphy October 3, 2021 

I50 Judy Webb October 3, 2021 

I51 Mary Steinberg September 30, 2021 

I52 Marcielle Brandler October 3, 2021 

I53 Barbara Ontiveros October 3, 2021 

I54 Deb Sheridan September 30, 2021 

I55 Stephanie Allison October 1, 2021 

I56 Sarkis Baltayian October 3, 2021 

I57 Miriam Trogdon October 3, 2021 

I58 Lauren Yee October 3, 2021 

I59 Rosalie Curry October 3, 2021 

I60 Brian Bielanski October 2, 2021 
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Table 1. Comment letters and Commenters 

Comment Letter Commenter Date Received 

I61 Claire McLean October 2, 2021 

I62 Linda Hernandez October 1, 2021 

I63 Randy Boyd October 3, 2021 

I64 Caroline Brown September 30, 2021 

I65 Susan Neuhausen October 3, 2021 

I66 Lorna Brosio October 4, 2021 

I67 Teri Vessella  October 4,2021 

I68 Nancy Beckham October 4,2021 

I69 Nancy Beckham October 4,2021 

I70 Nancy Beckham October 4,2021 

I71 Nancy Beckham October 4,2021 

I72 Barbara Vellturo October 4,2021 

I73 Barbara Vellturo October 4,2021 

I74 Barbara Vellturo October 4,2021 

I75 Barbara Vellturo October 4, 2021 

I76 Barbara Vellturo October 4, 2021 

I77 Arlene Arrieta October 4, 2021 

I78 David Hughes October 4, 2021 

I79 Bertha D. Patsavas October 4, 2021 

I80 Shelby Moser October 4, 2021 

I81 Maria Karafilis October 4, 2021 

I82 Vicki Jennelle October 4, 2021 

I83 Bruce H. Jones October 4, 2021 

I84 John Wiedeman October 4, 2021 

I85 Tricia Searcy October 4, 2021 

I86 Wendy Thermos October 4, 2021 

I87 Laura Kalayjian October 4, 2021 

I88 Colleen Allen October 4, 2021 

I89 Alexander Arrieta October 4, 2021 

I90 John Clarke October 4, 2021 

I91 Pat Alcorn  October 4, 2021 

I92 Christopher Spensley October 4, 2021 

I93 Scott Hood October 4, 2021 

I94 Carol Parker October 4, 2021 

I95 Glenn Hickman  October 4, 2021 

I96 Lynne Collmann  October 4, 2021 

I97 MaryAnn MacGillivary October 4, 2021 

I98 Connor Murphy- Boyd October 4, 2021 

I99 Ally Arrieta October 4, 2021 

I100 Susan Neuhausen October 4, 2021 

I101 Ellen Munoz October 3, 2021 

I102 Deb Sheridan October 4, 2021 

I103 Phillip, Alicia, Daniel, and Marites Yoa October 4, 2021 

I104 Karen Rowinsky October 4, 2021 

I105 Karin Delman October 4, 2021 
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Table 1. Comment letters and Commenters 

Comment Letter Commenter Date Received 

I106 Helena Karafilis- Spensley October 4, 2021 

I107 Matthew Bryant October 4, 2021 

I108 Heather Allen October 4, 2021 

I109 Brian Stieler October 4, 2021 

I110 Teng Hik & Kiok Gwat October 4, 2021 

I111 Robert Gjerde October 5, 2021 

I112 Beth Kerns October 5, 2021 

I113 Elsa A. Saldana October 3, 2021 

I114 Amy Wasson September 2, 2021 

I115 Bobbie Hooker September 15, 2021 
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Global Responses  

GR-1 Net-Zero Water Impact. Several comments received expressed concerns regarding water supply and 

the project’s net-zero water use.  

The amount of anticipated water demand associated with the new homes and residents resulting 

from the proposed project was calculated in Draft EIR Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems. 

However, a few clarifying revisions made in the Final EIR Section 4.19. As discussed in this section, 

the proposed project would result in an increased water demand of approximately 26.30 acre feet per 

year (AFY) (8.26 AFY associated with indoor water use and 18.04 AFY associated with outdoor water 

use). The estimated water consumption of the proposed project would result in approximately 1.14% 

of Sierra Madre Waster District’s (SMWD) projected water demand for Years 2025, 2030; 1.13% for 

Years 2035 and 2040; and 1.12% for Year 2045, during a fifth year of a multiple dry year. The City’s 

2021 UWMP accounts for projected population in the City’s service area based on growth rate 

projections obtained from SCAG’s 2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 

Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), which accounts for an increase of 300 residents in the City between 

2016 and 2045. The proposed project would result in an increase of 134 residents. Therefore, SMWD 

would have sufficient available supply to meet the water demand associated with the proposed project 

and impacts would be less than significant. In addition, the City has indicated that the project was 

included as a contemplated project in the City’s 2021-2029 Housing Element and has been included 

in order to provide a complete picture of potential housing growth in the community during the eight-

year planning period.1 Therefore, the growth associated with the proposed project has been 

accounted in City planning documents. 

Despite this less than significant impact, the project would also offset all of its (less than significant) 

water demand. As discussed in Final EIR Section 3.3.7, Proposed Utilities, to achieve a net-zero impact 

on existing local water supplies, the project Applicant would contribute to one of three programs: (1) 

increase the City’s water supply through the purchase of additional supplemental water from the San 

Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District (SGVMWD); (2) the creation of a lawn retrofit program, which 

would provide homeowners with a grant provided to replace their lawn with turf; and (3) funding of 

improvements to existing water infrastructure, such as pipe leakage fixes (see project design feature 

[PDF]-UTL-1 under Final EIR Section 3.3.13, Project Design Features). If the City opts for purchase of 

supplemental water the amount of supplemental water purchased would be equal to all anticipated 

indoor and outdoor water demands for the proposed residential units over a 50-year period. This 

purchase of additional supplemental water would offset any additional demand placed on existing 

City supplies by this project, and would be in addition to the City’s existing agreement with SGVMWD, 

which currently allows the City to purchase up to 2,500 acre-feet of supplemental water annually. The 

additional supplemental water procured by the City as a result of the project would be stored in the 

Main San Gabriel Groundwater Basin and would be available to serve the public.   

Various comments also expressed concern regarding whether or not enough water supplies would be 

available 50 years from now for purchase of additional water supplies given inflation and drought. 

Although accounting for inflation and changes of cost related to water are not an environmental issue. 

As discussed above and in Final EIR Section 4.19, without the purchase of additional supplies, SMWD 

 
1 City of Sierra Madre. 2021. 2021-2029 Housing Element. Adopted November 2021. Accessed January 4, 2021. 

https://www.cityofsierramadre.com/common/pages/DisplayFile.aspx?itemId=18148538 
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would have sufficient available supply to meet the water demand of the proposed project and would 

have sufficient supplies to accommodate the purchase of supplemental water to be provided to the 

City during a normal year. However, for a single dry year, and multiple dry years, supplemental water 

may not be available. In this case, the applicant would provide funds to the City to support the creation 

of a lawn retrofit program or improvements to existing water infrastructure, which would achieve a 

commensurate level of water reduction. Therefore, implementation of PDF-UTL-1 is not speculative, 

would offset the already less-than-significant demand placed on existing supplies, and would be done 

in addition to the City’s existing allocation from the SGVMWD.  
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GR-2  Tree Removal. Several comments received expressed concerns regarding tree removal on the project 

site, including impacts related to loss of trees, loss of mature trees, tree replacement viability, tree 

relocation, and consistency with the City’s existing ordinances and plans related to tree protection. 

The proposed project would require the removal of 105 mature trees, 14 of which are protected under 

the City’s Tree Preservation and Protection Ordinance. This would include 11 coast live oak trees (10 

of which are protected under the Tree Preservation and Protection Ordinance). Aside from the City’s 

Tree Preservation and Protection Ordinance, coast live oaks are not considered a special status species 

pursuant to CEQA, and there are currently no State or federal regulations in place specific to the 

protection of coast live oaks.  

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.4.5, Impacts Analysis, in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, it is 

possible that some trees would be preserved at the project site. It should be noted that revisions have 

been made in the Final EIR (see Section 4.4, Biological Resources) and Appendix C2, Arborist Report, 

as a result of the proposed off-site widening of Carter Avenue. As explained in both Final EIR Appendix 

C2 and Final EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, these revisions and proposed off-site improvements 

do not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. As 

discussed in Final EIR Section 4.4.5, to provide a conservative analysis, it has been assumed that 105 

trees, including the 14 trees meeting the definition of a protected tree under the City Tree Preservation 

and Protection Ordinance, would be removed as part of the project. Construction of the proposed 

project would require the removal of 14 protected trees, thus requiring a permit. According to the City’s 

Tree Preservation and Protection Ordinance, any protected tree located on the project site that requires 

removal must be replaced on a one-to-one basis with a like species. The City’s Tree Preservation and 

Protection Ordinance identifies tree replacement requirements for tree removal associated with a 

development project, such as the proposed project. In addition, 10 trees located within the off-site 

improvement area would have direct impacts as construction is anticipated within the tree protection 

zone. Due to removal of 14 protected trees on-site and direct impacts to 10 additional trees, the project 

would result in potentially significant impacts (Impact BIO-3). According to the City’s Tree Preservation 

and Protection Ordinance, any protected tree located on the project site that requires removal must be 

replaced on a one-to-one basis with a like species. MM-BIO-3, Protected Tree Replacement, which 

requires the 1:1 replacement of protected trees impacted by development and a 5-year monitoring 

program to ensure their continued viability, would be implemented to reduce the impacts to the City’s 

protected trees to less than significant. In addition, because trees would be directly impacted during 

the road widening, an arborist will be required to be present on-site during the proposed widening of 

Carter Avenue, per the City’s Tree Preservation and Protection Ordinance and MM-BIO-3 (see Final EIR 

Section 4.5.6, Mitigation Measures, in Section 4.4, Biological Resources). With implementation of MM-

BIO-3, Protected Tree Replacement, impacts to existing protected trees would be less than significant.  

The City Tree Preservation and Protection Ordinance does not require tree relocation. In addition, there 

is no guarantee that relocated trees will remain in good health and be viable plant material to be 

planted back into the landscape after transplanting. All of the potentially disturbed trees were 

evaluated for their potential for preservation in place or relocation. Trees identified as candidates for 

preservation in place and relocation typically exhibit good health (new growth and vigor) and structure 

(trunk/branching); have no uncorrectable, outwardly detectable defects; and show no signs or 

symptoms of serious pest infestation or species-specific pathogens. Based on the on-site trees’ health, 

structure, observable defects, and tree location, only six trees (including three protected trees) could 

be considered potential candidates for relocation.  



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-8 

A consistency analysis was performed to analyze the project’s consistency with local plans and policies 

in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning. It should be noted that a few revisions have been 

made in Final EIR Section 4.11, as a result of the proposed off-site widening of Carter Avenue. These 

revisions and proposed off-site improvements do not raise new or additional environmental issues 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. As concluded in Final EIR Section 4.11, the project’s 

consistency with the Tree Preservation Element of the General Plan was determined to be generally 

consistent with these policies except for Goal 1, which identifies preservation and protection of existing 

trees as a goal in the General Plan. The project was determined to be consistent with the City’s Forest 

Management Plan with the adherence to MM-BIO-3 and with implementation of the project’s landscape 

plan. Although additional non-protected trees would be removed from the project site, new trees would 

be planted throughout the site, within the proposed public park, along proposed streets, and within the 

open space located in the northern portion of the project as part of the proposed landscape plan, which 

can be found in Draft EIR Figure 3-5, Conceptual Landscape Plan, in Chapter 3. The proposed 

landscape plan would incorporate more trees on-site compared to existing conditions. In addition, the 

proposed project would implement MM-BIO-1, Nesting Bird Avoidance, which would reduce impacts 

related to nesting birds during vegetation clearing, such as tree removal. Therefore, although the 

project would require the removal of 105 trees, through compliance with the City’s Tree Preservation 

and Protection Ordinance and implementation of the proposed landscape plan, that would provide for 

the replacement of the removed trees such that the overall number of trees would exceed existing 

conditions, the project’s impact is considered less than significant.  

GR-3 Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. Several comments received expressed concerns relating to  

the project’s location in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ). Relatedly, several comments 

expressed concern regarding consistency with objectives of the Hazard Prevention Element of the City’s 

General Plan, which was adopted in November 2021, after release of the Draft EIR. 

As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.20, Wildfire, the VHFHSZ designation does not indicate that 

development cannot occur safely but does indicate that a higher level of ignition resistant construction 

must be implemented. As stated in the project’s Fire Protection Plan (FPP) (see Appendix F2 of this 

Final EIR), once the project is built, the fire potential of the site will be much lower than current 

conditions, given that the project will convert potential wildland fuels to managed landscaped areas 

and structures consistent with the latest ignition and ember resistant fire codes. Through compliance 

with existing regulations and implementation of the project design features identified in the FPP, per 

PDF-WF-1, the proposed project would not expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to 

a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Additionally, as concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.15, Public Services, existing fire protection services 

would adequately serve the site.  

Additionally, some comments expressed concern about consistency of this project with objectives from 

the Draft EIR for the Draft Safety Element Update (now the adopted Hazard Prevention Element) of the 

General Plan. Therefore, this response addresses consistency with Objective Hz7 and Policy Hz3.2, 

which were added to the Hazard Prevention Element through the November 2021 update to the 

General Plan. (The comments reference Policies R3.2 and R3.3, but there are no policies with this 

numbering in the newly-adopted Hazard Prevention Element and so it is assumed that the reference is 

the Hz3.2.) Objective Hz7 calls for providing adequate response in case of flooding emergency. The 

proposed project’s impacts to public services were analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.15 and determined 
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to be less than significant. The proposed project would be required to comply with existing notification 

requirements in case of a disaster such as a flooding event. Thus, the project is consistent with the 

newly-adopted objective. As noted above, it is assumed that Policy R3.2, mentioned by commenters, 

refers to Policy Hz3.2. It is unclear what Policy R3.3 is referring to as no policy numbered 3.3 exists in 

the Hazard Prevention Element Update. Policy Hz3.2 directs the City to “Work with Public Works staff 

of adjacent jurisdictions to ensure that roadways are adequate for fire equipment.” Per Final EIR 

Section 4.20, with incorporation of measures from the FPP (Appendix F2), the project would provide 

adequate roadway capacity for fire equipment and would not result in impacts related to wildfire (see 

Global Response GR-4). No issues relating to fire equipment accessibility have been identified by 

adjacent jurisdictions. Thus, the project is consistent with this newly-adopted policy. 

GR- 4  Emergency Evacuation. Several comments received expressed concerns about emergency 

evacuations in and around the project site, including impacts from additional traffic, the adequacy 

of the project’s proposed ingress/egress via Carter Avenue, and the availability of staging areas 

for emergency vehicles.  

Emergency access to the proposed project site was analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.17.5, Impact 

Analysis, in Section 4.17, Transportation. It should be noted that a few revisions have been made in 

Final EIR Section 4.17, as a result of the proposed off-site widening of Carter Avenue. These revisions 

and proposed off-site improvements do not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR. During construction, the project may result in a temporary increase in 

traffic on surrounding roadways due to increased truck loads or the transport of construction 

equipment to and from the project site. However, all construction activities, including staging, would 

occur in accordance with City requirements, including the Sierra Madre Municipal Code (SMMC) 

Chapter 17.30, which requires that streets be maintained free and clear during construction. This 

would ensure that adequate emergency access to the project site in the event of an emergency or 

evacuation order would be provided during construction of the project.  

Project design feature PDF-WF-1 requires the project to comply with the recommendations outlined in 

the FPP (Appendix F2 of the Draft EIR) during construction and operations. The City does not have an 

adopted evacuation plan; however, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials, the City has prepared a Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP), which aims to reduce long-

term risks to people and property from natural disasters. Implementation of the FPP would not impair 

implementation of LHMP. With implementation of the recommendations outlined in the FPP, the 

proposed project’s impact to existing evacuation plans would be less than significant.  

The proposed project would have two points of ingress and egress options, one via Carter Avenue, and 

the other via North Sunnyside Avenue. Compliance with the FPP and local regulations governing 

emergency response would ensure impacts such as the project’s potential to substantially impair an 

adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan would be less than significant. 

Further, loss of the site as a fire response landing area would not result in a significant impact with 

implementation of PDF-WF-1 and FPP measures. Per the FPP, new project site access points will be 

consistent with the City’s roadway standards and the 2019 California Fire Code (CFC) Section 503 for 

road widths and connectivity. Specific requirements for provision of fire apparatus access roads are 

also provided in the FPP. All roadways within the project site, including Carter Avenue, are designed to 

meet all fire department access requirements. The existing West Carter Avenue access point, outside 

of the project boundary, does not currently comply with fire apparatus access road requirements. 
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Therefore, a stop sign would be provided at the southern portion of the project site along Carter Avenue 

for safety of vehicle and pedestrians. In addition, in order to address commenters’ concerns related to 

safety issues along Carter Avenue and outside of the boundaries of the proposed project site, the 

project applicant is proposing off-site improvements to Carter Avenue (see Global Response GR-5 for 

details). In addition. as discussed in Final EIR Section 4.20.5, the proposed driveways and the proposed 

roadways serving the project site would comply with the City’s roadway standards and the 2019 CFC 

Section 503. All access roads within the project site would meet SMMC standards, requiring roadways 

to have a minimum 20-foot unobstructed width (30- and 36-foot-wide roadway surfaces are proposed) 

and a minimum 26-foot width within 25 feet of hydrants.  

As analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.20, implementation of the proposed project would not require 

additional fire protection services, and with compliance with applicable codes and fire safety standards, 

the project would have a less than significant impact on fire protection services. The project specific 

FPP, which has been reviewed and approved by the City Fire Marshal, includes provisions for pre-

planning for emergencies, including wildfire emergencies. The pre-planning focuses on being prepared, 

having a well-defined plan, minimizing potential for errors, maintaining the site’s fire protection 

systems, and implementing a conservative approach to evacuation (evacuate as early as possible) and 

site uses during periods of fire weather extremes. Implementation of these evacuation requirements 

would ensure that residents located in the project area, including the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center 

and nearby residential uses, would be able to properly evacuate in the event of wildfire or similar 

emergency event. During wildfire evacuations, law enforcement and fire agencies would manage the 

evacuation event and provide downstream intersection control, as needed, to move persons within 

higher threat areas to lower threat areas. The proposed project would be adequately served by 

emergency response services and provide emergency access throughout the project site, as described 

in Draft EIR Section 4.15. 

GR-5  Carter Avenue. Several comments received expressed concern about the capacity of Carter Avenue. 

Commenters brought up concerns regarding the road width and proposed street improvements, 

geometric design issues related to the narrowing of Carter Avenue just outside of the proposed project 

site; confusion regarding secondary ingress/egress points; capacity as ingress/egress during 

emergencies and non-emergencies; and pedestrian safety concerns associated with the Carter Avenue 

road width. 

Carter Avenue will perform as a two-way access for the project site and will experience additional traffic 

generated by the proposed project. Under the proposed project, Carter Avenue would serve as one of 

two locations for access (Sunnyside Avenue being the other). Therefore, drivers will have a choice of 

streets and will not be limited in traveling to and from Carter Avenue. Appendix K, Traffic Conditions 

with the Proposed Sierra Madre Residential Project, has been added to the Final EIR for informational 

purpose in response to public comments and details the expected changes in traffic conditions – i.e., 

trips and traffic volume, with the proposed project. As discussed in Appendix K, which has now been 

provided as part of the Final EIR for informational purpose in response to public comments, the project 

will generate approximately 436 daily trips on weekdays and 491 daily trips on weekend days, and 

approximately 16% of these trips would use Carter Avenue. Please refer to Table 4-1 and 4-2 of 

Appendix K for the Project trip generation estimates. The ancillary activities associated with the Mater 

Dolorosa Retreat Center are reflected in the existing roadway volume counts. 
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As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.3.6, Access and Circulation Network, Carter Avenue would be 

improved to provide secondary egress and ingress access to the site, as well as internal circulation 

throughout the project site. More specifically, Carter Avenue would transition from its existing 25-foot 

right-of-way to a varying 44.5- to 46-foot right-of-way within the project site and would have curbs, 

gutters, and planting areas on both sides; parking on the west side of the street; and a sidewalk on the 

west side of the street. The project would implement street sections that slow traffic and create a safe 

and pleasant small neighborhood environment. In addition, in order to address commenters’ concerns 

related to safety issues along Carter Avenue and outside of the boundaries of the proposed project site, 

the project applicant is proposing off-site improvements to Carter Avenue, between the southeastern 

portion of the project site boundary and Lima Street (See Figure 3-11, Proposed Off-Site Improvements 

and Figure 3-12, Carter Avenue Offsite Improvement Plan, which have been added to the Final EIR). 

The applicant would acquire approximately 9 feet of public right-of-way in in order to widen Carter 

Avenue to a total of 24 feet (10 feet for each travel lane plus one 4-foot curb along the southern 

boundary of Carter Avenue) and a 6-foot sidewalk on the north side of Carter Avenue. The total off-site 

improvement area would be approximately 4,560 square feet (0.10 acres). These additional details 

have been added in Final EIR Section 3.3, Project Description. The proposed improvements would occur 

within an already existing roadway. However, various trees are located within the existing right-of-way, 

within the northern portion of the proposed improvement area. A tree inventory of these trees has been 

prepared and included in Appendix C2, Arborist Report, and Final EIR Section 4.4, along with potential 

impacts to these existing trees. As discussed in both Final EIR Appendix C2 and Final EIR Section 4.4, 

Biological Resources, these revisions and proposed off-site improvements do not raise new or 

additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please also refer to GR-2, 

above. Although both access points provided would be similar in nature, Carter Avenue would likely 

provide secondary access due to the existing networks of roadways surrounding the project site. 

Draft EIR Section 4.17.5, Impacts Analysis, analyzed the project’s potential to substantially increase 

hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections), including 

Carter Avenue and determined impacts from the project would be less than significant. Final EIR 

Section 4.17.5 also includes a discussion of the proposed off-site widening of Carter Avenue, which 

would further reduce any potential hazards. As discussed in Final EIR Section 4.17.5, the project does 

not include any project elements that could potentially create a traffic hazard for motor vehicles, 

bicycles, or pedestrians due to a proposed, non-standard design feature. The proposed project’s 

circulation system is designed to interconnect with the existing adjacent public street system and 

discourage cut-through automobile traffic. In addition, as discussed above, North Sunnyside Avenue 

would provide motorists an additional choice of streets and will limit travel to and from Carter Avenue. 

Additionally, three additional streets (Streets A, B, and C) that run east to west would be provided within the 

project site and would further improve circulation within the project site and nearby roadways. A few 

comments expressed concern about the 12% slope on Carter Avenue in the project site causing a hazard 

as cars exit the project site. A stop sign, which would require cars to come to a stop as they approach 

the egress point of the site, would be provided at the southern portion of the project site along Carter 

Avenue for safety of vehicles and pedestrians. Motorists traveling along Carter Avenue would also be 

required to comply with the speed limit of Carter Avenue. Therefore, access points would not create a 

hazard for vehicles or people entering or exiting the site. 
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Several comments state that the portion of Carter Avenue just outside the project site is not wide 

enough to accommodate the project and does not currently meet current City requirements for road 

width. The public right-of-way for West Carter Avenue terminates at the southern boundary of the project 

site, where the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center gate is located. This segment of West Carter Avenue just 

before the entrance to the project site currently has a 25-foot right-of-way and was designed to meet 

fire code at the time it was constructed. As discussed above, in order to address commenters’ concerns 

related to safety issues along Carter Avenue and outside of the boundaries of the proposed project site, 

the project applicant is proposing off-site widening to Carter Avenue, between the southeastern portion 

of the project site boundary and Lima Street, which would ensure that Carter Avenue would comply with 

existing code within and outside of the project site. All roadways within the project site, including Carter 

Avenue, are designed to meet all fire department access requirements as well as SMMC standards and 

would be improved to meet fire apparatus access road requirements. More specifically, as discussed 

in Draft EIR Section 4.20.5, the proposed driveways and roadways providing access to the project site 

would comply with the City’s roadway standards and the 2019 CFC Section 503. In addition, as 

discussed above, a stop sign would be provided at the southern portion of the project site along Carter 

Avenue for safety of vehicle and pedestrians.  

Additionally, comments express concern about the width of West Carter Avenue that terminates at the 

project site and pedestrian safety from cars parked alongside the narrow road. It should be noted that 

there are no sidewalks located along Carter Avenue, under existing conditions. However, as discussed 

in Final EIR Section 3.3.12, the proposed project would result in 6-foot development of a sidewalk on 

the north side of Carter Avenue, between the southeastern portion of the project site boundary and 

Lima Street. Currently “No Parking” Signs are located along West Carter Avenue. Any illegal parking that 

would occur on this segment of West Carter Avenue, impairing the circulation to and from the project 

site, and any illegal pedestrian activity along Carter Avenue is not within the scope of the required 

environmental analysis under CEQA. In addition, as discussed in Final EIR Section 4.17.5, the proposed 

project would not result in conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the pedestrian 

facilities. Additionally, a pedestrian path extending from the east side of Carter Avenue and the 

proposed sidewalk along Carter Avenue would provide enhanced connectivity to Bailey Canyon 

Wilderness Park. In addition, a stop sign would be provided at the southern portion of the project site 

along Carter Avenue to improve pedestrian access in the area. Please refer to Global Response GR-4, 

above, regarding emergency access along Carter Avenue.  

GR-6  Traffic. Several comments were received regarding the project’s potential to increase traffic levels in 

the surrounding community.  

Pursuant to Senate Bill 743 (detailed in Draft EIR Section 4.17.2, Relevant Plans, Policies, and 

Ordinances), auto delay, level of service (LOS), and similar measures of vehicular roadway capacity and 

traffic congestion can no longer be used as the basis for determining whether a project results in 

potential significant impacts to traffic and transportation under CEQA. In place of traffic congestion 

measurements, SB 743 directs public agencies to consider a project’s impact on vehicle miles traveled 

(VMT). Thus, under SB 743, comments addressing concerns about increased traffic do not raise issues 

relating to the Draft EIR’s transportation impacts analysis as LOS or other measures of vehicular 

roadway capacity and traffic congestion cannot be used to evaluate the adequacy of the EIR or the 

project’s impact on traffic and circulation under CEQA.  
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Regardless, for informational purposes only, the project’s potential to increase traffic in the vicinity was 

described in Draft EIR Section 4.17, which determined the proposed project of 42 single-family 

detached homes would be expected to generate 9.44 vehicular trips per dwelling unit per day. Trip 

rates are calculated using the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation 10th edition 

manual. This per dwelling unit daily rate would result in a total of 396 daily trips. This represents a 

conservative estimate of vehicular trips and accounts for visitors, deliveries, and employees, as the 

residents alone are not expected to make an average of 9.44 trips per unit per day. The project’s 

anticipated 396 daily trips, includes 31 AM peak-hour trips and 42 PM peak-hour trips. As discussed 

in Draft EIR Section 4.17.5, although daily car trips would increase, the proposed project would be 

located in a low VMT generating area which is the basis for determining traffic and transportation 

impacts under SB 743. As concluded in EIR Section 4.17, the project would not result in potentially 

significant VMT impacts. Impacts would be less than significant.  

Although not required as part of the Draft EIR’s transportation analysis which CEQA limits to vehicle 

miles traveled (VMT), Appendix K, Traffic Conditions with the Proposed Sierra Madre Residential Project 

(traffic conditions analysis), has been added as apart of the Final EIR for informational purposes in 

response to public comments and details the expected changes in traffic conditions (i.e., trips and 

traffic volume) with the proposed project. The report includes details on data collection (i.e., traffic 

counts), which were conducted at four intersections and six roadway segments in October 2020. The 

report noted travel activity and traffic volumes were potentially atypical, thus, the methodology included 

review of multiple data sources to represent 2020 in a non-COVID environment. The report also 

included traffic volume calculations of the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center to estimate the average 

weekday and weekend trips associated with the center. Page 6 of Appendix K presents the trip 

distribution analysis for the project, and Table 7 indicates that congestion levels will not be impacted 

by the project. While not previously included in the Draft EIR, Appendix K provides additional analysis 

related to traffic impacts that was provided for informational purposes and is not required under CEQA, 

per SB 743; therefore, this information does not constitute new information or change or modify the 

findings presented in the Draft EIR.  

GR-7 General Plan Consistency. Several comments were received concerned with the project’s consistency 

with the goals, policies, and objectives of the General Plan, as well as the implementation of the Specific 

Plan and how it relates to the current General Plan.  

As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project Description, implementation of the proposed project would 

require amendments to both the City’s General Plan and the Zoning Code. Draft EIR Section 4.11 states 

the adoption of the Specific Plan would establish the zoning and development standards to guide future 

development on site. When a specific plan is adopted in accordance with the SMMC, the specific plan 

may effectively supersede portions or all of the current zoning regulations for specified parcels or plan 

area and becomes an independent set of zoning regulations that provide specific direction to the type 

and intensity of uses permitted, and may define other types of design and permitting criteria. Upon 

project approval, the proposed Specific Plan would be adopted by ordinance and serve as the primary 

zoning document for the project site.  

Draft EIR Section 4.11 includes a consistency analysis with the City’s applicable goals, policies, and 

objectives. It should be noted that a few revisions have been made in Final EIR Section 4.11, as a result 

of the proposed off-site widening of Carter Avenue. These revisions and proposed off-site improvements 

do not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Per Final 
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EIR Table 4.11-1, Project’s Consistency with the City of Sierra Madre’s General Plan Goal and Policies, 

the project was found to be consistent with all applicable goals, policies, and objectives aside from 

Goal 1, Goal 4, Policy L51.8, and Policy L52.8 of the General Plan. However, the project would be 

required to implement MM-BIO-3, which would replace protected tree species removed from the site in 

order to address inconsistency with Goal 1, Continued preservation and protection of existing trees. 

Regarding inconsistency with Goal 4, use of local sources groundwater rather than imported water, the 

project would not result in a significant environmental impact on water supplies (see Global Response 

GR-1). Therefore, this inconsistency would not result in a significant environmental impact. Policy L51.8 

prioritizes alternative forms of transportation to eliminate need for expansion of roadways, the project 

would not impact existing bicycle facilities, but would ultimately expand roadways and not provide 

bicycle facilities. Not constructing bicycle facilities, as required to be consistent with Policy L52.8, would 

not result in significant environmental impacts. Explanations as to why the project is consistent or 

inconsistent with certain polies can be found in Final EIR Table 4.11-1. As discussed in this section, 

none of these inconsistencies would result in an environmental impact.  
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Comment Letter A1 
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Response to Comment Letter A1 

Agency 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

October 1, 2021 

A1-1 The comment provides an introduction to comments that follow. The comment does not raise any 

specific issues related to the adequacy of the EIR.  

A1-2 The comment provides an introduction to California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) role as 

a State agency and its function. The comment does not raise any specific issues related to the 

adequacy of the EIR. 

A1-3 The comment provides a summary of the project description and project location. The comment does 

not raise any specific issues related to the adequacy of the EIR.  

A1-4 The comment provides a preface to the comments that follow. The comment does not raise any specific 

issues related to the adequacy of the EIR.  

A1-5 The comment states that the park proposed at the southern boundary of the project site, including the 

pedestrian path, would increase recreational activity and access to the Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park 

and associated trail and is concerned with the potential increased impacts as a result. 

The proposed pedestrian path and public park would be located entirely within the confines of the 

project site and would not substantially increase passive recreational opportunities or attract 

substantially greater numbers of recreationalists to the Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park. Bailey Canyon 

Wilderness Park has limited parking currently available at the Bailey Canyon trailhead and is already 

frequented by recreationalists in the region. It should be noted that the proposed park would not result 

in additional physical access to the Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park, as the entrance and parking lot for 

the Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park is located approximately 250 feet east of the from the southernmost 

portion of the project site. However, proposed public park’s location along the southern boundary of 

the site provides enhanced recreational opportunities in the vicinity of the Bailey Canyon Wilderness 

Park to the east. In addition, the proposed sidewalk along the northern side of Carter Avenue just 

outside of the proposed project site, would provide pedestrian access to the entrance/parking lot of 

the Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park, off of Carter Avenue (see EIR Section 3.3.12, Construction, for 

details). These clarifications have been made to Final EIR Chapter 3, Project Description; Final EIR 

Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning; and Final EIR Section 4.16, Recreation. Given that the proposed 

on-site passive park and pedestrian path would largely serve the proposed project’s residents and 

existing residents in the immediate neighborhood, and would not induce additional patronage to the 

Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park, introduction of the proposed park and on-site pedestrian pathway 

would not result in the degradation of habitat, adversely affect wildlife, or increase human and wildlife 

interaction. As such, no additional mitigation beyond that identified in the DraftEIR is required and 

recommended Mitigation Measures #1 through #4, and Recommendation #1, as provided by the 

comment, would not be required to mitigate potential impacts.  

A1-6 The comment states that the project may impact the southern California mountain lion population by 

temporarily and permanently increasing human presence, traffic and noise.  
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The project site is located adjacent to residential neighborhoods to the south and west, the Mater 

Dolorosa Retreat Center to the north, and the Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park to the east-northeast (which 

includes several miles of hiking trails to the east and northeast of the project), all of which create a 

substantial amount of anthropogenic disturbances in the vicinity. Female mountain lions typically avoid 

areas of human activity for their natal dens.2 Since there is already extensive human activity in the project 

vicinity that currently deters mountain lion natal dens from being established here, project construction 

and the long-term residential housing would not create a substantial difference in the potential of the 

species to breed in the area. Further, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 4,4, Biological Resources, no 

wildlife corridor connection or habitat linkage to other large undeveloped areas to the south of the project 

site currently exist. The project site also lacks suitable habitat for mountain lion, contains no water 

resources, and is currently disturbed with compact soils, which further deters mountain lion natal dens 

on the site. As such, no additional mitigation beyond that identified in the EIR is required, and 

recommended Mitigation Measures #1 through #3, and the suggested Recommendation, as provided by 

the comment, would not be required to mitigate potential impacts.  

A1-7 The comment states that the project would include activities such as grading and tree removal that 

may result in the removal of foraging and disturbance of roosting habitat for bats. The comment also 

states that indirect impacts to bats and roosts could result from increased noise disturbances, human 

activity, dust, vegetation clearing, ground-disturbing activities and vibrations from heavy equipment.  

As described in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, and the Biological Resources Report 

provided as Appendix C1 of the EIR, per the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). the pallid 

bat would have a low potential to occur on the site because wintering and maternity roosts are not 

expected, and individuals would be expected to leave if the tree is disturbed, as summarized in the 

comment. Therefore, direct impacts as a result of tree removal, and indirect impacts associated with 

loss of foraging habitat, noise, dust, construction activities and human presence are unlikely and 

would not require mitigation. All other species of bats are not expected to occur on site due to lack 

of suitable habitat.  

Regarding the bat surveys conducted in relation to the proposed project, the daytime surveys allowed 

for the site and surrounding area to be surveyed for natural (e.g., caves, cliffs with crevices, and large 

trees with large cavities) and unnatural (e.g., bridges and buildings with unblocked openings to internal 

spaces) locations capable of supporting winter and maternal roosting by bats. None of these features 

were identified on the project site or in the immediately adjacent areas, so maternal and winter roosting 

colonies are not expected. Individual bats of certain species may use the trees on site for day and 

nocturnal roosting, but as discussed in the Draft EIR, the individuals would be expected to leave the 

tree when it is disturbed and there are numerous other trees within the surrounding residential area, 

as well as native trees within Bailey Canyon Wilderness area, that an individual could use. 

Because impacts to bats would be less than significant, no additional mitigation beyond that identified 

in the Draft EIR is required, and recommended Mitigation Measures #1 through #3, as provided by the 

comment, would not be required to mitigate potential impacts.  

 
2 Center for Biological Diversity and the Mountain Lion Foundation. 2019. A Petition to List the Southern California/Central Coast 

Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU) of Mountain Lions as Threatened under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). 

Accessed September 2021. https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=171208&inline. 
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A1-8 The comment states that removal of coast live oak trees, in addition to other trees on site would result 

in a potentially significant impact, and that mitigation measure MM-BIO-3 may not sufficiently mitigate 

impacts related to tree removal. Please see Global Response GR-2, regarding loss of trees.  

Coast live oaks are not a special status species under CEQA, and there are currently no State or federal 

regulations in place specific to the protection of coast live oaks. However, coast live oaks are protected 

under the Tree Preservation and Protection Ordinance, if they exceed a diameter of four inches as 

measured at four and one-half feet above natural or established grade. Additionally, all of the 

potentially disturbed protected trees were evaluated for their potential for preservation in place or 

relocation. Trees identified as candidates for preservation in place and relocation typically exhibit good 

health (new growth and vigor) and structure (trunk/branching); have no uncorrectable, outwardly 

detectable defects; and show no signs or symptoms of serious pest infestation or species-specific 

pathogens. Based on the on-site trees’ health, structure, observable defects, and tree location, three 

trees are considered potential candidates for relocation. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.4.5, 

Impacts Analysis, in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, it is possible that some trees would be preserved 

at the project site. However, to provide a conservative analysis, per Final EIR Section 4.4.5, it has been 

assumed that all 105 trees, 14 of which are considered protected trees under the City Tree 

Preservation and Protection Ordinance, would be removed as part of the project. It should be noted 

that the City’s ordinance does not require tree relocation. In addition, there is no guarantee that 

relocated trees will remain in good health and be viable plant material to be planted back into the 

landscape after transplanting. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.4.5, according to the City’s Tree 

Preservation and Protection Ordinance, any protected tree located on the project site that requires 

removal must be replaced on a one-to-one basis with a like species. The City’s Tree Preservation and 

Protection Ordinance identifies tree replacement requirements for tree removal associated with a 

development project, such as the proposed project. In addition, 10 trees located within the off-site 

improvement area will have direct impacts as construction is anticipated within the tree protection 

zone. Thus, due to removal of 14 protected trees on-site and direct impacts 10 additional protected 

trees, the project would result in potentially significant impacts (Impact BIO-3). Implementation of 

MM- BIO-3, Protected Tree Replacement, would reduce the impacts to the City’s protected trees to less 

than significant by requiring the 1:1 replacement of those protected trees impacted by development 

and conducting a 5-year monitoring program to ensure their continued viability as well as requiring an 

arborist to be present on-site during the proposed widening of Carter Avenue. The proposed landscape 

plan would incorporate more trees on-site compared to existing conditions. In addition, the proposed 

project would implement MM-BIO-1, Nesting Bird Avoidance, which would reduce impacts related to 

nesting birds during vegetation clearing, such as tree removal. Therefore, although the project will 

require the removal of 105 trees, through compliance with the City’s Tree Preservation and Protection 

Ordinance (per MM-BIO-3), and implementation of the proposed landscape plan, that will provide for 

the replacement of the removed trees such that the overall number of trees will exceed existing 

conditions, impacts to existing protected trees would be less than significant, and no additional 

mitigation would be required to reduce impacts.  

A1-9 The comment states that removal of coast live oak trees, in addition to other trees on site, could impact 

wildlife that use the trees for habitat. As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.4, mitigation measure MM-BIO-1 

would provide for construction-related avoidance of nesting birds during the nesting season. If 

construction activities must be initiated during the migratory bird-nesting season, an avian nesting 

survey of the project site and contiguous habitat within 500 feet of all impact areas must be conducted 
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for protected migratory birds and active nests. The avian nesting survey shall be performed by a 

qualified wildlife biologist within 72 hours prior to the start of construction in accordance with the 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code. If an active bird nest is found, the nest 

shall be flagged and mapped on the construction plans along with an appropriate no disturbance 

buffer, which shall be determined by the biologist based on the species’ sensitivity to disturbance 

(typically 50 feet for common, urban-adapted species, 300 feet for other passerine species, and 500 

feet for raptors and special-status species). The nest area shall be avoided until the nest is vacated 

and the juveniles have fledged. The nest area shall be demarcated in the field with flagging and stakes 

or construction fencing. A qualified biologist (with the ability to stop work) shall serve as a construction 

monitor during those periods when construction activities will occur near active nest areas to ensure 

that no inadvertent impacts on these nests occur. Other species such as bats are not expected to occur 

on site. Additionally, the pallid bat is anticipated to have a low potential to occur on site; therefore, no 

mitigation is required specific to pallid bat and impacts related to tree removal.  

A1-10 The comment states that removal of coast live oak trees, in addition to other trees on site, could result 

in the spread of insect pests and disease, thus affecting other trees in the vicinity. As disclosed in the 

Arborist Report prepared for the project, provided as Appendix C2 of the EIR, all of the potentially 

disturbed protected trees were evaluated for their potential for preservation in place or relocation. 

Trees identified as candidates for preservation in place and relocation typically exhibit good health (new 

growth and vigor) and structure (trunk/branching); have no uncorrectable, outwardly detectable 

defects; and show no signs or symptoms of serious pest infestation or species-specific pathogens. As 

analyzed in the Arborist Report (Appendix C2) and Final EIR Section 4.4.1, Existing Conditions, the trees 

include various trunk and branch maladies and health and structural conditions. As presented in 

Appendix A of Appendix C2, 32.5% of the individually mapped trees (38 trees) exhibit good health; 45.8% 

(53 trees) are in fair health; and 22.2% (26 trees) are in poor health. Structurally, 13.7% (16 trees) of the 

individually mapped trees are considered to exhibit good structure, 70.1% (82 trees) exhibit fair structure; 

and 16.2% (19 trees) have poor structure. The trees in good condition exhibit acceptable vigor, healthy 

foliage, and adequate structure, and lack any major maladies. Trees in fair condition are typical, with few 

maladies but declining vigor. Trees in poor condition exhibit declining vigor, unhealthy foliage, poor branch 

structure, and excessive lean. No pests or pathogens were observed on site. Therefore, based on the 

comprehensive arborist evaluation of the trees on site, the spread of pests, disease or pathogens would 

not occur as a result of tree removal, and no mitigation would be required.  

A1-11 The comment states that removal of coast live oak trees, in addition to other trees on site would 

result in a potentially significant impact, and that mitigation measure MM-BIO-3 may not 

sufficiently mitigated for impacts related to tree removal. Please refer to Response to Comment 

A1-8 and Global Response GR-2.  

A1-12 The comment states that removal of coast live oak trees, in addition to other trees on site, could 

impact wildlife that use the trees for habitat. Please refer to Response to Comment A1-9 and Global 

Response GR-2.  

A1-13 The comment states that removal of coast live oak trees, in addition to other trees on site, could result 

in the spread of insect pests and disease, thus affecting other trees in the vicinity. There is no indication 

that removal of trees could result in increased pests and disease at the project site. Please refer to 

Response to Comment A1-10.  
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A1-14 The comment states that removal of coast live oak trees, in addition to other trees on site, could impact 

wildlife that use the trees for habitat. Please refer to Response to Comment A1-9. 

The comment also references the Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance; however, the project is not 

subject to County policies, but is required to comply with the City of Sierra Madre Tree Preservation and 

Protection Ordinance. Please refer to Response to Comment A1-8 and Global Response GR-2. 

Moreover, coast live oaks are not a special status species under CEQA, and there are currently no State 

or federal regulations in place specific to the protection of coast live oaks.  

A1-15 The comment states that removal of coast live oak trees, in addition to other trees on site, could result 

in the spread of insect and/or disease pathogens, thus affecting other trees in the vicinity. There is no 

indication that removal of trees could result in increased pests and disease at the project site. Please 

refer to Response to Comment A1-10.  

A1-16 The comment suggests adding provided mitigation measures along with two recommendations to 

further mitigate impacts associated with tree removal. For reasons provided in Responses to 

Comments A1-1 through A1-15, and Global Response GR-2, and as disclosed in the comprehensive 

site-specific arborist evaluation performed for the project site (provided as Appendix C2 of the Final 

EIR) as well as the biological resources technical report (provided as Appendix C1 of the Draft EIR) and 

summarized in Final EIR Section 4.4, impacts associated with tree removal have been fully analyzed 

and adequate mitigation has been provided to reduce impacts to a level below significance. No 

additional mitigation measures would be required to mitigate impacts relative to tree removal.  

A1-17 The comment states that due to the project location, human presence and food waste could attract 

bears and mountain lions to the site, thus increasing the threat of human-wildlife interface. The project 

is located adjacent to residential neighborhoods to the south and west, the Mater Dolorosa Retreat 

Center to the north, and the Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park to the east-northeast, which have 

associated human presence and potential for food waste that could lead to human-wildlife interactions. 

Project construction and the long-term residential housing would not create a substantial increase in 

the potential of human-wildlife interactions based upon the existing use of the adjacent areas by 

humans. See also Response to Comment A1-6. 

A1-18 The comment states the potential increase of human-wildlife interaction could result in the need for public 

safety removal and/or vehicle strikes of mountain lions. Please see Responses to Comment A1-17 and A1-6.  

A1-19 The comment states that the introduction of stormwater conveyance facilities on site could result in 

the need to obtain a Lake and Streambed Alteration agreement from CDFW. As stated in the comment, 

no watercourses or wetlands were identified on the project site; therefore, no impacts to jurisdictional 

resources would occur, including any potential watercourses or wetlands that may be subject to CDFW 

jurisdiction. As such, a Lake and Streambed Alteration agreement would not be required. Additionally, 

stormwater facilities constructed as part of the project would collect and convey stormwater to the 

City’s stormwater conveyance system in accordance with local, state, and federal stormwater 

standards and requirements.  

A1-20 The comment expresses concerns regarding impacts to nesting birds, and requests that the 

avoidance period for nesting birds be extended. The comment requests that the time period for 

bird and raptor nesting be changed from February 1 – August 31 to January 1 – September 15. 
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While this revision is not required to reduce potentially significant impacts to a level of less than 

significant, this change has been made to MM-BIO-1, in Final EIR Section 4.4.6, Mitigation 

Measures, of Section 44, Biological Resources.  

A1-21 The comment states that any special status species detected on the project site would need to be 

disclosed and populated on the CNDDB Field Survey Forms to be incorporated in CDFW’s database of 

known special status specie occurrences. Per the results of the biological resources analysis, including 

all focused and site-specific biological surveys conducted for the proposed project, no special status 

species were detected or identified on the project site; therefore, no entries into this database would 

be made.  

A1-22 The comment states that recommended mitigation provided as part of this comment letter should be 

incorporated in the project’s Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), including the 

MMRP provided as part of the comment letter (see Response to Comment A1-45). As stated in 

Responses to Comments A1-1 through A1-21, all potential impacts to biological resources have been 

identified in Draft EIR Section 4.4.6, and mitigation measures MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-3 would 

adequately mitigate potentially significant impacts to a level that is less than significant, and no 

additional mitigation would be required.  

A1-23 The comment accurately states that a filing fee to CDFW would be required as part of the proposed 

project’s permit and entitlement process. The filing fee would be paid upon filing of the Notice of 

Determination by the City for the project.  

A1-24 The comment includes concluding remarks. The comment does not raise any specific environmental 

issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

A1-25 The comment includes the recommended mitigation measures in the form of an MMRP. Please see 

Response to Comment A1-22.   
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Comment Letter T1 
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Response to Comment Letter T1 

Tribal Government 

Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians- Kizh Nation 

September 22, 2021 

T1-1 The comment acknowledges previous consultation between the City and the Gabrieleño Band of 

Mission Indians - Kizh Nation (Tribe) performed for the proposed project in accordance with Assembly 

Bill (AB) 52. The comment requests that information provided as part of this comment letter be kept 

confidential, and not included in the publicly disclosed portions of this Final EIR in accordance with 

California Government Code sections 6254(r) and 6254.10 and Public Resources Code section 

21082.3(c)(1). The City will keep sensitive information presented within the comment letter and its 

attachments as part of an additional confidential appendix to this Final EIR (Confidential Appendix I2, 

Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation Additional Confidential Information).  

T1-2 The comment cites Public Resource Code section 21080.3.1(a) and notes that the Tribe’s affiliation 

with the project site means it has expertise concerning tribal cultural resources and the potential for 

project activities to impact those resources. The comment states that subsurface ground disturbance 

activities could impact tribal cultural resources. As such, the comment introduces confidential tribal 

archive information which has been included as Final EIR Confidential Appendix I2. The comment 

concludes that there is a high potential for project construction to impact tribal cultural resources. 

T1-3 This comment summarizes the tribal consultation process required under AB 52. As described in Draft 

EIR Section 4.18, Tribal Cultural Resources, the City and the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians - Kizh 

Nation engaged in the formal AB 52 consultation process prior to the release of the Draft EIR for public 

review. The City contacted all NAHC-listed traditionally geographically affiliated tribal representatives, 

including representatives of the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation, on March 30, 2021, 

to notify them of the proposed project, and invite them to consult under AB 52. The Gabrieleño Band 

of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation responded to the City’s notification letter on April 5, 2021 with a 

request to engage in formal consultation. The City held a virtual meeting with the Gabrieleño Band of 

Mission Indians-Kizh Nation on May 20, 2021 to consult, and consultation between the City and the 

Tribe continued following that meeting. However, on July 15, 2021, after both the City and the Tribe 

agreed on the potential for the project to impact tribal cultural resources, and agreed on mitigation 

measures to reduce those impacts to a level of less than significant, the City concluded its consultation 

with the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation. The mitigation measures agreed upon by 

the City and the Tribe during formal consultation were included in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR concluded 

that with incorporation of the measures agreed upon by the Tribe during the formal consultation 

process, impacts to tribal cultural resources would be reduced to less than significant.   

The comment also states that the Tribe has requested any and all information that the City possesses 

or has access to regarding the history of the subsurface soils that will be impacted as part of the 

project’s ground disturbance activities. On May 21, 2021, the City provided a copy of the Geotechnical 

Report prepared for the project to the Tribe, per the Tribe’s request (see Confidential Appendix I1). As 

described in Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project Description, project-related grading would include 3,528 cubic 

yards of import. Similarly, Draft EIR Sections 4.7, Geology and Soils and 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials, analyze the project site’s existing soil conditions. For example, the project site was used for 

historical agricultural uses between 1938 and 2005; however, no further investigation or excavation is 
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recommended based on the analysis contained in Draft EIR Appendix F1, Phase I and Phase II 

Environmental Site Assessment (ESA). Additionally, the site contains artificial fill and terrace deposits, 

which underlie the project site and can be located from 5 to 18 feet below ground surface. Moreover, 

the project includes project design features PDF-GEO-1 through PDF-GEO-15, which describe proposed 

construction activities such as cut and fill grading activities, fill placement, and utility trenching and 

backfill. Finally, the comment introduces the Tribe’s specific request for mitigation measures to reduce 

the project’s potential impacts to tribal cultural resources. See Responses to Comments T1-5 through 

T1-15, below. 

T1-4 This comment describes the Tribe’s affiliation with the project site and states that ground-disturbing 

project activities have the potential to impact tribal cultural resources. The comment includes 

confidential tribal archive information which has been included as Final EIR Confidential Appendix I2.  

T1-5 This comment notes that the Tribe’s affiliation with the project site means it has expertise concerning 

tribal cultural resources, the potential for project activities to impact those resources, and appropriate 

mitigation measures to reduce the potential for impacts. 

T1-6 This comment requests that the Tribe’s proposed mitigation measures be adopted by the City, included 

in the MMRP for the project, and made fully enforceable through project conditions of approval. See 

Responses to Comments T1-7 through T1-9, below, regarding the Tribe’s proposed mitigation measures.  

See also Response to Comment T1-3, above, regarding the initiation and conclusion of formal AB 52 

consultation with the Tribe. Formal consultation with the Tribe concluded on July 15, 2021, this 

comment letter was received outside of the AB 52 consultation period. However, this letter has been 

responded to as a comment on the Draft EIR. Potential impacts to tribal cultural resources have been 

fully mitigated based on the inclusion of measures identified by the tribe during the AB 52 consultation 

process that was initiated by the City and concluded in accordance with the requirements of the law. 

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.18, with implementation of mitigation measure MM-TCR-1, impacts 

would be less than significant.  

T1-7 This comment proposes minor modifications to mitigation measure MM-TCR-1, Native American 

Monitoring, which was previously agreed to by the City and the Tribe during formal AB 52 consultation, 

included in the Draft EIR, and determined to reduce impacts to tribal cultural resources to a less than 

significant level. These minor modifications include expanding the types of ground disturbing activities 

applicable to this measure, specifying the timeline for monitoring, the addition of a pre-construction 

sensitivity/education meeting (similar to existing MM-CUL-1, found in Draft EIR Section 4.5.6, 

Mitigation Measures, of Section 4.5, Cultural Resources), and details for monitoring implementation 

and reporting. These minor modifications to MM-TCR-1, in Final EIR Section 4.16.6, Mitigation 

Measures, of Section 4.18, Tribal Cultural Resources, do not change the analysis or determination 

included in the Draft EIR’s evaluation of potential impacts to tribal cultural resources, nor do they result 

in any new or different impacts than those previously disclosed. Thus, in response to the Tribe’s 

request, the City has revised MM-TCR-1 and incorporated the revised measure into Final EIR Section 

4.18. These revisions do not constitute a substantial change to the Draft EIR or require recirculation. It 

should also be noted that impacts to tribal cultural resources have been fully mitigated through the 

identification of measures during the AB 52 consultation that has been concluded and handled properly 

by the City. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.18, with implementation of mitigation measure MM-

TCR-1, impacts to tribal cultural resources would be less than significant. 
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T1-8 This comment proposes a new mitigation measure, MM-TCR-2, Discovery of TCRs, Human Remains, 

and/or Grave Goods. As described in Response to Comment T1-7, MM-TCR-1 was previously agreed to 

by the City and the Tribe during formal AB 52 consultation, included in the Draft EIR, and was found to 

reduce impacts to tribal cultural resources to a less than significant level. In addition, as discussed in 

Draft EIR Section 4.5.5, Impacts Analysis, in Section 4.5, Cultural Resources, with implementation of 

MM-CUL-4, impacts to human remains would be less than significant. The Tribe proposes modifications 

related to a decrease in the radius for discovery of tribal cultural resources from 100 feet to 50 feet. 

However, instead of adopting a new mitigation measure, the City has revised existing mitigation 

measure MM-TCR-1, Native American Monitoring, to include a smaller footprint (100 feet to 50 feet) 

for construction activities to cease upon the discovery of a tribal cultural resource. These minor 

modifications to MM-TCR-1, found in in Final EIR Section 4.16.6, do not change the analysis or 

determination included in the Draft EIR’s evaluation of potential impacts to tribal cultural resources, 

nor does it result in any new or different impacts than those previously disclosed.  

In addition, the Tribe proposes changes to also include a larger footprint (100 feet to 200 feet) to stop 

construction activities if human remains are to be discovered as well as stipulations to preserve 

discovered human remains in place and guidance on treatment of historic archaeological materials 

that are not of Native American origin. These proposed modifications are infeasible or outside of the 

Tribe’s purview for purposes of consultation under AB 52. For example, a 200-feet footprint to stop 

construction activities is excessive and infeasible for project implementation as it would significantly 

interfere with construction of the proposed project and would not be required or necessary to avoid or 

lessen impacts to unanticipated discoveries of tribal cultural resources. The treatment of human 

remains is set forth in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, and recommendations on the 

treatment and disposition of human remains are the responsibility of the most likely descendant who 

is designated by the Native American Heritage Commission and, as such, while the City has considered 

this request, it will adhere to and comply with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 

5097.98 with respect to the treatment and disposition of human remains, and will respectfully decline 

to incorporate these modifications. Similarly, whether human remains should be preserved in place 

should be determined by the most likely descendant designated by the Native American Heritage 

Commission. With respect to historic archaeological material that is not Native American in origin, the 

City respectively declines as cultural resources have been addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.5.  

Thus, in response to the Tribe’s request, the City has included some modifications to MM-TCR-1 and 

incorporated the changes to this measure into Final EIR Section 4.18. These revisions do not constitute 

a substantial change to the Draft EIR or require recirculation and impacts to tribal cultural resources 

would remain less than significant. 

T1-9 This comment proposes a new mitigation measure, MM-TCR-3, Procedures for Burials, Funerary 

Remains, and Grave Goods. As described in Response to Comment T1-7, above, MM-TCR-1 was 

previously agreed to by the City and the Tribe during formal AB 52 consultation, included in the Draft 

EIR, and found to reduce impacts to tribal cultural resources to a less than significant level. The Tribe 

proposes modifications to tribal cultural resource mitigation to include additional provisions for 

discovery of Native American human remains and/or grave goods. However, the suggested provisions 

included in proposed MM-TCR-3 are addressed by existing State law and carried out through 

consultation with the most likely descendant. See Response to Comment T1-8, above.  
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T1-10 This comment notes confidentiality requirements consistent with AB 52 and SB 18. As described in 

Responses to Comments T1-5 through T1-8, the City acknowledges the receipt of the substantial 

evidence and proposed mitigation measures. No further response is provided. 

T1-11 This comment provides additional information relating to the Tribe’s ancestral tribal territory and is 

included as part of Final EIR Confidential Appendix I2. 

T1-12 This comment provides additional information relating to the Tribe’s ancestral tribal territory and is 

included as part of Final EIR Confidential Appendix I2.  

T1-13 This comment provides additional information relating to the Tribe’s ancestral tribal territory and is 

included as part of Final EIR Confidential Appendix I2.  

T1-14 This comment provides an excerpt of the Public Resources Code, specifically, Section 21074(a), which 

defines a tribal cultural resource under AB 52. This comment does not represent a concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. As such, no further response is required. 

T1-15 This comment provides additional information relating to the Tribe’s ancestral tribal territory and is 

included as part of Final EIR Confidential Appendix I2. 
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Comment Letter O1 
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Response to Comment Letter O1 

Organization 

Clean Power Alliance, Coalition for Clean Air, Southern California Edison 

October 1, 2021 

O1-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. The comment encourages the consideration 

of stronger building electrification requirements. No further response is required or necessary. 

O1-2 The comment provides factual background information and does not raise an environmental 

issue on the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

O1-3 The comment provides factual background information regarding all-electric building and does not 

raise an environmental issue on the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

O1-4 The City acknowledges the comment which expresses the opinions of the commenter regarding all-

electric new construction.  The comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any 

specific section or analysis of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

O1-5 The City notes the comment provides factual background information and does not raise an 

environmental issue on the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

O1-6 The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter and does not raise an issue related to 

the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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Comment Letter O2 
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Response to Comment Letter O2 

Organization 

Preserve Sierra Madre 

October 4, 2021 

O2-1  The comment provides an introduction to comments that follow. The comment does not raise any 

specific issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

O2- 2 The comment restates information describing the proposed project contained in the Draft EIR and 

does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft EIR. 

No further response is required or provided. 

O2-3 The comment raises economic issues that do not relate to any physical effect on the environment. No 

further response is required because the comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of 

any specific section or analysis of physical environmental impacts in the Draft EIR. 

O2-4 The comment provides background information associated with the General Plan but does not raise an 

issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft EIR. No further response 

is required. 

O2- 5 The comment raises concerns regarding the proposed project’s consistency with General Plan policies. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-7.  

O2-6 The comment sates that the Drat EIR is written from the perspective of the project and its residents 

and not the City and neighbors. The comment expresses the opinions of the commenters and does not 

raise any specific issues related to the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR. 

O2-7 The comment raises concerns regarding the zone change associated with the proposed project and 

adoption of a Specific Plan. As described in Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project Description, the proposed project 

would require a General Plan land use amendment and zone change from Institutional to Specific Plan. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

O2-8 The comment raises traffic related issues and states that the proposed project is inconsistent with the 

General Plan. The comment does not identify specific policies the proposed project is inconsistent with. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-6 and Global Response GR-7. 

O2- 9 The comment expresses concern regarding water supply and the project’s net-zero water use. Please 

refer to Global Response GR-1. 

O2- 10 The comment expresses concern regarding tree removal and replacement and states that the tree 

removal would be inconsistent with the General Plan, and generally references, but does not identify 

other negative impacts. Please refer to Global Response GR-2. 

O2-11 The comment expresses concern regarding the effects of the 1991 Sierra Madre earthquake within the 

project area and that information regarding the 1991 earthquake was not included in the Draft EIR. 

Please refer to Response to Comment I42-19. In addition, the comment raises concern regarding 

mitigation for earthquake effects. Please refer to Response to Comment I79-5. 
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O2- 12 The comment expresses concern regarding the proposed project’s consistency with the General Plan. 

Please refer to Response to Comment I102-6 regarding the project’s consistency with Guiding 

Principle  #5 and Global Response GR-7 regarding general consistency with the General Plan. 

O2- 13 The comment expresses concern regarding the project’s impacts on the Sierra Madre Police 

Department. As addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.15, Public Services, the development of the project 

site is expected to increase demands of police protection services relative to existing conditions. 

However, payment of development fees by the project applicant, as required by Chapter 15.52 of the 

SMMC, would offset the costs of increased personnel or equipment that could be required in order to 

maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, and other performance objectives.  

O2-14  The comment expresses concern regarding the proposed project’s impacts to fire protection and the 

project’s location within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. Please refer to Global Response GR-3. 

In addition, Draft EIR Section 4.15.5, Impact Analysis, in Section 4.15, Public Services, analyzes 

impacts associated with fire potential, and this analysis determined that implementation of the 

proposed project would a less than significant impact on fire protection services.   

O2- 15 The comment expresses concern regarding the proposed project’s consistency with the General Plan. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

O2-16 The comment raises concerns regarding the increase in air pollution as a result of implementation of 

the proposed project, especially associated with an increase in vehicle trips. The Draft EIR analyzed the 

project’s potential contribution to vehicle miles traveled (VMT), including impacts related to trips other 

than home-based trips. Air pollution has been analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Air Quality, and the 

assumptions include increases in trips associated with the project. As discussed in Draft EIR 

Section  4.3, Air Quality, impacts to air quality would be less than significant with mitigation. The 

comment also incorrectly references the conclusions of the Draft EIR as “Developer response.” The 

conclusions of impact significance in the Draft EIR are those of the City.   

O2-17 The comment raises concerns regarding air quality impacts associated with the proposed project. Air 

pollution has been analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Air Quality. Air quality emissions were compared 

to SCAQMD Thresholds. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Air Quality, impacts to air quality would 

be less than significant with mitigation. The proposed project does not include plans for charging 

stations to promote the use of electric vehicles. The 2019 Title 24 building code does not require the 

installation of EV chargers in single-family residential developments. However, the City’s Municipal 

Code Section 15.30.010 incorporates the California Green Building Standards Code 2019 Edition. 

Section 4.106.4.1 of the California Green Building Standards Code 2019 Edition requires new one- 

and two-family dwellings and townhouses with private attached garages to install a listed raceway to 

accommodate a dedicated 208/240-volt branch circuit. The service panel must also be sized to 

accommodate the installation of a future EV charger. Therefore, although the project did not account 

for installation of EV chargers, in accordance with the City’s building code it will be required to install 

infrastructure that will support future installation of EV chargers. The comment also incorrectly 

references the conclusions of the Draft EIR as “Developer response.” The conclusions of impact 

significance in the Draft EIR are those of the City. 



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-89 

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.3.5, Impact Analysis, of Section 4.3, Air Quality, construction of the 

project would comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), which requires fugitive dust sources to 

implement best available control measures for all sources and prohibits all forms of visible particulate 

matter from crossing any property line. Water used for fugitive dust suppression would be sourced from 

the City. It should be noted that this water use would be temporary and only be required during grading 

of the project. As the site is already largely disturbed, this water use would be minimal. The proposed 

net-zero water is based on anticipated water utilization during operations of the project, inclduing water 

used for the proposed residences and open space. Water used for fugitive dust suppression would not 

be reclaimed. Therefore, used for fugitive dust suppression would not be accounted for in the project’s 

net-zero water usage.  

Regarding the Tier 4 language included under MM-AQ-1, exemptions can be granted if a Tier 4 Interim 

piece of equipment is not reasonably available at the time of construction and a lower tier equipment 

is used instead (e.g., Tier 3), another piece of equipment could be upgraded to a Tier 4 Final or replaced 

with an alternative-fueled (not diesel-fueled) equipment to offset the emissions associated with using 

a piece of equipment that does not meet Tier 4 Interim standards.  

The comment expresses concern regarding the net zero water impact. Please refer to Global 

Response Gr-1.  

O2-18 The comment expresses concern regarding the cumulative effect on air quality resources, health risks 

associated with air quality (particularly respiratory issues), and air quality impacts associated with 

increase in vehicle trips. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Air Quality, the proposed project would 

not result in a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions of nonattainment pollutants. Health 

risks associated with air quality were analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.3.10, Impact Analysis, of 

Section  4.3, Air Quality. As discussed in this section, Construction and operation of the project would not 

contribute to exceedances of the NAAQS and CAAQS for NO2. Health effects that result from NO2 and NOx 

include respiratory irritation, which could be experienced by nearby receptors during the periods of heaviest 

use of off-road construction equipment. However, project construction would be relatively short term, and 

off-road construction equipment would be operating at various portions of the site and would not be 

concentrated in one portion of the site at any one time. In addition, existing NO2 concentrations in the area 

are well below the NAAQS and CAAQS standards. Operation of the project would not require use of any 

stationary sources (e.g., diesel generators and boilers) that would create substantial, localized NOx impacts. 

Regarding air quality impacts associated with increase in vehicle trips, please refer to Response to 

Comment O2-16.  

In addition, the comment states that the proposed project would be inconsistent with General Plan 

Policies L51.2 and L51.4. Please refer to Response to Comment I96-47. Regarding Policy L51.4, Sierra 

Madre Boulevard does provide existing bicycle lanes; however, Sierra Madre Boulevard is located 

approximately 0.6 miles south of the project site. Therefore, any bicycle improvements proposed within 

the project site or vicinity of the project site would not have nearby existing bicycle facilities or 

infrastructure to provide a connection. Additionally, according to Final EIR Section 4.17.5, Impact 

Analysis, in Section 4.17, Transportation, although no bicycle facilities and improvements are proposed 

under the project, the project would not impact existing bicycle facilities in the vicinity of the project, 

including the existing bicycle lanes within Sierra Madre Boulevard. Global Response GR-7.  Lastly, the 

comment also incorrectly references the conclusions of the Draft EIR as “Developer response.”  The 

conclusions of impact significance in the Draft EIR are those of the City. 
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O2-19 The comment expresses concern regarding the tree removal and states that the proposed project would 

be inconsistent with Goal 1, Goal 2, Objective R10, and Policy R10.2 of the General Plan. Please refer 

to Global Response GR-2 and Final EIR Section 4.11.5, Impact Analysis, of Section 4.11, Land Use and 

Planning, regarding the proposed project’s consistency with the goals, objectives, and policies listed by 

the commenter. As discussed in this section, the project would be consistent with Goal 2, 

Objective  R10, and Policy R10.2. Although the project would be inconsistent with Goal 1 of the Tree 

Preservation Element, this inconsistency would not result in a physical environmental impact. 

The comment references the benefits of mature oak trees and implies that the subject oak trees on-

site are also mature and that a significant amount of environmental benefits and habitat value will be 

lost through the removal of oak trees from the site. As noted in the Final EIR Appendix C2, Arborist 

Report, only one oak tree (#61) has a single stem (36 inches) and canopy size (40’ height and 50’ 

width) that can be considered a mature tree. The remaining oak trees in the inventory have single stems 

that measure from 2”-12”, crown heights from 8’-25’, and canopy spreads from 6’-30’, and would be 

classified as young or immature trees. It is not accurate to assert that this project is removing a mature 

collection of oak trees.  

The comment accurately describes the site conditions of the oak trees as, ‘these trees are scattered 

among non-native trees to the eastern edge of the project site,’ which negates there assertion that the 

trees are ‘an important extension of the intact oak woodland to the immediate east into Sierra Madre’s 

Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park.’ The six (6) oak trees located on the eastern edge of the property are 

small stature trees that grow underneath the canopies of the non-native tree species. Only two (2) oak 

trees (#3 and #4) have connecting canopies, while the remaining oak trees are dispersed and stand 

alone as individual trees. Based on these factors the oak trees should be considered as individual trees 

within a non-native landscape and not an extension of oak woodland. In addition, as stated in Draft EIR 

Section 3.3.4, the Conceptual Landscape Plan would use fire resistant and drought tolerant tree 

species. Please also refer to Global Response GR-2.  

O2-20 The City acknowledges the comment and notes that it expresses the opinions of the commenter 

regarding the tree removal and does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section 

or analysis of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.  

O2-21 The comment raises concern regarding the proposed project’s consistency with Goal 2 and 

Objective  R10.2 of the General Plan. Please refer to Response to Comment O2-19. In addition, the 

comment reiterates information from the CDFW regarding mitigation measures and is noted by the City. 

The five-year monitoring period by an independent third-party arborist ‘may’ result in recommendations 

for remedial actions because it is not known if remedial actions will be needed. If the trees maintain 

good health and vigor, then no remedial actions are needed or would be recommended. For a response 

to comments to the letter submitted by CDFW, please refer to Response to Comment Letter A1. 

O2-22 The comment reiterates the impact analysis and MM-BIO-1 from the Draft EIR. The comment does not 

raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR or information regarding a physical 

environmental effect of the proposed project.  No response is required.  

O2-23 The comment expresses concern that the biological resources analysis was not robust enough and that 

some species, including bats, may have not been detected during the survey. It also states that 
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Townsend’s big-eared bat is listed by the State of California, but the California Fish and Game 

Commission determined that the species did not warrant a CESA listing in 2016. As stated in 

Section  4.4 of the Draft EIR, the project site does not support any native vegetation communities and 

the area appears to be regularly maintained, which limits the potential for many native plant and wildlife 

species. As such, extensive surveys/studies of the project site are not warranted. 

As described in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, and the Biological Resources Report 

provided as Appendix C1 of the EIR, per the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). the pallid 

bat would have a low potential to occur on the site because wintering and maternity roosts are not 

expected, and individuals would be expected to leave if the tree is disturbed, as summarized in the 

comment. Therefore, direct impacts as a result of tree removal, and indirect impacts associated with 

loss of foraging habitat, noise, dust, construction activities and human presence are unlikely and 

would not require mitigation. All other species of bats are not expected to occur on site due to lack 

of suitable habitat.  

Regarding the bat surveys conducted in relation to the proposed project, the daytime surveys allowed 

for the site and surrounding area to be surveyed for natural (e.g., caves, cliffs with crevices, and large 

trees with large cavities) and unnatural (e.g., bridges and buildings with unblocked openings to internal 

spaces) locations capable of supporting winter and maternal roosting by bats. None of these features 

were identified on the project site or in the immediately adjacent areas, so maternal and winter roosting 

colonies are not expected. Individual bats of certain species may use the trees on site for day and 

nocturnal roosting, but as discussed in the Draft EIR, the individuals would be expected to leave the 

tree when it is disturbed and there are numerous other trees within the surrounding residential area, 

as well as native trees within Bailey Canyon Wilderness area, that an individual could use. 

O2-24 This comment states that the barren conditions of the project site during the survey was due to 

herbicide being used to eradicate “tumbleweeds”. Based upon historical aerial imagery and 

topographic maps from Google Earth3 and Historic Aerials4 online viewer, the project site is regularly 

maintained, with no evidence of shrub growth, since at least 1952, with topographic maps showing 

substantial changes to the topography on the project site in 1928.  

O2-25 This commenter provided before and after photos of the project site showing the results of the alleged 

herbicide application in 2019. The before photo shows cheeseweed (Malva parviflora) in the 

foreground, and deer grazing on what is likely wild oats (Avena sp.), which are non-native species and 

wild oats is on the California Invasive Plant Council Inventory5. As Stated in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR, 

the project site appears to be mowed and composed of almost entirely nonnative grasses and 

nonnative herbaceous annuals. The project site could be a source of non-native plants into the native 

vegetation communities to the north of the project site if not controlled. 

 
3 Google. 2022. Google Earth, desktop application; centered on the project site. Accessed February 2022. 

https://www.google.com/earth/. 
4 Nationwide Environmental Title Research. 2022. Historic Aerials. NETROnline. Accessed February 2022 

https://www.historicaerials.com/. 
5 California Invasive Plant Council Inventory. 2022. Cal-IPC Inventory, online database. Accessed February 2022. 

https://www.cal-ipc.org/plants/inventory/. 
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O2-26 This comment states that it should have expected that no wildlife or plant material were observed 

following the alleged application of the herbicide. Based upon historical aerial imagery and 

topographic maps from Google Earth and Historic Aerials  online viewer, the project site is regularly 

maintained, with no evidence of shrub growth, since at least 1952, with topographic maps showing 

substantial changes to the topography on the project site in 1928. This maintained area would not 

be expected to support an abundance or wide variety of wildlife due the lack of complexity of the 

vegetation composition and structure. 

O2-27 This comment states that the survey did not address seed bank or lasting roots of native plants. Based 

upon historical aerial imagery and topographic maps from Google Earth and Historic Aerials online 

viewer, the project site is regularly maintained, with no evidence of shrub growth, since at least 1952, 

with topographic maps showing substantial changes to the topography on the project site in 1928. As 

such, it is expected the natural vegetation that occurred prior to 1952 would no longer be extant in the 

seed bank or root zone of the onsite soil. The seed bank is expected to be composed of nonnative 

grasses and nonnative herbaceous annuals that dominate the project site, which could be a source of 

non-native plants into the native vegetation communities to the north of the project site if not controlled.  

O2-28 The comment expresses concern that wildlife corridors were not addressed and that wildlife 

interactions with humans may lead to animal being killed. Wildlife movement was addressed in Section 

4.4 of the Draft EIR. The project site is surrounded by residential development to the west and south, 

the fenced retention basin to the west, and the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center to the north, and does 

not have a linkage to other large undeveloped areas. Wildlife that may have localized movement within 

and through the project site, such as mule deer, were observed grazing within the northern portion of 

the site and within the adjacent Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center, and, it is expected that the mule deer 

would also use the foothills to the north of the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center. However, there is no 

wildlife corridor connection or habitat linkage to other large undeveloped areas to the south of the 

project site. As such, no additional analysis is warranted. 

O2-29 This comment identifies information in general about bats that the commenter believes should have 

been included in the analysis of project impacts to bat species. As noted, the information is general in 

nature and not specific to the project site.  As described in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, 

and the Biological Resources Report provided as Appendix C1 of the EIR, per the California Natural 

Diversity Database (CNDDB), eleven bat species were identified but were determined to have “low 

occurrence” due to the lack of habitat and noted that. the pallid bat would have a low potential to occur 

on the site because wintering and maternity roosts are not expected, and individuals would be expected 

to leave if the tree is disturbed (information that was summarized in the comment). Therefore, direct 

impacts as a result of tree removal, and indirect impacts associated with loss of foraging habitat, noise, 

dust, construction activities and human presence are unlikely and would not require mitigation. All 

other species of bats are not expected to occur on site due to lack of suitable habitat.  

Regarding the bat surveys conducted in relation to the proposed project, the daytime surveys allowed 

for the site and surrounding area to be surveyed for natural (e.g., caves, cliffs with crevices, and large 

trees with large cavities) and unnatural (e.g., bridges and buildings with unblocked openings to internal 

spaces) locations capable of supporting winter and maternal roosting by bats. None of these features 

were identified on the project site or in the immediately adjacent areas, so maternal and winter roosting 

colonies are not expected. Individual bats of certain species may use the trees on site for day and 

nocturnal roosting, but as discussed in the Draft EIR, the individuals would be expected to leave the 
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tree when it is disturbed and there are numerous other trees within the surrounding residential area, 

as well as native trees within Bailey Canyon Wilderness area, that an individual could use. 

O2-30 This comment expresses concern that impacts to nesting birds could occur. MM-BIO-1 in the Draft EIR 

provides adequate avoidance and minimization measures to reduce impact to nesting birds to less 

than significant by requiring nesting bird surveys and protection buffers for active nests. 

O2-31 This comment expresses concern that MM-BIO-1 does not conform to CEQA. The methodology in 

MM- BIO-1 are standard for the industry and have been implemented successfully on countless projects 

and would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

O2-32 This comment expresses concern that the Draft EIR does not to provide a thorough discussion of direct, 

indirect, and cumulative impacts affecting project biological resources. Direct impacts to the project 

site, primarily composed of a maintained lawn, are discussed in depth in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR. 

Indirect impacts to wetlands are addressed in Section 4.10, which states that a Storm Water Pollution 

Prevention Plan is required for the project and impacts to wildlife corridor/movement areas were 

addressed in Response O2-28. Additionally, MM-BIO-2 requires that the invasive plants currently on 

site cannot be replaced by other invasive plants in the landscaping plan. The comment also expresses 

concern that the trees removed on the project site will affect the birds found in Bailey Canyon. The 

onsite, primarily non-native trees will be replaced (see GR-2) with more trees so there will be a net 

benefit for foraging birds. All protected trees would also be replaced at a 1:1 ratio.  

O2-33 The comment expresses concern regarding transportation. Specifically, the comment expresses 

concern regarding bicycle and pedestrian connectivity associated with the proposed project. Due to the 

scope of the proposed project, bicycle facilities would not be included as a component of the proposed 

project (see also Response to Comment O2-18). The proposed project would incorporate sidewalks 

along the proposed streets to promote pedestrian safety and mobility.  

O2-34 The comment expresses concern regarding traffic safety and the consistency with Circulation Goal 2 of 

the General Plan. Please refer to Global Response GR-6 and Global Response GR-7. As discussed in 

Final EIR Section 4.11.5, the proposed project would be consistent with this policy as it would extend 

public access along North Sunnyside Avenue and include new Streets A, B, and C to provide circulation 

throughout the project site. Carter Avenue would also be improved and would be publicly accessible 

from within the project site and would become an ingress and egress secondary access road at the 

southeastern portion of the site. The project would implement street sections that slow traffic and 

create a safe and pleasant small neighborhood environment. 

O2-35  The comment expresses concern regarding traffic and asks for clarification between the Sunnyside 

Avenue entrance and the ingress/egress associated with Carter Avenue. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-5 and Global Response GR-6.  

O2-36 The comment states that the project would not be consistent with Circulation Goal 3 as it would result 

in an increase traffic. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. As discussed in Final EIR Section 4.11.1, 

Impact Analysis, of Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, with proposed improvements, the project 

would be consistent with Circulation Goal 3.  
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O2-37 The comment expresses concern regarding the consistency with Objective L51 and states that the 

proposed project would not provide access to transit systems. Please refer to Response to 

Comment I96-46 and Global Response GR-7. The proposed project would be consistent with 

Objective L51 of the City’s Land Use Element, which states “developing a balanced and multi-modal 

transportation system to serve the needs of all roadway users, including motorists, public transit 

patrons, pedestrians and cyclists,” because the proposed project would include a landscaped 

parkway and sidewalk on the west side of North Sunnyside Avenue, and a sidewalk between 

proposed A, B, and C Streets, enhancing pedestrian safety and mobility (Draft EIR Section 4.17.4, 

Project Design Features, in Section 4.17, Transportation). 

O2-38 The comment states that the project is inconsistent with Policy L51.2 as it creates new roadways and 

would result in increases in traffic. As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.11, the project would be 

consistent with this policy because the project would not build any new roadways beyond the internal 

roads within the project site and would only include the reconfiguration of North Sunnyside Avenue and 

improvements to Carter Avenue. Please refer to Global Response GR-6 and Global Response GR-7. 

O2-39 The comment expresses concern associated with the consistency with Policy L51.5, L51.6, and L51.7. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-6 and Global Response GR-7. Furthermore, in regard to consistency 

with the mentioned policies, please refer to Response to Comment I96-48. 

O2-40 The comment states that the proposed project is inconsistent with Objective L52 as it fails to maintain 

levels of safety to vehicles, cyclists, and pedestrians. Please Response to Comment I96-49 and Global 

Response GR-7. 

O2-41 The comment restates Policy L52.8. The comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of 

any specific section or analysis of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required or provided. 

O2-42 The comment states that the proposed project would be inconsistent with Policy L52.8 as bicycle 

facilities would not be required and are not included as a component of the proposed project. As 

concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Table 4.11-1, due to the size and scope of the proposed project, 

bike facilities would not be required. Although no bicycle facilities and improvements are proposed 

under the project, the project would not impact existing bicycle facilities in the vicinity of the project, 

including the existing bicycle lanes within Sierra Madre Boulevard. Nonetheless, because bicycle 

facilities would not be required, the project would be inconsistent with these policies. However, Per 

Draft EIR Section 4.11, this inconsistency would not result in an environmental impact. Please also 

refer to Global Response GR-7. 

O2-43 The comment states that the proposed project would be inconsistent with Policy L52.9 because it does 

not provide sidewalk continuity with existing neighborhoods. Please refer to Response to 

Comment  I96- 51, I46-8, and Global Response GR-7. 

O2-44 The comment states that the proposed project would be inconsistent with Objective L53. Please refer 

to Response to Comment I85-45, Global Response GR-6 and Global Response GR-7.  

O2-45 The comment provides information regarding the 1991 Sierra Madre earthquake but does not raise an 

issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft EIR. Please refer to 

Response to Comment I42-19. 



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-95 

O2-46 The comment includes a map of seismic hazards within Sierra Madre and does not raise an issue 

related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft EIR. Seismic hazards were 

addressed in the Draft EIR.  See Response to Comment O2-45. 

O2-47 The comment states that the proposed project would violate Vision and Guiding Principle #5 because 

the proposed residences would be significantly larger than those located on surrounding streets. The 

Specific Plan sets out the standards that must be adhered to for future development. The exact size of 

each residence is not known at this time and, as is standard, will be determined at the time the tentative 

tract map is prepared and submitted to the City for review. Architectural plan sets would be provided 

prior to issuance of building permits, which would specify the exact design of the home.  

 The commenter also notes the Municipal Code requirements for a Conditional Use Permit for homes over 

3500 square feet. This statement does not present a comment about a physical environmental impact or 

address the adequacy of the environmental analysis.  

O2-48 The comment states that the proposed project is consistent with Housing Policy 2.5 but expresses 

concern regarding the additional load associated with the proposed project. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-6.  

O2-49 The comment states that the proposed project would be inconsistent with Housing Policy 5.3 because 

it does not promote the use of alternative energy sources. As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.11, 

Table  4.11-1, the proposed project would be consistent with this policy because the proposed project 

would allow for the use of solar panels on proposed structures.  

O2-50 The City notes that the comment expresses concern for issues that do not appear to relate to any 

physical effect on the environment. No further response is required because the comment does not 

raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft EIR.  

O2-51 The comment summarizes General Plan Policy L6.1, which requires notification of surrounding 

neighbors if new construction would exceed one story in height and expresses concern that the Specific 

Plan would violate Policy L6.1. The Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR was sent to all residents 

of the City. Therefore, City residents have been notified of the Draft EIR.  

The comment also summarizes General Plan Policy L7.3, which limits height of new buildings to reflect 

current height patterns in Sierra Madre. The comment expresses concern about how many two-story 

homes will be built. Please see Response to Comment I4-8. 

O2-52 The comment summarizes General Plan Policy L5.1, which prohibits the use of cul-de-sacs, and states 

that the project would be cutoff, from the surrounding neighborhood. As discussed in the Land Use and 

Planning Section of Final EIR at Section 4.11.5, the project would not include cul-de-sacs and would be 

consistent with this policy. 

O2-53 The comment summarizes General Plan Policy L5.1, which prohibits the use of cul-de-sacs, and states 

that the project would be cutoff, from the surrounding neighborhood. As discussed in Final EIR 

Section  4.11.5, Impact Analysis, of Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, the project would not include 

cul-de-sacs and would be consistent with this policy.  
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O2-54 The comment summarizes General Plan Policy L4.1, which ensures that expansion of existing uses’ 

consistency of the overall pattern of development. The comment expresses concern about the size and 

height of the homes being inconsistent with the pattern of development. It should be noted that this 

policy does not directly relate to the proposed project as the project would not be an expansion of 

existing use. Nonetheless, please see Response to Comment I4-7, I4-8, and GR-7. Additionally, the 

comment states that the City must build a certain percentage of lower- and middle-income housing. 

Please see Response to Comment I65-3.  

O2-55  The comment correctly states that the project is located in a VHFHSZ. The comment also summarizes 

Policy Hz5.a and Hz7 from the Draft Safety Element. Additionally, the comment states that the 

surrounding streets would not be able to support emergency equipment. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-3 regarding consistency with Draft Safety Element Policy Hz7 and Global Response GR- 4 

regarding emergency evacuation concerns. In addition, the project would be consistent with Draft 

Safety Element Policy Hz5.a as it would limit risk of wildfire planning through implementation of 

PDF- WF-1, which requires implementation of the FPP. 

O2-56 The comment provides information about past fires in the region, including one in the City. The 

comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the 

Draft EIR. Please refer to Global Response GR-3 for additional discussion related to the project’s 

impacts on wildfire. 

O2-57 The comment shows a photo of wildfire and does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any 

specific section or analysis of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Global Response GR-3 for additional 

discussion related to the project’s impacts on wildfire.  

O2-58 The comment provides background information related to previous fires in the area and does not raise 

an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft EIR. Please refer to 

Global Response GR-3 for additional discussion related to the project’s impacts on wildfire.  

O2-59 The comment expresses concern related to wildfire and the project’s location within wildland/urban 

interface areas. Please refer to Global Response GR-3. 

O2-60 The comment expresses concern related to water supply associated with increased drought conditions 

and exacerbation of fire risks. Please see Global Response GR-1 and Global Response GR-3. 

O2-61 The comment shows a map that depicts Moderate, High Fire, and Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones. 

The comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the 

Draft EIR. Please see Global Response GR-3.  

O2-62 The comment expresses concern related to the project’s net zero water use. More specifically, the 

comment expresses concern that the net zero water use is inconsistent with General Plan 

Objective  R12 and Policy L4.3 as well as availability of supplemental water purchase. Please see 

Global Response GR-1. Although financial impacts are not considered an environmental issue 

associated with the Draft EIR, it should be noted that homeowners will not have to pay for the project’s 

supplemental water use. In addition, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.19.5, the project site would be 

developed in compliance with the California Green Building Code (which implements water efficiency 

standards for appliances and fixtures), which would further reduce project water usage. Lastly, please 
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refer to Response to Comment I21-7 regarding consistency with Objective R12 and Response to 

Comment I102-4 regarding consistency with Policy L4.3. Regarding the commenter’s suggestions of 

additional water saving measures and concern related to imported water supplies, please also refer to 

Global Response  GR-1. As discussed in this response and in Final EIR Section 3.3.7, Proposed Utilities, 

to achieve a net-zero impact on existing local water supplies, the project Applicant would contribute to 

one of three programs: (1) increase the City’s water supply through the purchase of additional 

supplemental water from the San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District (SGVMWD); (2) the creation of 

a lawn retrofit program, which would provide homeowners with a grant provided to replace their lawn 

with turf; and (3) funding of improvements to existing water infrastructure, such as pipe leakage fixes 

(see project design feature [PDF]-UTL-1 under Final EIR Section 3.3.13, Project Design Features).  

O2-63 The comment expresses concern associated with groundwater capture, water supply as it relates to 

landscaping, and impacts to drainage associated with the increase of impervious surfaces on-site. 

Please see Global Response GR-1 for a discussion related to water supply as it relates to landscaping. 

The proposed project would be required to comply with landscaping criteria set forth in 

Section  15.60.030 of the SMMC, or the City’s Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (WELO), which 

states that landscaping shall use law water use plants and native California plants where possible. Per 

the WELO, moderate or high use water should only be used when needed. In addition, as discussed in 

Draft EIR Section 4.10.5, although the project would introduce impervious surfaces on-site, the 

proposed open space on site, which includes the 3.04-acre dedicated neighborhood public park at the 

southernmost portion of the project site, would remain pervious and therefore contribute to 

groundwater recharge. Additional drainage features, such as the proposed catch basins and storage 

gallery retention system, would further contribute to groundwater recharge. Those additional drainage 

features and the proposed park would also ensure drainage impacts associated with introduction of 

impervious surfaces on-site would be less than significant.  

O2-64 The comment expresses concern related to the alluvial fan and references a prior comment submitted by 

Jane Tsong (Watershed Conservation Authority). Please see Response to Comment I32-2 and I32-3. 

In addition, the comment expresses concern related to biodiversity and the project’s impacts to 

adjacent wetlands as well as its location within the watershed of the LA River and the San Gabriel River. 

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.4.5, the project site is adjacent to wetlands and riparian features 

across the roadways which separate the project site from Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park. However, 

with compliance with existing regulations, as well as MM-BIO-2, which prohibits the use of invasive 

species in the project’s landscaping plan, impacts to nearby wetlands/jurisdictional waters would be 

less than significant. The commenter expresses concern whether the project’s impacts will have an 

effect on restoration projects such as restoration of the LA River and the San Gabriel River.  The 

comment, however, ignores the open space protection that is provided by the project which is a benefit 

to watershed protection.  

O2-65 The comment cites General Plan Policy Hz2.4 and expresses concern related to flooding associated 

with the proposed retention storage gallery, as well as concerns related to water supply. Please refer 

to Response to Comment I95-13 and Global Response GR-1.  

O2-66 The comment expresses concern related to the project’s water supply and the proposed purchase of 

supplemental water. Please refer to Global Response GR-1. 
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O2-67 The comment cites Policy Hz2.2.5, related to traffic congestion, fire hazards, emergency response 

times, fire protection, as well as impacts fire hazards related to fire hazards and water supply.  

Is it assumed that the commenter is referring to Policy Hz2.5 of the City’s General Plan. Please refer to 

Response to Comment I89-26. Please also refer to Global Response GR-1 and Global Response GR-3.  

O2-68 The comment expresses opposition for the proposed project and states that that the Draft EIR fails to 

justify the change in zoning and land use designation of the site. The purpose of an EIR is to analyze 

the physical environmental impacts of a proposed project. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 
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Comment Letter I1 
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Response to Comment Letter I1 

Individual 

Alice Whichello 

August 5, 2021 

I1-1 The City notes that the comment relates to information on Measure V and does not raise an issue 

related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required.  

I1-2 The comment expresses concern that the proposed project bypasses Measure V (also known as 

Chapter 17.35, Voter’s Empowerment, of the SMMC), and expresses concern regarding the project’s 

compatibility with the surrounding environment and wildlife. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, 

Land Use and Planning, the proposed zoning and land use of the site would be changed from 

Institutional (I) to Specific Plan (SP). Furthermore, upon approval of the proposed zoning and General 

Plan amendment, the proposed project would be consistent with the City’s zoning and General Plan. 

Moreover, the provisions under Measure V do not apply to the project site as the site is not located 

within the City’s downtown “central core area” as defined under SMMC Section 17.35.050, Definitions. 

Thus, no land use conflict would occur in relation to Measure V. 

In addition, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, impacts to biological resources 

were determined to be less than significant with implementation of mitigation measures MM-BIO-1, 

MM-BIO-2, and MM-BIO-3. Thus, the commenter’s concern for impacts to the project site’s ecosystem 

are addressed in the Draft EIR. No further response is required or provided.  

I1-3 The comment expresses concern regarding water supply and the project’s net-zero water use. Please 

refer to Global Response GR-1. Current residents will not be required to use less of the City’s water as 

a result of this project.  

I1-4 The City notes that the comment provides concluding remarks and general opposition to the project 

that do not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No 

further response is required.  
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Comment Letter I2 
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Response to Comment Letter I2 

Individual 

Barbara Vellturo  

August 5, 2021 

I2-1 The comment expresses concern regarding general impacts associated with development, adequate 

citizen involvement, and bundling of environmental issues. Regarding impacts associated with 

development, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11.5, Impacts Analysis, in Section 4.11, Land Use 

and Planning, with implementation of mitigation measure MM-BIO-3, environmental impacts 

associated with conflicts with existing plans and ordinances would be less than significant. Regarding 

citizen involvements, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 1.3, Environmental Procedures, various 

workshops were held during August of 2020. A scoping meeting was also held on July 14, 2021 from 

6:00pm to 7:00pm. Regarding bundling of environmental issues, Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR included 

20 subchapters, each organized by the 20 related environmental issue areas analyzed under the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

I2-2 The City notes that the comment provides background information associated with the discretionary 

actions be considered by the City for approval of the proposed project and argues that a zone change 

should occur as the initial step. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.3.8, the proposed project would 

require a General Plan land use amendment and zone change from Institutional (I) to Specific Plan 

(SP). In addition, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.3.9, Subdivision Map Act, a lot line adjustment 

would be processed to consolidate the two lots that make up the project site into one, and adjust the 

site’s northern boundary farther to the north. Future actions would include the processing of a tentative 

tract map to subdivide the 17.30-acre project site to create a total of 42 residential lots, plus streets, 

landscape areas, parking, a public park, landscape buffer, and open space. As discussed in Draft EIR 

Section 3.3.11, the proposed project would include a Development Agreement, between the applicant 

and the City, which would govern development of the project site, including vesting the development 

standards in the Specific Plan, and confirming the project benefits of net-zero impact on water supplies, 

the proposed open space conservation easement, construction of the public park, and allocation of 

park credits. Lastly, the proposed project would involve the approval of a landscape maintenance 

district or similar public maintenance entity, for long-term maintenance of the proposed public park. 

The City notes that the comment does not raise any issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 

provides the opinions of the commenter. 

I2-3 The comment states that, per the City’s Zoning Ordinance Section 17.64.030, Amendments, initiated 

by property owners, a project must request a General Plan land use designation and zone change as 

an initial step of a project. The City notes that the comment expresses the opinions of the commenter 

and does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. It should be noted that the 

ordinance requires property owners to submit a “Request for Zone Change” form, when applicable.6 

The project site is currently zoned and designated as Institutional (I). As discussed in Draft EIR 

Section  3.4, Discretionary Actions, under the proposed project, the land designation and zoning of the 

project site would be changed to Specific Plan (SP), which would then establish Residential Land (RL) 

and Open Space (OS) sections within the project site. Further, the Draft EIR analyzes the potential for 

environmental impacts resulting from the project as a whole, as the California Environmental Quality 

 
6 City of Sierra Madre 2021. Sierra Madre Municipal Code. Updated September 28, 2021.  
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Act and the State CEQA Guidelines require. The project includes the zone change, as well as the general 

plan amendment, adoption of the specific plan, and approval of the development agreement (see 

Response to Comment I2-2, above, for details regarding other actions and entitlements that would be 

required for approval of the proposed project). Since the comment does not raise an issue related to 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is required or provided. 

I2-4 The comment provides information on Sierra Madre’s Zoning Ordinance 17.64.030. Please refer to 

Response to Comment I2-3. 

I2-5 The comment states that the City Attorney confirmed City’s Zoning Ordinance Section 17.64.030is 

applicable to the proposed project. The City is unaware of such comment and the comment is unclear 

as to the details of when this comment was made. Please refer to Response to Comment, I2-3. 

I2-6 The comment states that there are many concerns associated with the project and that the project 

does not have sufficient basis to override the City’s General Plan. However, the project does not 

propose to override the General Plan. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.3.8, the proposed project 

would require a General Plan land use amendment and zone change from Institutional (I) to Specific 

Plan (SP), which is an allowable process under the General Plan. Please refer to See Response to 

Comment I2-2 for further details regarding other actions and entitlements that would be required for 

approval of the proposed project  

I2-7 The comment recommends that rezoning and adoption of the EIR and Specific Plan should occur 

separately. However, an EIR is required to analyze the potential environmental impacts that would 

result from the zone change, as well as the other portions of the project, including adoption of the 

Specific Plan. CEQA requires that lead agencies undertake environmental review of proposed actions 

(such as a proposed zone change) prior to considering approval of such actions, and that environmental 

review analyze the whole of the project. Please refer to Responses to Comments I2-2 and I2-3.  

I2-8 The comment recommends that various issues of the Specific Plan should be decided separately and 

provides an introduction to additional issues in attachment provided, which are addressed in 

Responses to Comments I2-9 through I2-17, below. The City notes that the comment provides an 

introduction to comments that follow as well as the opinions of the commenter that do not raise issues 

related to the adequacy of the EIR. No further response is required. 

I2-9 The comment provides an overview of the proposed open space conservation easement area to be 

located to the north of the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center. The City notes that the comment provides 

background information and does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the EIR. As discussed 

in Draft EIR Section 3.3, Project Description, the proposed open space conservation easement area 

would be approximately 35 acres. The text in Final EIR Section 3.3.3, Open Space Conservation 

Easement, has been revised to clarify the means of transfer of this open space hillside area, which 

would involve conveyance of this open space hillside land to the City, which would be effectuated 

through execution of a development agreement between the City and project applicant/landowner and 

conservation easement would be recorded.  

I2-10 The City notes that the comment expresses the opinions of the commenter related to the proposed 35-

acre open space conservation easement area but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy 

of the EIR. As discussed in Final EIR Section 3.2, Project Objectives, one of the objectives of the 
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proposed project is to preserve the hillside open space area by conserving approximately 35 acres 

north of the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center to the City in order to preserve a portion of Bailey Canyon 

and the Bailey Canyon Trail, which would be used by wildlife movement up and down slope; preserve 

native vegetation communities and drainages; and preserve land adjacent to the Bailey Canyon stream. 

It should be noted that no development is proposed within this 35-acre open space hillside 

conservation area that would potentially result in impacts associated with wildfire, seismic hazards, or 

landslides, nor is the City proposing any land use action for the 35-acre hillside open space area. As 

the comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response 

is required or provided.  

I2-11 The comment provides background information associated with the open space hillside conservation 

easement area and information contained in the Specific Plan and does not raise an issue related to 

the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft EIR. It should be noted that Figure 1-2, 

Vicinity Map, from the Specific Plan has been revised for clarification, in order to show the most recent 

boundaries of the proposed 35-acre open space hillside conservation easement area. No further 

response is required or provided.  

I2-12 The comment suggests that the proposed project’s water use be separately considered. Please refer 

to Global Response GR-1. CEQA requires that lead agencies undertake environmental review of 

proposed actions (such as increase in water use). Therefore, environmental impacts associated with 

water use have been considered as a part of the environmental review process (see Final EIR 

Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems).  

I2-13 The comment expresses concern regarding water use associated with the proposed residences, 

potential accessory dwelling units (ADUs), swimming pools, and new plantings and trees. As discussed 

in Final EIR Section 4.19.5, Impact Analysis, of Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems, the 

proposed project would result in an increased demand of approximately 0.023 AF per day for the 134 

residents associated with the project, or a total of 8.26 AFY of indoor water use. In addition, the proposed 

project’s anticipated outdoor water use was calculated using the Maximum Applied Water Allowance 

(MAWA), which represents the maximum potential outdoor water use permitted by low impact design 

standards set by the California Building Code. MAWA uses average lot sizes, home sizes, and driveway 

sizes to calculate water usage associated with outdoor areas, and accounts for water evaporation rates. 

Per MAWA calculations performed by Ground Level Landscape Architecture, Inc, the outdoor water use 

associated with the project would be approximately 18.04 AFY. Therefore, the proposed project would 

result in an increased water demand of approximately 26.30 AFY (8.26 AFY associated with indoor water 

use and 18.04 AFY associated with outdoor water use). Although no swimming pools are proposed, 

future homeowners can potentially install swimming pools. However, any future installation would 

comply with city code requirements related to pool installation. Please see to Global Response GR-1. 

Regarding ADUs, see Response to Comment I28-5.  

I2-14 The comment expresses concern regarding the net-zero water impact associated with the proposed 

project, including social, ethical, and economic concerns. Please refer to Global Response GR-1. The 

City and notes that the comments related to social, ethical, and economic concerns do not appear to 

relate to any physical effect on the environment or the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response 

is required. 
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I2-15 The comment restates information contained in the Specific Plan regarding the cost of the net-zero 

water impact associated with the proposed project. The City notes that the comment does not raise 

comments relating to the project’s physical effect on the environment or adequacy of the environmental 

impact analysis. No further response is required. However, it should be noted that Specific Plan 

Section 4.42 has been revised to provide more up to date information regarding the net zero water 

impact. Please also refer to Global Response GR-1.  

I2-16 The City notes that the comment is regarding the proposed density of the project, and that it does not 

appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment. No further response is required because 

the comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I2-17 The comment expresses concern regarding the acreage and boundary of the proposed project. It should 

be noted that the project description, as well as the exact number of acres for each land use, have 

been refined since the initial presentations associated with the project. As discussed in Final EIR 

Section 3.3.1, Residential Development, future development of single-family residential uses would 

occur on approximately 9.19 acres of the 17.30-acre project site, and 3.39 acres of open space 

(including a 3.04-acre neighborhood public park). A 1.04-acre grading and landscape buffer would be 

located within the northern portion of the project site (see Figure 3-2, Conceptual Site Plan, of the EIR). 

As discussed in Final EIR Section 3.3.1 and Specific Plan Section 3.8.6, the gross density of the project 

is approximately 2.5 dwelling units per acre, which has been calculated using the entire project site 

(42 residences/17.30 acres). Additionally, as discussed in Final EIR Section 3.3.3, approximately 35 

acres of open space hillside land, located north of the existing Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center would be 

conserved for the City and protected from future development by way of a conservation easement. The 

boundaries of the final proposed open space hillside conservation easement area are shown in Draft 

EIR Figure 3-4, Open Space Conservation Easement Area. The final boundary of the proposed project 

site is accurately depicted in the Draft EIR figures, and the proposed project site described in Draft EIR 

Chapter 3, Project Description, served as the basis of the environmental impact analysis provided in 

the EIR. A few minor changes were made to Final EIR Section 3.3.3 to clarify the conditions of the open 

space conservation easement. No further response is required because the comment does not raise 

an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I3 
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Response to Comment Letter I3 

Individual 

Andrea Van Wickle 

August 3, 2021 

I3-1 The comment includes questions regarding the project’s net-zero water supply and general water 

supply associated with the project. Please refer to Global Response GR-1. The cost of increasing 

the water supply will be borne by the project’s Applicant; the City’s ratepayers will not pay more 

for water as a result of project implementation. 
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Comment Letter I4 
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Response to Comment Letter I4 

Individual 

Nancy Beckham 

August 11, 2021 

I4-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.  

I4-2 The comment is a letter to neighbors, prepared and distributed by the commenter and an resident, Jim 

Sadd. The letter provides information on the availability of the Draft EIR for public review and scoping 

meetings associated with the proposed project and does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of 

any specific section or analysis of the Draft EIR. It should be noted that the commenter’s reference to 

wall types and elevations is a reference to the Specific Plan. The Specific Plan and Draft EIR was made 

available on the City’s website (https://www.cityofsierramadre.com/cityhall/city_manager_s_office/ 

transparency) for public review. In addition, it should be noted that in order to provide the public with 

ample time to provide their comments, the City extended the required comment period to a total of 64 

days (August 2, 2021 to October 4, 2021). Regarding the commenters’ concern regarding real 

measurements, wall types, elevations, and details regarding the size range of the proposed residences 

and acreage of each project component; the proposed wall and fence plan; and the proposed grading 

plan, along with existing and proposed elevations, were included in Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project 

Description, and minor clarifying edits were made in Final EIR Chapter 3. No further response is 

required or provided.  

I4-3 The comment provides information regarding neighborhood meetings held by members of the 

community to discuss the proposed project and does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any 

specific section or analysis of the Draft EIR. No further response is required or provided.  

I4-4 The City notes that the comment provides background information associated with the history of the 

proposed project site and background regarding the proposed project, prepared by the author of the 

comment. It should be noted that the background information associated with the history of the 

proposed project is from the commenter’s own research and notes and are not associated with the 

Draft EIR. The comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or 

analysis of the Draft EIR. No further response is required or provided.  

I4-5 The City notes that the comment provides background information associated with the proposed 

project and memorandum of understanding (MOU) associated with the project, prepared by the author 

of the comment. It should be noted that the proposed project site is 17.3 acres (not 20 acres, as stated 

by the commenter). The comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR; 

therefore, no further response is required or provided.  

I4-6 The comment restates information associated with the project, asks if a park is needed, and asks if the 

proposed park should become a dog park. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.3, Project Description, 

the project would result in development of 3.39 acres of open space. This would include a 3.04-acre 

neighborhood public park. Regarding creation of three parcels, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.3.9, 

Subdivision Map Act, the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center is on the same legal parcel as the project site, 

which is currently split within three different lots; however, a lot line adjustment would be processed to 

adjust the boundaries of the three existing lots that make up the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center and 
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the project site. The lot line adjustment would consolidate the two southern lots that make up the 

project site as one lot and adjust the northern boundary of this new lot further to the north. The 

comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further 

response is required or provided. 

I4-7 The comment provides an accurate summary of the project. Final EIR Section 3.3.1, Residential 

Development, includes minor revisions for clarification, to state that the residential units range from 

2,700 square feet to 4,000 square feet with a minimum lot size of 7,800 square feet. The Specific Plan 

sets out the standards that must be adhered to for future development. The exact size of each 

residences is not known at this time and as is standard, will be determined at the time the tentative 

tract map is prepared and submitted to the City for review. Architectural plan sets would be provided 

prior to issuance of building permits, which would specify the exact home. However, the final 

assignment of specific home sizes to specific lots would not change the limits of disturbance for the 

environmental analysis. The comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR; 

therefore, no further response is required or provided. 

I4-8 The comment expresses concern that only two-story residences were depicted in the Specific Plan, but 

the Specific Plan text references that both one and two story detached single family homes would be 

developed. The Specific Plan sets out the standards that must be adhered to for future development. 

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.3.1, the proposed residencies would be one or two stories and 

would comply with SMMC maximum building envelope of 25 feet. The project would include a mix of 

one- to two-story homes. However, which home would be one versus two stories is not known at this 

time and as is standard, will be determined at the time the tentative tract map is prepared and 

submitted to the City for review. Architectural plan sets would be provided prior to issuance of building 

permits, which would specify the exact number of stories. However, per the Specific Plan, no building 

shall exceed 25 feet in height. The comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required or provided. 

I4-9 The comment expresses concern that only two-story residencies would be developed. See Response to 

Comment I4-8. The comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, 

no further response is required or provided. 

I4-10 The comment expresses concern regarding the maximum size of the residences. See Response to 

Comment I4-7. Regarding the various designs mentioned by the commenter, the final design of the project 

has been chosen and is outlined in Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project Description, and the Specific Plan. Lastly, 

see Response to Comment I4-8 regarding height of proposed residences. The comment does not raise an 

issue related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required or provided. 

I4-11 The City appreciates the commenter’s recommendation. It should be noted that custom lots are not 

proposed as a part of the proposed project and individual, unimproved lots are not proposed to be sold. 

The comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further 

response is required or provided.  

I4-12 The City notes that the comment provides information on the public review of the Draft EIR. The 

comment states that the final date as to when comments can be submitted is October 2, 2021. Please 

note that the correct date to submit final comments on the Draft EIR was October 4, 2021. This date 

was selected by the City in order to provide the public additional time to provide comments as part of 

the public review process. 
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I4-13 The City notes that the comment provides background information associated with the acreage of the 

project site and does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of 

the Draft EIR. It should be noted that the proposed residential area would make up approximately 9.19 

acres of the project site not 13 (see Draft EIR Section 3.3 and Figure 3-2, Conceptual Site Plan) and 

the boundaries of the proposed project have been slightly revised since the project was first proposed. 

The correct revised boundary is shown in the Draft EIR figures. The comment does not raise an issue 

related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required or provided.  

I4-14 The comment provides background and suggestions associated with the design of the project. As 

discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.3, 1.04 acres would be developed as a grading and landscape buffer 

at the northern portion of the project site. This land would be a part of the approximately 17.30-acre 

project site. The City notes that this comment’s discussion of the acreage breakdown does not raise an 

issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further 

response is required or provided. 

I4-15 The comment states that 7 additional parking places are now included in the drat EIR Specific Plan. It 

is unclear which 7 additional parking spaces the commenter is referring to. However, as discussed in 

Draft EIR Section 3.3, Project Description, North Sunnyside Avenue would include parking on both sides 

while Carter Avenue would include parking on the west side of the street. Streets A, B, and C would also 

include parking on the south side of the streets. In addition, each residence would have a parking 

garage and driveway parking. Lastly, the proposed park would include a parking lot in the southeastern 

corner. The comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the 

Draft EIR. No further response is required or provided.  

I4-16 The comment states that the project would be a dense housing project with 3.23 dwelling units 

per acre. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.3.1, the gross density of the proposed project would 

be 2.5 dwelling units per acre, which is calculated using the proposed residential units and the 

total acreage of the project (42 residential units/17.30 acres = 2.5 dwelling units per acre) . 

Additionally, according to the City’s General Plan , residential high-density areas are defined as 13 

to 20 units per acre. Therefore, the proposed project would not be considered a high-density 

project. The comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, 

no further response is required or provided. 

I4-17 The comment summarizes information associated with the net-zero water impact associated with the 

proposed project. The comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR; 

therefore, no further response is required or provided.  

I4-18 The comment relates to maintenance of open space areas. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.3.2, 

Neighborhood Park and Open Space, the proposed open space would be maintained by the project’s 

homeowner’s association while the proposed public park would be maintained by a landscape 

maintenance district or similar public maintenance entity. A community facilities district may also be 

prepared for maintenance of the public park. The comment does not raise an issue related to the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required or provided. 

I4-19 The comment correctly states that the site contains 10 coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) trees that 

meet the City definition of a protected tree. Based on site grading plans, all 10 trees are expected to 

require removal. The comment asserts that these 10 oak trees should be relocated and preserved at 

the LA County Arboretum. It should be noted that revisions have been made in the Final EIR (see 
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Section 4.4, Biological Resources) and Appendix C2, Arborist Report, as a result of the proposed off-

site widening of Carter Avenue. However, these revisions and proposed off-site improvements do not 

raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please refer to 

Global Response GR-2. 

I4-20 The comment provides information regarding Sunnyside Avenue and raises concerns regarding the 

impact to traffic on Sunnyside Avenue. Sunnyside Avenue is currently the primary entrance to the Mater 

Dolorosa Retreat Center and will serve as a two-way access for the proposed project. The comment 

states that Sunnyside Avenue does not have sidewalks above Algeria Avenue. Please note that 

Sunnyside Avenue has sidewalks on both sides of the street between West Algeria Avenue and Fairview 

Avenue. However, no sidewalks are present north of Fairview Avenue. According to the traffic conditions 

analysis (now provided as Appendix K of the Final EIR, development of the proposed project would 

result in approximately 430 daily vehicle trips on Sunnyside Avenue, with approximately 35 trips in the 

AM peak hour and 46 trips in the PM peak hour on a typical weekday. Nearby study intersections would 

experience no measurable difference in performance after development of the project, as shown in 

Table 7 in Appendix K, which has been added to the Final EIR for informational purposes. All the 

intersections will function well within the City’s standard. This information has been provided in 

response to this comment, and does not constitute new information under CEQA, nor does it change or 

modify the findings of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Global Response GR-6. 

I4-21 The comment states that only one resident is in favor of the project based on the presence of street 

signage. The comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further 

response is required or provided.  

I4-22 The comment expresses fire safety concerns associated with Carter Avenue. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-4, and Global Response GR-5. 

I4-23 The comment states that the lane on Carter Avenue would transition from 44 to 46 feet in width to 25 

feet in width. It is confirmed that Carter Avenue would transition from its existing 25 feet right-of-way 

to a 44.5 to 46 feet right-of-way within the proposed project site (see section 3.3.6.1 of the Draft EIR). 

In order to address commenters’ concerns related to safety issues along Carter Avenue and outside of 

the boundaries of the proposed project site, the project applicant is proposing off-site improvements 

to Carter Avenue, between the southeastern portion of the project site boundary and Lima Street (see 

Figure 3-11, Proposed Off-Site Improvements and Figure 3-12, Carter Avenue Offsite Improvement 

Plan, which have been added to the Final EIR). Please refer to Global Response GR-5. 

I4-24 The comment pertains to ownership of Carter Avenue and does not raise an issue related to the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR. As discussed in Final EIR Section 3.3.12, the applicant would acquire 

approximately 9 feet of public right-of-way in order to widen Carter Avenue to a total of 24 feet (10 feet 

for each travel lane plus one 4-foot curb along the southern boundary of Carter Avenue) and a 6-foot 

sidewalk on the north side of Carter Avenue. No further response is required or provided. 

I4-25 The comment states the existing conditions of Carter Avenue pertaining to parking and sidewalks and does 

not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required or provided. 

I4-26 The comment expresses concerns related to fire, and specifically to the Bobcat Fire, and asks if the fire 

chief was approached about the project. The Sierra Madre Fire Department, including the Sierra Madre 
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Fire Marshal, has reviewed the proposed project to assess the circulation system for emergency access 

and did not foresee any issues regarding emergency apparatus access.  

I4-27 The comment expresses concern associated with stormwater runoff into Bailey Canyon. As discussed 

in Draft EIR Section 4.10.1, Existing Conditions, in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the 

northeastern portion of the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center, located north of the site, flows to the Bailey 

Canyon Debris Basin to the east and discharges into Arcadia Wash. The project site does not flow 

towards the Bailey Canyon Debris Basin. Therefore, the proposed project would not introduce runoff 

into the Bailey Canyon Debris Basin. Regarding the commenters question as to whether or not this has 

been reviewed by the water district, it should be noted that stormwater discharge is not regulated by 

the water district. The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the Regional Water Quality 

Control Boards (RWQCBs) are responsible for enforcing water quality standards within the state. The 

RWQCB also regulates discharges from municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) in the Los 

Angeles region under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) MS4 Permit. As 

discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.10.5, Impacts Analysis, the proposed project would comply with all 

applicable regulations related to stormwater and water quality. 

 I4-28 The comment raises concern regarding traffic on North Grove Street. North Grove Street is expected to 

experience a negligible level of traffic generated by the project, as reflected in the traffic conditions 

analysis. Please refer to Global Response GR-6. 

I4-29 The comment raises concerns regarding increase in traffic between Carter Avenue and Baldwin Court. 

The project proposes Carter Avenue as one of two locations for access (Sunnyside Avenue being the 

other). Therefore, drivers will have a choice of streets and will not be limited in traveling to and from 

Carter Avenue. Please refer to Global Response GR-6. 

I4-30 The comment raises concerns regarding the circulation performance of Carter Avenue. Please refer to 

Global Response 5 (GR-5), Carter Avenue and Global Response GR-6. 

I4-31 The comment raises concern regarding parking on Carter Avenue. As discussed in Draft EIR 

Section 3.3.6.2, Internal Circulation, improvements to Carter Avenue would include parking on the west 

side of the Carter Avenue and would not prevent residents from parking in front of their residencies. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-5. 

I4-32 The comment states cars will not travel on Baldwin Avenue. Baldwin Avenue is identified as one of the 

streets that would provide regional access to and from the proposed project (Draft EIR Section 4.17.1, 

Existing Conditions, in Section 4.17, Transportation). Even if cars do not commonly use Baldwin Avenue, 

as the commenter states, Baldwin Avenue remains as a street that provides access to and from the 

proposed project site. Please refer to Global Response GR-6. The comment does not raise an issue 

related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

I4-33 The comment provides an overview of existing conditions on Lima Street. It should be noted that 

portions of Lima Street, along the east, does have sidewalks. The commenter correctly states that some 

electric poles are also present within Lima Street. The existing conditions of Lima Street do not 

challenge the analysis provided in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Global Response GR-6. The comment 

and does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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I4-34 The comment expresses concern regarding the emergency access route and traffic on North Lima 

Street. North Lima Street will continue to be available for emergency access with the implementation 

of the proposed project. Additionally, the comment states the project will result in 800 additional daily 

trips on North Lima Street. Please note that as discussed in Appendix K of the Final EIR, approximately 

100 project generated daily trips (10 in the peak hour) would be to/from the east and would use a 

combination of West Carter Avenue and North Lima Street. Please refer to Global Response GR-4, and 

Global Response GR-6. 

I4-35 The comment raises concern regarding traffic on North Lima Street. Although not required as part of 

the EIR’s transportation analysis which CEQA limits to VMT, Appendix K, traffic conditions analysis, has 

been added as a part of the Final EIR for informational purposes in response to public comments and 

details the expected changes in traffic conditions (i.e., trips and traffic volume) with the proposed 

project. Per Final EIR Appendix K, traffic congestion levels will not be impacted by the project. Please 

refer to Global Response GR-6. 

I4-36 The City notes that the comment provides background information regarding parking on Grandview 

Avenue and does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the EIR. No further response is required 

or provided.  

I4-37 The comment states that all streets located in the North West corridor will be expected to absorb 

additional traffic. Per Final EIR Appendix K, traffic congestion levels will not be impacted by the project. 

See Global Response GR-6. 

I4-38 The comment expresses concern regarding streets related to the North West corridor. See Response 

to Comment I4-37 and Global Response GR-6. 

I4-39 The comment raises concerns associated with traffic on Michillinda Avenue and questions why direct 

access cannot be added to Michillinda Avenue leaving the Monastery. From a transportation 

engineering perspective, there is no space to for implementing direct access to Michillinda Avenue 

without removing existing houses; therefore, this access option is not feasible. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-6. 
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Comment Letter I5  
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Response to Comment Letter I5 

Individual 

Vickie Shackett 

August 16, 2021 

I5-1 The comment expresses support for the proposed project but does not raise any issue concerning the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required or provided.  

I5-2 The comment addresses issues associated with traffic and noise, that were analyzed in Draft EIR 

Sections 4.13 and 4.17, respectively.  

The City does not have transportation-specific noise ordinances. The City’s General Plan identifies 

maintaining quiet residential character in objective Hz14. As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.13, Noise, 

project traffic on the roadway would result in a maximum noise level of 3 dB CNEL, which is not 

considered to be a substantial increase using FICON thresholds and therefore less than significant. 

Specifically, Draft EIR Section 4.13 identified potentially significant temporary noise impacts during 

construction activities and mitigation was incorporated to reduce impacts to a less than significant 

level. A significant impact would occur when construction takes place near the project boundaries, 

specifically impacting sensitive receptors such as the single-family residences to the west and south of 

the project site (see Draft EIR Table 4.13-5, Construction Noise Levels at Noise-Sensitive Uses). 

However, with the incorporation of mitigation measure MM-NOI-1, the City and/or the Construction 

Contractor would be required to implement noise reduction measures during all construction activities 

which would ensure compliance with the applicable noise limits and reduce impacts to a less than 

significant level. Noise reduction measures would include administrative controls, engineering controls, 

and noise barriers. Project construction and operational noise generation would be required to comply 

with the City of Sierra Madre’s Code of Ordinances Title 9, Chapter 9.32. As concluded in Draft EIR 

Sections 4.13 and 4.17, the noise and traffic impacts of the project would be less than significant. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-6. 

I5-3 The comment provides concluding remarks, opinion, and general support for the project, and does not 

raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further 

response is required or provided.  
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Comment Letter I6 
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Response to Comment Letter I6 

Individual 

Greg and Denise Nelson 

August 11, 2021 

I6-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.  

I6-2 The comment expresses opposition for the proposed zoning change associated with the project site. 

The comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further 

response is required of provided.  

I6-3 The comment expresses concern regarding the zoning change associated with the proposed project. 

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.3.8, the proposed project would require a General Plan land use 

amendment and zone change from Institutional (I) to Specific Plan (SP). The Specific Plan prepared for 

the proposed project would include development standards for the project site. As discussed in Draft 

EIR Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, the proposed project would not result in any environmental 

impacts associated with land use and planning.  

I6-4 The comment raises questions regarding acreage of the proposed project and the sizes of the proposed 

residential units. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.3, Project Description, the proposed project would 

result in development of approximately 17.30 acres, including 9.19 acres which would make up the 

proposed residential area, 3.39 acres of open space (including a 3.04-acre neighborhood public park), 

and a 1.04-acre grading and landscape buffer, to be located within the northern portion of the project 

site (see Draft EIR Figure 3-2, Conceptual Site Plan). Regarding lot sizes and stories proposed, see 

Responses to Comments I4-7 through I4-9, above. The comment does not raise any issue concerning 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required of provided. 

I6-5 The comment expresses concern associated with the proposed neighborhood park and 35-acre open 

space conservation easement area. Draft EIR Sections 3.3.1, Residential Development, and 3.3.2, 

Neighborhood Park and Open Space, discuss the proposed park, open space, and open space 

conservation easement associated with the proposed project. As discussed in these sections, the 

proposed project would include 3.39 acres of open space (including a 3.04-acre neighborhood public 

park), and a 1.04-acre grading and landscape buffer, to be located within the northern portion of the 

project site. The proposed project also proposes conservation of approximately 35 acres of open space 

hillside land, located north of the existing Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center through recording of a 

conservation easement (see Final EIR Figure 3-4, Open Space Conservation Easement Area). The open 

space area is currently owned by the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center. Conveyance of this open space 

hillside land to the City would be effectuated through execution of a development agreement between 

the City and project Applicant/landowner and would be subject to record of conservation easements in 

favor of the City (see minor clarifying revisions in Final EIR Section 3.3.3, Open Space Conservation 

Easement). The comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, 

no further response is required of provided. 

I6-6 The comment expresses concerns associated with traffic, water usage, sewer, fire safety, and drainage. 

Draft EIR Section 4.15.5, Impacts Analysis, in Section 4.15, Public Services, discusses the proposed 

project’s potential impact to fire protection services. In addition, see Global Response GR-3, Very High 
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Fire Hazard Severity Zone, and Global Response GR-6. Water usage and drainage impacts associated 

with the proposed project are discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.19.5 and clarifying revisions have been 

made in Final EIR Section 4.19.5. See Response to Comment I4-27 regarding stormwater runoff into 

Bailey Canyon, specifically. Impacts to both Public Services and Utilities and Service Systems would be 

less than significant.  

I6-7 The comment provides concluding remarks that do not raise new or additional environmental issues 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required of provided. 
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Comment Letter I7 
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Response to Comment Letter I7 

Individual 

Kathy and Eoin Harty 

August 23, 2021 

I7-1 The comment expresses general opposition for the proposed project as well as concerns regarding the 

net-zero water impact. Please refer to Global Response GR-1. 

I7-2 The comment raises concerns associated with wildfire and wildlife habitat. Per Draft EIR Section 4.20.5, 

Impact Analysis, in Section 4.20, Wildfire, with the implementation of project design feature PDF-WF-1, 

impacts to wildfire would be less than significant. In addition, per Final EIR Section 4.4.5, Impact 

Analysis, in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, with the implementation of mitigation measures 

MM- BIO-1, MM-BIO-2, and MM-BIO-3, impacts to biological resources would be less than significant.  

I7-3 The comment raises traffic issues, particularly egress and ingress issues. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-5, and Global Response GR-6.  

I7-4 The comment raises economic issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the 

environment. The comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required of provided. 

I7-5 The comment provides concluding remarks and general opposition to the project that do not raise new 

or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required of provided. 
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Comment Letter I8 
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Response to Comment Letter I8 

Individual 

Allen Ma, P.E.  

August 2, 2021 

I8-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. Therefore, no further response is required 

of provided. 

I8-2 The comment raises concerns regarding the grading plan associated with the proposed project. The 

existing site is fairly steep and slopes towards the south. Project grading is proposed at 12%, and 

proposed grading and streets cannot be modified to be steeper than 12% in order for the project site 

to be balanced (i.e. no import or export of soil). Additionally, per City requirements, the proposed park 

is intentionally designed to be sunken to detain water and eliminate the need to provide a drainage 

outlet to Crestvale Drive, and the detained water is will infiltrate into the ground, consistent with the 

detention area’s design. The proposed secondary outlet would exit the park through Crestvale Drive. 

I8-3 The comment raises concerns regarding the proposed storm drain on Sunnyside Avenue. Please note 

that the first flush rain event will be diverted from the westerly drainage area and treated by the 

proposed underground retention gallery located underneath the park. As discussed in Draft EIR 

Section  4.10.5, Impact Analysis, of Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, with implementation of 

these project site improvements as well as compliance with all existing water quality regulations, the 

project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise 

substantially degrade surface or ground water quality. Impacts to water quality or waste discharge 

requirements would be less than significant during operations. 

I8-4 The comment raises concerns regarding haul truck routes and impacts to local streets. According to 

Draft EIR Section 3.3.10, Grading Plan, assuming a haul truck capacity of 14 cubic yards per truck, 

earth-moving activities would result in approximately 252 round trips (504 one-way truck trips) during 

the Import Material to Balance Site phase. The Import Material to Balance Site would only take 

approximately 14 days. While there could be potential impacts to local streets, these impacts would be 

temporary and therefore less than significant because of the short haul truck schedule. Please refer to 

Global Response GR-6.  

I8-5 The comment raises concerns regarding traffic impacts to Sunnyside Avenue and Lima Street from 

Orange Grove Avenue. Orange Grove Avenue is located approximately 1-mile south of the proposed 

project site. As such, impacts to street segments that distance from the project site were not analyzed 

in the traffic analysis because segments near that intersection are not likely to experience direct 

traffic effects from the proposed project. As discussed in EIR Section 4.17.5, Impacts Analysis, in 

Section 4.17, Transportation, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact of the 

City’s circulation system. While traffic may increase temporarily during construction, traffic 

associated with construction of the proposed project would cease upon completion. Please refer to 

Global Response GR-6. 

I8-6 The comment states that the Los Angeles County Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) 

has been superseded. There has been no public notice regarding the suspension of the 2000 Los 

Angeles County SUSMP. The SUSMP addresses stormwater pollution from new development and 

redevelopment and includes a list of the minimum required Best Management Practices (BMPs). As 
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discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.19.2, Relevant Plans, Policies, and Ordinances, in Section 4.19, 

Utilities and Service Systems, low-impact development design principles would be integrated into the 

implementation of the proposed project to lessen water quality impacts.  

I8-7 The comment requests a “Sewer Area Study” to evaluate impacts to the existing sewer system. As 

discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.19.1, Existing Conditions, the sewer collection system is owned by the 

City and operated by the City’s Public Works Department. In addition, a Sewer System Management 

Plan (SSMP) has been prepared by the City, which provides instructions for how to efficiently manage 

wastewater. Furthermore, a Sewer Capacity Study will be prepared prior to the issuance of a 

construction permit to further demonstrate sufficient capacity within the City’s existing sewer system. 

The Sewer Capacity Study will be prepared by a licensed engineer, prior to giving approval for projects 

that can affect the capacity of the public sewer system.  

I8-8 The comment asks for evaluation of the need for potential revisions to the existing Sidewalk Master 

Plan as part of this project. Revisions to the existing Sidewalk Master Plan are not required as part of 

the proposed project. The Sidewalk Master Plan’s purpose is to provide an inventory of existing 

sidewalks and street segments with no sidewalk or discontinuous sections of sidewalks, to identify 

opportunities and constraints for future sidewalk considerations, to recommend changes to existing 

programs and policies, to build upon existing prioritization criteria for sidewalk repair and installation, 

and to identify potential funding sources for sidewalk repair and construction. The proposed sidewalks 

would comply with all SMMC standards regarding sidewalk planning and construction. Additionally, the 

suggestions in the Sidewalk Master Plan are not required to be implemented. Therefore, the proposed 

project would not result in the need for revisions to the Sidewalk Master Plan. Draft EIR Section 4.17.5, 

Impact Analysis, of Section 4.17, Transportation states that the project would not conflict with a 

program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, 

bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and impacts would be less than significant.  

I8-9 The comment expresses concern regarding vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and existing traffic associated 

with the proposed project. Please refer to Draft EIR Appendix H of the for information regarding project 

related VMT, including source data and the analysis used to determine VMT per Service Population 

impacts. As discussed in Appendix H, the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2016 

model was used for the analysis to predict the 2040 travel conditions in consideration of land 

development and transportation changes. SCAG updates their model every four to eight years. At the 

time the City adopted their VMT Guidelines, the authorized version (meaning it was calibrated to 

measure VMT) was from the SCAG 2016 RTP. That model used a base year of 2012, which is the year 

in which data was available for SCAG to calibrate/validate that the model was sufficiently replicating 

reality. The application of the model is for the future; namely, the model is coded with future inputs 

(land use and transportation system) to predict future conditions (in this case, future VMT). Therefore, 

the daily VMT per Service Population for Sierra Madre (2012) was used to estimate the 2012 base 

year. The low VMT zone is described in Appendix H as having a VMT per service population of 15 percent 

or more below the Northwest Region Baseline VMT.  

I8-10 The comment provides recommendations for the proposed MOU associated with the proposed project 

but does not raises issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment. No 

further response is required or provided.  
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Comment Letter I9 
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Response to Comment Letter I9 

Individual 

Jody Gunn.  

September 2, 2021 

I9-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow and expresses opposition for the proposed 

project but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I9-2 The comment expresses concern with traffic and increased daily car trips associated with 

implementation of the proposed project and cumulative increases resulting from an Alverno 

project. A list of cumulative projects is listed in Draft EIR Table 5-1, Cumulative Projects List. The 

Alverno Heights Academy Master Plan Update was developed in 2011. An Initial Study/Mitigated 

Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was prepared evaluating the Alverno Heights Academy Master Plan 

and subsequently approved on July 7, 2011. The IS/MND analyzed construction of a multipurpose 

building, outdoor amphitheater, reconfiguration of two existing parking areas, augmentation of the 

existing non-regulation softball field to create a multipurpose field, and proposed landscaping and 

fencing. A 2021 addendum to the IS/MND for School Master Plan Update has been prepared to 

analyze some refinements to the original School Master Plan Update, including refinements of the 

improvements approved in 2021. Per the 2021 addendum to the IS/MND for School Master Plan 

Update, the enrollment of Alverno Heights Academy would stay at 400 students.7 Therefore, as this 

project was analyzed in 2011 and the 2021 addendum includes minor revisions to those originally-

analyzed updates, the Alverno project is not listed as a cumulative project for this proposed project 

and would not result in increased traffic. See Global Response GR-6 for additional information 

about traffic impacts.  

I9-3 The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter regarding the impact the proposed project 

would have on the water supply. See Global Response GR-1.  

I9-4 The comment addresses wildfire risks associated with the proposed project and states that the 

project would impact the City’s fire prevention resources. Draft EIR Section 4.15.5, Impact Analysis, 

in Section 4.15, Public Services, analyzes impacts associated with fire potential, and this analysis 

determined that implementation of the proposed project would a less than significant impact on 

fire protection services.  

I9-5 The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter regarding the livability and desirableness of 

the City but does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I9-5 The comment provides concluding remarks that do not raise new or additional environmental issues 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

  

 
7 Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 2021. Alverno Heights Academy Master Plan Update. July 26, 2021. Accessed 

December 22, 2021. https://www.cityofsierramadre.com/common/pages/DisplayFile.aspx?itemId=17973516 
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Comment Letter I10 
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Response to Comment Letter I10 

Individual 

Daniel and Arline Golden, PhD 

September 2, 2021 

I10-1 The comment requests the comment letter be shared with the Planning Commission. The comment 

does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I10-2 The comment expresses opposition for the proposed project but does not raise any issue concerning 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

I10-3 The comment expresses opposition to the zoning change associated with the proposed project but 

does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

I10-4 The comment expresses the commenter’s general opinion of the project Applicant and does not raise 

an issue related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I10-5 The comment expresses concern with the zoning change associated with the proposed project and 

argues it would have negative consequences on the area. The project site is currently zoned as 

Institutional (I) and would be changed to Specific Plan (SP)Impacts associated the Specific Plan and 

the future development of 42 residential units on fire risks and fire protection services, water supplies, 

traffic, inter alia, are analyzed and disclosed in the Draft EIR (see Section 4.15, Public Services; 4.19, 

Utilities and Service Systems; and 4.20, Wildfire).  

I10-6 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. The comment does not raise an issue related 

to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

I10-7 The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter regarding the zone change and does not raise 

an issue related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I10-8 The comment expresses concern regarding the impact construction would have on wildfires. The 

potential impacts of the project on wildfire risk and fire protection services were analyzed in detail in 

Draft EIR Section 4.20, Wildfire. Project design feature PDF-WF-1 requires the project to comply with 

the recommendations outlined in the Fire Protection Plan (FPP) during construction and operations, 

which addresses fire safety associated with the proposed project. As stated in the FPP, measures 

include compliance with the enhanced ignition-resistant construction standards of the 2019 California 

Building Code (CBC) (Chapter 7A) and Chapter 5 of the UWI code; incorporation of fire prevention and 

landscaping standards, per Chapter 17.52 of the SMMC; vegetation management; project site access, 

including road widths and connectivity, would be consistent with the City’s roadway standards and the 

2019 CFC Section 503; and drainage and water quality improvements. In addition, the project would 

provide for at least 100 feet of a Fuel Modification Area (FMA) around all buildings and 200 feet on the 

200 feet of FMA on the southern side of the project, 62 to 100 feet of FMA on the eastern side, and 

over 100 feet of FMA on the northern side. Additional information and analysis regarding wildfire are 

provided in Draft EIR Section 4.20, which concluded that impacts would be less than significant.  
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I10-9 The comment raises concerns regarding emergency access and evacuation associated with fire 

protection. Additionally, information and analysis regarding wildfire is provided in Draft EIR Section 4.20, 

where impacts were found to be less than significant. Please refer to Global Response GR-4. 

I10-10 The comment expresses concern regarding the loss of use of the project site as a helicopter gathering 

space to assist fire protection services in firefighting, most recently in the Bobcat Fire in 2020. As 

analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.15, Public Services, implementation of the proposed project would not 

require additional fire protection service, and with compliance with applicable codes and fire safety 

standards, the project would have a less than significant impact on fire protection services. 

Furthermore, project design feature PDF-WF-1 requires the project to comply with the 

recommendations outlined in the FPP during construction and operations, which would minimize fire 

risks associated with the proposed project. Implementation of the proposed project would redevelop 

the existing project site from undeveloped grassland to 42 new single-family homes. Redevelopment 

of the site and the project’s potential impacts to wildfire were analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.20, where 

impacts were determined to be less than significant. As detailed in the EIR, compliance with PDF-WF-1 

and local regulations governing emergency response would ensure impacts such as the project’s 

potential to substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan 

would be less than significant. It should also be noted that the project site is not a designated helicopter 

base or helipad. Helicopters may utilize any open areas for emergency operations during a wildfire 

suppression effort, including golf courses, parks, sports fields, parking lots, roads, and others. There 

are numerous other open space areas very near the project site that can be used, if determined 

necessary, for helicopter or other firefighting staging areas. Helicopters can access various water 

sources with their siphons or buckets and these water sources can be existing (pools and ponds) or 

provided dip tanks. Fire Agencies prepare pre-fire plans that include potential staging area and dip tank 

locations and account for changes across the landscape, including development of vacant parcels. 

Alternative staging areas and dip tank sites are available and will address the comment’s opinion that 

loss of the Project site for this purpose will cause wildfire spread and loss of life. The Los Angeles County 

Fire Department has many fire department officially designated and maintained helicopter bases or 

helipads throughout the county, some of which are even equipped with hydrants. 

I10-11 The comment expresses concern associated with water supply and drought, particularly as it relates to 

flora and fauna. See Global Response GR-1. The proposed project would not result in drought such that 

flora and fauna would be affected.  

I10-12 The comment raises concerns regarding the water demand of the proposed project. See Global 

Response GR-1. Regarding the project’s water use compared to an Institutional land use, please refer 

to Final EIR Chapter 8, Alternatives. As discussed in this section, for both Alternative 2, Existing Zoning 

and Land Use Designation: Communal Residential Facility Alternative, and Alternative 3, Existing Zoning 

and Land Use Designation: Private School Alternative, impacts to utilities and service systems would 

be increased as compared to the proposed project. 

I10-13 The comment represents a heading for the comment letter and notes issues related to transportation 

and public services. The commenter further identifies specific concerns as shown in Responses to 

Comments I10-14 through I10-21. As such, this particular comment does not raise specific concerns 

related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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I10-14 The comment argues the proposed project would impact public services, traffic, and parking in the City. 

According to Draft EIR Section 4.15, there would be less than significant impacts to public services. 

Fire services, police services, schools, parks and other public facilities (such as libraries) would be able 

to maintain services or mitigate impacts that would help these services maintain adequate services to 

the City and proposed project site. Please refer to Global Response GR-6 for information about traffic.  

I10-15 The comment raises a question regarding fees associated with increased demand for public services. 

As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.15, the development fees from the proposed project would offset the 

costs associated with the increased demand for public services.  

I10-16 The comment states that there would be potential transportation impacts resulting from increased 

employees traveling to and from the proposed project site. According to Draft EIR Section 4.17, 

Transportation, the VMT impact analysis accounted for both residents and employees would result in 

less than significant impacts. Please refer to Global Response GR-6. for information about traffic. 

I10-17 The comment raises issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment, as 

parking is not considered an environmental impact under CEQA. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.3, 

Project Description, North Sunnyside Avenue would include parking on both sides while Carter Avenue 

would include parking on the west side of the street. Streets A, B, and C would also include parking on 

the south side of the streets. In addition, each residence would have a parking garage and driveway 

parking. Lastly, the proposed park would include a parking lot in the southeastern corner.  

I10-18 The comment raises a question regarding potential new traffic lights to be installed as a result of the 

proposed project. The proposed project would not require the installation of new traffic lights but would 

include installation of one stop sign at the southern boundary of the site, along Carter Avenue.  

I10-19 The comment raises economic issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the 

environment or the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I10-20 The comment raises social and legal issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the 

environment or the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I10-21 The comment provides concluding remarks and expresses opposition for the proposed project, and 

does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

.  
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Comment Letter I11 
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Response to Comment Letter I11 

Individual 

Ron Martinelth 

September 7, 2021 

I11-1 The City acknowledges that the comment provides background information regarding the tree removal 

associated with the proposed project and includes the opinion regarding the tree removal. Please refer 

to Global Response GR-2.  

I11-2 The comment expresses opposition for the proposed project but does not raise any issue concerning 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I12 
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Response to Comment Letter I12 

Individual 

Ellen Carroll 

September 7, 2021 

I12-1 The comment expresses opposition for the proposed project and raises concerns regarding tree 

removal. See Global Response GR-2. 

I12-2 The comment raises concerns regarding tree replacement and water supply See Global Response GR- 1 

and Global Response GR-2.  

I12-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow and does not raise an issue related to the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

I12-4 The comment states concerns related to the Bobcat fire and the project being located within a Very High 

Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ). Project design feature PDF-WF-1 requires the project to comply with 

the recommendations outlined in the FPP (FPP) during construction and operations to minimize the risk 

of wildfires and ensure adequate fire protection is available. As concluded in EIR Section 4.20, Wildfire, 

impacts related to wildfire would be less than significant. See Global Response GR-3. 

I12-5 The comment expresses concerns related to drought and water supply but does not raise an issue 

related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. See Global Response GR-1. 

I12-6 The comment raises traffic related issues. Please refer to Global Response GR-6.  

I12-7 The comment states concern regarding the project’s impact on wildlife habitat in Bailey Canyon. The 

proposed project would not have any indirect effects on Bailey Canyon, which is not part of the proposed 

project site. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Impacts to biological resources would be less than 

significant with implementation of MM-BIO-1, MM-BIO-2, and MM-BIO-3.  

I12-8 The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter and economic concerns that do not raise an 

issue related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I12-9 The comment provides concluding remarks that do not raise any new or additional environmental 

issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I13 
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Response to Comment Letter I13 

Individual 

Peter Smock 

September 9, 2021 

I13-1 The comment expresses support for the proposed project but does not raise any issue concerning the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I13-2 The comment notes that environmental effects have been minimized and traffic would increase 

minimally. As summarized in Table ES-1, Summary of Project Impacts, of the Executive Summary. 

environmental impacts disclosed in the Draft EIR were either determined to have no impact, a less than 

significant impact, or impacts were reduced to a less-than-significant level through identification of 

mitigation measures. The comment further states traffic will increase as a result of the proposed 

project. Please refer to Global Response GR-6. 

I13-3 The comment notes the Monetary should be able to use their property. This comment does not raise 

any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I14 
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Response to Comment Letter I14 

Individual 

Gary Bosso 

September 14, 2021 

I14-1 This comment raises concerns about water supplies and potential water rate increases within the City. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-1, for a response addressing concerns on water supplies and the 

project’s net-zero water use.  

The commenter’s concern for potential water rate increase is not within the scope of the required 

environmental analysis under CEQA. According to the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064(e) 

“economic and social changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 

environment.” Therefore, this portion of the comment does not contain specific concerns related to the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. However, as detailed in Draft EIR Section 4.19, 

Utilities and Service Systems, analysis related to cost of service was conducted by utilizing the City’s 

Comprehensive Water and Wastewater Cost of Service Study, which calculated an average water use 

per resident. Please see Appendix J, Comprehensive Water and Wastewater Cost of Service Study, of 

the Draft EIR. 
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Comment Letter I15 
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Response to Comment Letter I15 

Individual 

Nancy Lingeman 

September 15, 2021 

I15-1 The comment expresses concern for impacts related to wildfires, fire hazards, safety and previous use 

of the site as a helicopter landing site. Draft EIR Section 4.20, Wildfire, analyzed impacts to wildfire and 

determined all impacts would be less than significant with implementation of project design feature 

PDF-WF-1, which requires the project to comply with the recommendations outlined in the Fire 

Protection Plan (FPP) during construction and operations. As detailed in the Draft EIR Section 4.9.5, 

Impact Analysis, of Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, compliance with PDF-WF-1 and local 

regulations governing emergency response would ensure impacts such as the project’s potential to 

substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan would be less 

than significant. Regarding the loss of the site as a fire response/helicopter landing area, see Response 

to Comment I10-1. 

I15-2 This comment expresses concern for water supplies in the project site’s vicinity and the proposed 

project’s plans to “pre-purchase” water. Please refer to Global Response GR-1. 

I15-3 This comment consists of two photos taken of firefighting helicopters landing on the project site, as 

noted in Response to Comment I15-1. See Response to Comment I15-1.  
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Comment Letter I16 
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Response to Comment Letter I16 

Individual 

Deirdre Murphy 

September 16, 2021 

I16-1 The comment expresses the commenter’s opinions regarding the Draft Safety Element Update (now 

the adopted Hazard Prevention Element) consistency with the proposed project. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-3. 
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Comment Letter I17 
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Response to Comment Letter I17 

Individual 

Arline and Daniel Golden, PhD 

September 16, 2021 

I17-1 The comment expresses concern regarding the proposed project’s impact on evacuation plans and the 

project’s consistency with the Draft Safety Element Update (now the adopted Hazard Prevention 

Element). See Global Response GR-3 and Global Response GR-4. 

I17-2 The comment expresses opposition for the proposed project but does not raise any issue concerning 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I17-3 The comment expresses concern related to wildfire, particularly related to the Santa Ana winds. See 

Global Response GR-3. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.20.1, Existing Conditions, of Section 4.20, 

Wildfire, and Draft EIR Appendix F2, Fire Protection Plan, based on fire history, wildfire risk for the 

project site is associated primarily with a Santa Ana wind-driven wildfire burning or spotting onto the 

site from the north or east. The proximity of the project to large expanses of open space to the north 

and northeast, and the terrain within the San Gabriel Mountains, including multiple sub-drainages and 

canyons, has the potential to funnel Santa Ana winds, thereby increasing local wind speeds and 

increasing wildfire hazard in the vicinity of the project site. However, as discussed in Section 4.20.5, 

Impact Analysis, of Section 4.20, Wildfire, through implementation of measures outlined in the FPP 

(see Draft EIR Appendix F2), impacts associated with slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, that 

would cause the project to exacerbate wildfire risks would be less than significant. 
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Comment Letter I18 
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Response to Comment Letter I18 

Individual 

Anke and Jean Bardenheier 

September 16, 2021 

I18-1 The comment is provided by the City and clarifies the distinction between the Supplement EIR that 

was prepared for the update of the City’s Housing Element (which is a part of its General Plan) and 

the EIR for the proposed project. The comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR. 

I18-2 The comment restates information contained in the Draft Safety Element (now the adopted Hazard 

Prevention Element). Additionally, the comment expresses concern about Carter Avenue as a secondary 

egress point. Please refer to Global Response GR-3, and Global Response GR-4. 

I18-3 The comment expresses support for the Draft Safety Element (now the adopted Hazard Prevention 

Element) but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-3.  
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Comment Letter I19 
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Response to Comment Letter I19 

Individual 

Frances Qiu  

September 27, 2021 

I19-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  

I19-2 The comment expresses concern regarding tree protection. See Global Response GR-2.  

I19-3 The comment expresses concern about increased traffic. See Global Response GR-6 .  

I19-4 The comment raises concerns about water supply for an additional 42 houses within the City. See 

Global Response GR-1.  

I19-5 The comment raises concern over fire and earthquake risk protection resources. Please refer to Draft 

EIR Section 4.15, Public Services, for details regarding impacts to public services and facilities as a 

result of project implementation. As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.15, impacts to public services, 

including emergency response services, would be less than significant. Additionally, all new residential 

development would be required to meet California Building Code requirements for seismic safety. 

Regarding wildfire concerns, see Global Response GR-3. 

I19-6 The comment expresses opposition for the proposed project and provides concluding remarks that do 

not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I20 
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Response to Comment Letter I20 

Individual 

Chris Leclerc  

September 27, 2021 

I20-1 The comment provides general opposition to the project that do not raise new or additional 

environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I21 
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Response to Comment Letter I21 

Individual 

Christie M. Dimon  

September 27, 2021 

I21-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow and expresses general opposition for the 

project. The comment does not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR.  

I21-2 The comment restates information regarding the removal of trees for project implementation. See to 

Global Response GR-2. 

I21-3 The comment restates Goal 1, Goal 2, Objective R10, and Policy R 10.2 of the Tree Preservation 

Element of the General Plan. Please refer to Global Response GR-2 and Draft EIR Section 4.11.5, 

Impact Analysis, of section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, regarding the project’s consistency with the 

goals, objectives, and policies listed by the commenter. 

I21-4 The comment raises a general concern about noise impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods to the 

east and south. Please refer to Response to Comment I5-2.  

I21-5 The comment raises concerns regarding the impact to traffic on Sunnyside Avenue, Lima Street, Carter 

Avenue, and Grove Street. Please refer to Global Response GR-6.  

I21-6 The comment expresses concern regarding water supply and the project’s net-zero water use. Additionally, 

the comment asks how 50 years of water will be stored. The additional supplemental water that could 

potentially be procured by the City as a result of the project will be stored in the Main San Gabriel 

Groundwater Basin and will be available to serve the public (see project design feature [PDF]- UTL-1 under 

Final EIR Section 3.3.14, Project Design Features). Please refer to Global Response GR-1. 

I21-7 The comment states that the project is inconsistent with the General Plan Objective R12, Optimizing 

the use of water resources. As concluded in Table 4.11-1 in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Land Use and 

Planning, the project would be consistent with the goal and impacts would be less than significant due 

to of the incorporation of water conservation measures including the use of native/drought-resistant 

landscaping and use of recycled water, and adherence to CALGreen requirements including the 

installation water-conserving and energy-efficient fixtures and appliances. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-7. 

I21-8 The comment incorrectly states that the General Plan Prohibits construction in VHFHSZ. Please refer 

to Global Response GR-3.  

I21-9 The comment expresses concern regarding emergency evacuation. Please refer to Global Response GR-4. 

I21-10 The City notes that the comment provides background information associated with faults near the project 

site. As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, impacts related to seismic activity would 

be less than significant. Please refer to Response to Comment I36-7. 
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Comment Letter I22 
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Response to Comment Letter I22 

Individual 

Sherry Wheelock  

September 27, 2021 

I22-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  

I22-2 The comment notes general opposition to the project for the following reasons: trees, animal habitat, 

landslide, earthquake zones, fire hazards, and traffic concerns. Analysis of these topics can be found 

in Draft EIR Sections 4.4, Biological Resources; 4.7, Geology and Soils; 4.11, Land Use and 

Planning; 4.17, Transportation; and 4.20, Wildfire. All impacts associated with these issues as analyzed 

in the Draft EIR were found to be less than significant. Please refer to Global Response GR-2. 

I22-3 The comment expresses general concern about building homes in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity 

Zone. Please refer to Global Response GR-3. 

I22-4 The comment expresses concern about defensible spacing on small lots. All buildings would have 100 

feet of Fuel Modification Area (FMA) around each building from combination of irrigated greenbelts and 

paved roads. The project would be required to comply with all regulatory requirements of the SMMC 

and Fire Protection Plan (FPP), in accordance with PDF-WF-1. As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.20, 

Wildfire, impacts related to wildfire would be less than significant. 

I22-5 The comment expresses concern over emergency evacuation, specifically about emergency egress, 

staging of emergency vehicles in an evacuation, and Carter Avenue being able to accommodate 

emergency equipment. Please refer to Global Response GR-4. 

I22-6 The comment questions whether two-way traffic on Carter at Bailey Canyon was addressed in the EIR 

and raises general concerns about pedestrian safety in and around Baily Canyon. It should be noted 

that, under SB 743, comments addressing concerns about increased traffic do not raise issues relating 

to the Draft EIR’s transportation impacts analysis as LOS or other measures of vehicular roadway 

capacity and traffic congestion cannot be used to evaluate the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the project’s 

impact on traffic and circulation under CEQA. Nonetheless, although not required as part of the EIR’s 

transportation analysis which CEQA limits to VMT, Appendix K, Traffic Study, has been added to this 

Final EIR has been added for informational purpose in response to public comments and details the 

expected changes in traffic conditions (i.e., trips and traffic volume, with the proposed project). The 

report includes details on data collection (i.e., traffic counts) which were conducted at four intersections 

and six roadway segments in October 2020. Page 6 of Appendix K presents the trip distribution analysis 

for the project, and Table 7 indicates that congestion levels will not be impacted by the project at any 

location, including Carter Avenue. Please refer to Global Response GR-6 .  

I22-7 The comment expresses the opinion that two-way traffic is not feasible on Grove Street, when Grove 

Street is also accommodating parked cars and pedestrians. Improvements on Grove Street are not 

proposed as part of the project. Please refer to Global Response GR-6. North Grove Street is expected 

to experience a negligible level of traffic generated by the project, as reflected in the traffic conditions 

analysis and therefore this increase in traffic would not result in any safety issues along this roadway.  
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I22-8 The comment expresses the commenter’s opinions regarding the capacity of Carter Avenue from Lima 

Street to the entrance of the retreat center. Please refer to Global Response GR-5.  

I22-9 The comment expresses concern regarding emergency evacuation specifically on Carter Avenue. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-4. 

I22-10 The comment provides information about the future proposed objective for the General Plan update to 

avoid development in Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones from the Draft EIR for the General Plan 

released in August of 2021. Please refer to Global Response GR-3. 
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Comment Letter I23 
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Response to Comment Letter I23 

Individual 

Stanton Hunter  

September 27, 2021 

I23-1 The comment provides general opposition to the project that does not raise new or additional 

environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment expresses concern 

regarding visual impacts and traffic. For details regarding the analysis of those topics, please refer to 

Draft EIR Section 4.1, Aesthetics; EIR Section 4.17, Transportation; and Global Response GR-6.  
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Comment Letter I24 
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Response to Comment Letter I24 

Individual 

Tom Halpenny 

September 26, 2021 

I24-1 The comment provides general opposition to the project and expresses concern regarding tree removal, 

particularly as it relates to loss of oxygen. Please refer to Global Response GR-2. This amount of tree 

reduction proposed on site is not significant enough to result in any loss of oxygen production. In 

addition, as discussed in GR-2, the proposed landscape plan would incorporate more trees on-site 

compared to existing conditions. 

I24-2 The comment provides general opposition to the project that does not raise new or additional 

environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I25 
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Response to Comment Letter I25 

Individual 

Katrelya Angus 

September 27, 2021 

I25-1 The comment expressed concern about the removal of trees. Please refer to Global Response GR-2. 

I25-2 The comment expresses concern that removal of trees will destroy wildlife habitat. As concluded in 

Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, impacts to wildlife would be less than significant following 

implementation of identified mitigation measures.  

I25-3 The comment provides general opposition to the project that does not raise new or additional 

environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I26 
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Response to Comment Letter I26 

Individual 

Henry Leung 

September 27, 2021 

I26-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  

I26-2 The comment correctly acknowledges that the institutional use alternatives were found to result in 

greater impacts than the proposed project and asks how the community was involved in the process of 

identifying and analyzing alternatives. The CEQA Guidelines require that a “range of reasonable 

alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic 

objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 

project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives” (14 CCR 15126.6[a]). While the 

development of project alternatives under CEQA is not a public process, the public is granted the 

opportunity to provide input on the scope of the Draft EIR, including potential project alternatives, 

during the NOP scoping period and associated public scoping meeting, which was held on July 14, 2021 

from 6:00p.m. to 7:00p.m, and as part of the public review of the Draft EIR.  

I26-3 The comment expresses an opinion that the park is the main public benefit of the project and that it 

could be included in the other project alternatives. As explained in the reduced development scenario, 

the neighborhood park would not have the available funds to bring the park to fruition as a result of 

the decrease in development. For further information about what is required in alternatives analysis 

please refer to Draft EIR Section 8.1, Introduction, of Chapter 8, Alternatives. 

I26-4 The comment questions the merit and community benefit of the Reduced Development/No Park 

alternative and provided the opinion that the community residential facility alternative is preferable. 

The City acknowledges this opinion, but it does not raise new or additional environmental issues 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For further information about what is required in alternatives 

analysis please refer to Draft EIR Section 8.1, Introduction, of Chapter 8, Alternatives. 

I26-5 The comment suggests that fire risks associated with the project would be increased compared to that 

of the other building standards of the proposed alternatives. As concluded in Section 8.6, Alternatives 

Impact Summary, all alternatives would result in less than significant impacts and would be required 

to prepare a Fire Protection Plan (FPP). The project will be built in accordance with California Building 

Code Standards as well as the California Fire Code which provides adequate safety standards for fire 

hazards. Information on the purpose of the FPP can be found in EIR Section 4.20.2, Relevant Plan, 

Policies, and Ordinances, in Section 4.20, Wildfire. Wildfire impacts associated with the propsoed 

alternatives were are determined to be less than significant and no further analysis is required.  

I26-6 The comment expresses concerns regarding water supply and the project’s net-zero water use. Please 

refer to Global Response GR-1. 

I26-7 The comment expresses concern that there is no expectation that residents of the project would use 

less water and energy and that an institution would have less water and energy usage. It is not 

anticipated that residents of the project would use less water and energy. However, as discussed in 

Draft EIR Section 4.6.2, Relevant Plans, Policies, and Ordinances, in Section 4.6, Energy, under 
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Title  24, new construction under the green building code standards would be required to implement 

measures to ensure energy and water efficiency. Please refer to Global Response GR-1. As discussed 

in Chapter 8, Alternatives, of the EIR, both Alternatives 2 and 3, would result in higher water usage than 

the proposed project.  

I26-8 The comment suggests that landscaping be required to be drought tolerant. As stated in Draft EIR 

Section 3.3.4, Conceptual Landscape Plan, the project landscaping plan would include drought tolerant 

tree and plant species. 

I26-9 The comment expresses the opinion that an institution would have more incentive to reduce energy 

and water usage. However, the level to which future users will be incentivized to reduce energy and 

water usage is too speculative to factored into the alternatives analysis at this time. However, as 

discussed in Chapter 8, Alternatives, of the EIR, both Alternatives 2 and 3, would result in higher water 

usage than the proposed project.  

I26-10 The commenter’s opinion is that Draft EIR Chapter 8 does not represent a fair assessment of project 

alternatives. However, the comment does not suggest any additional alternatives for consideration. The 

alternatives to the proposed project as analyzed in Draft EIR Chapter 8 were developed in accordance 

with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. In developing the alternatives to be addressed in the Draft EIR, 

the potential alternatives were evaluated in terms of their ability to meet the basic objectives of the 

project, while reducing or avoiding the environmental impacts of the project identified in Chapter 4, 

Environmental Analysis, of the Draft EIR. In determining what alternatives should be considered in the 

Draft EIR, it is important to acknowledge the objectives of the project, the project’s significant effects, 

and unique project considerations. These factors are crucial to the development of alternatives that 

meet the criteria specified in California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 15126.6(a). Although, EIRs 

must contain a discussion of “potentially feasible” alternatives, the ultimate determination as to 

whether an alternative is feasible or infeasible is made by the lead agency’s decision‐making body, the 

Sierra Madre City Council (see PRC Section 21081[a][3]).  
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Comment Letter I27 
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Response to Comment Letter I27 

Individual 

Valerie Salmbier 

September 27, 2021 

I27-1 The comment opposes to the project and expresses concern related to the project’s impacts to traffic, 

fire, trees, water, and earthquakes For more information on these topics, please refer to Final EIR 

Sections 4.17, Transportation; 4.20, Wildfire; 4.4, Biological Resources (and Appendix C2, Arborist 

Report); 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems; and 4.7, Geology and Soils. For additional information on 

tree removal, please refer to Global Response GR-2 and for additional information regarding traffic, 

please refer to Global Response GR-6.   
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Comment Letter I28 
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Response to Comment Letter I28 

Individual 

Clyde Stauff 

September 27, 2021 

I28-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  

128-2 The comment expresses concern about the traffic on Sunnyside Avenue. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-6.  

I28-3 This comment expressed concern about traffic impacts on pedestrian traffic and parking on Grove Street 

and Carter Avenue. Please refer to Response to Comment I4-31 and Global Responses GR- 5 and GR-6. 

I28-4 The comment expresses concern that the project site is located within an earthquake and Very High 

Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) and that an institution would be subject to more stringent building 

standards to address these hazards. The project will be built to California Building Code Standards as 

well as the California Fire Code which provides adequate safety standards for earthquake and fire 

hazards. As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.7.5, Impacts Analysis, in Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, 

with implementation of mitigation measures and project design features, hazards related to seismic 

activity would be mitigated to less than significant levels. As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.20, Wildfire, 

the project would be required to adhere to the design measures provided in the Fire Protection Plan 

(FPP) (Appendix F2) which includes measures such as using ignition resistant construction materials 

and fuel modification around homes. Please refer to Global Response GR-3.  

I28-5 The comment expresses concern that the zone changes of the site would result in growth inducement 

impacts because the zone change would allow additional accessory dwelling units (ADUs) and that the 

EIR does not adequately consider the development potential of the proposed project with the inclusion 

of ADUs.8 As detailed in the SMMC Chapter 17.22, ADUs or “second units” are permitted in residential 

zones (including existing residential zones in the City), to meet the requirements under State law for 

ADUs and Junior ADUs. Thus, ADUs and Junior ADUs would be permitted should individual homeowners 

choose to undergo the process of permitting and constructing an ADU on their property; however, ADUs 

or further subdivision of lots are not proposed as part of the proposed project or Specific Plan and it is 

too speculative to assume when or how many (if any) individual homeowners would choose to construct 

an ADU in the future for purposes of environmental review. 

Thus, Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project Description, defines the project as including 42 detached single-

family dwellings, which would be implemented by a future action for a tentative tract map process. 

Moreover, Draft EIR Section 4.14, Population and Housing, applies a conservative regional household 

size of 3.2 persons per household in its analysis of the project’s potential for population growth, despite 

the fact that City household size and population growth trends lower than the regional average. Thus, 

the Draft EIR estimates a (conservatively higher) potential population growth of 134 residents that 

could be generated from project implementation.  

 
8 Atkins. 2021. Senate Bill (SB) No. 9. Housing development: approvals. Authored by State Senator Toni Atkins, 

President pro Tempore. Approved by Governor September 16, 2021. https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/ 

billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB9 
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I28-6 The comment expresses the opinion on that a hospital alternative is unrealistic and that there is 

another senior housing alternative that was not considered in the Draft EIR. Draft EIR Chapter 8, 

Alternatives, does not include an alternative for a hospital. As stated in Draft EIR Chapter 8, a communal 

residential alternative (Alternative 2) assumes development of senior care facilities. Alternative 2 would 

not meet five of eight of the objectives, and impacts would be greater under Alternative 2 compared to 

the proposed project. Please refer to Response to Comment I26-10 regarding the development of 

alternatives to the proposed project.  

I28-7 The comment provides concluding remarks and does not raise new or additional environmental issues 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I29 
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Response to Comment Letter I29 

Individual 

Nancy Lingeman 

September 28, 2021 

I29-1 The comment addresses the spraying of herbicide on the Mater Dolorosa property. The comment does 

not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I30 
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Response to Comment Letter I30 

Individual 

Randall Family 

September 28, 2021 

I30-1 The comment expresses concern regarding safety of proposed housing and consistency with the City’s 

General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. Safety issues have been analyzed throughout various Draft EIR 

sections including Section 4.7, Geology and Soils; Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials; and 

Section 4.20, Wildfire. Regarding consistency with the City’s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, 

please refer to Global Response GR-7.  

130-2 The comment expresses concern that the project does not have at least two emergency evacuation 

routes and that existing streets are not wide enough for emergency exists and fire trucks. Please refer 

to Global Responses GR-4 and GR-5-. 

130-3 The comment provides general opposition to the project and would prefer a hospital or nursing home 

alternative. This comment does not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I31 
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Response to Comment Letter I31 

Individual 

John and Mary Hopkins 

September 28, 2021 

I31-1 The comment provides general concern about the project and does not raise new or additional 

environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I31-2 The comment expresses concern over the impacts traffic would have on the surrounding community. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-6.  

I31-3 The comment expresses the commenter’s opinion on the project’s potential impact to the quality of life 

for City residents. This comment does not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I31-4 The comment expressed concern about the destruction of open space. This comment does not raise 

new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Impact to biological 

resources were analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources. With implementation of 

mitigation, impacts to biological resources were determined to be less than significant.  
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Comment Letter I32 
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Response to Comment Letter I32 

Individual 

Barbara Vellturo and Jane Tsong 

September 28, 2021 

I32-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  

I32-2 The comment states that the project site is the last large parcel that connects the canyon and the 

alluvial fan. The comment provides further information about the high infiltration rates that allow for 

groundwater recharge and that the site is ranked high in conservation value. As concluded in Draft EIR 

Section 4.10.5, Impact Analysis, of Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the project would result 

in less that significant impacts to groundwater recharge. The project would introduce impervious 

surfaces to the site; however, the inclusion of open space, including the proposed park, and additional 

drainage features would continue to contribute to adequate groundwater recharge. In addition, the 

project would include a 63,500-cubic-foot retention gallery, to be located within the proposed park, 

which would consist of approximately 2,400 linear feet of 60-inch diameter perforated pipe surrounded 

by gravel bed and would be consistent with the City’s Low-Impact Development (LID) Plan requirements 

found within Section 15.58.080, LID plan requirement, of the SMMC. The retention storage gallery 

would be approximately 24 inches below ground and would promote water quality treatment through 

infiltration. Stormwater that is not retained in the underground storage gallery retention system or 

infiltrated into the ground would be routed to the southeast corner of the proposed park and exit to 

Crestvale Drive via a surface culvert and to the MS4 downstream to Arcadia Wash. With implementation 

of these project site improvements as well as compliance with all existing water quality regulations, 

impacts related to hydrology would be less than significant.  

I32-3 The comment provides a suggestion for an alternative scenario that would retain the hydrologic 

functions of the site. Please refer to Draft EIR Section 4.10 for details regarding site hydrology and 

flooding impacts associated with project implementation. As concluded in this section, impacts 

associated with these issues were found to be less than significant. Additionally, the commentor 

suggests that the land be acquired for regional public benefit to optimize its biodiversity, recharge, and 

provide flood control. As explained in Draft EIR Chapter 8, Alternatives, alternatives to be considered in 

the alternatives analysis would need to feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives. For the 

proposed project analysis, the No Project/No Build alternative scenario was analyzed; however, this 

alternative does not meet the basic objectives of the project. Additionally, the Reduced Development 

Alternative scenario was analyzed and determined to be the environmentally superior alternative that 

meets most of the basic project objectives.  

I32-4 The comment offers to provide information about options for purchase and management of 

conservation land. This comment does not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I33 
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Response to Comment Letter I33 

Individual 

Nancy Beckham 

September 28, 2021 

I33-1 through 133-4: This comment letter is the same comment letter from Jane Tsong of the Watershed 

Conservation Authority that was included in Response to Comment Letter I32. Please see 

Responses to Comment Letter I32. 
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Comment Letter I34 
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Response to Comment Letter I34 

Individual 

Nancy Beckham 

September 28, 2021 

I34-1 through 134-4: This comment letter is the same comment letter from Jane Tsong of the Watershed 

Conservation Authority that was included in Response to Comment Letter I32. Please see 

Responses to Comment Letter I32. 
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Comment Letter I35 
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Response to Comment Letter I35 

Individual 

Darlene Papa 

September 29, 2021 

I35-1 The comment expresses opposition to the proposed project as presented and cites concern for impacts 

to traffic, trees, wildlife, and water. The specific concerns are outlined, below, as shown in Responses 

to Comments I35-2 through I35-6. 

I35-2 The comment raises concern for existing traffic within the project site’s vicinity and the project’s 

potential impacts to traffic congestion, subsequent air quality pollution, and safety.  

The Draft EIR addresses the commenters concerns in Draft EIR Sections 4.17, Transportation, and 4.3, 

Air Quality. Please refer to Global Response GR-6 for information on traffic impacts. Draft EIR 

Section 4.17 details consistency with existing General Plan policies and objectives highlighting the 

need for safety. Moreover, the project would include sidewalks along the proposed streets to promote 

pedestrian safety and mobility within the project site and local vicinity and would not result in a 

hazardous roadway design or unsafe roadway configuration. Thus, impacts associated with 

transportation were found to be less than significant. Finally, as described in Draft EIR Section 4.3, 

potential health impacts related to carbon monoxide (CO) hotspots from mobile source emissions (i.e., 

vehicular traffic) were determined to not be cumulatively considerable and would result in less than 

significant impacts.  

I35-3 The comment expresses concern for the removal of mature trees on the project site, including protected 

oak trees, as a result of the proposed project. Please refer to Global Response GR-2 

I35-4 This comment states the proposed project would impact the community’s wildlife habitat. As described 

in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources and Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, the project is 

in compliance with the City’s General Plan and would not remove high quality wildlife habitat. Thus, the 

project would have a less-than-significant impact on resident wildlife, consistent with Goal 1 of 

Chapter 2, Section 2 of the General Plan. Additionally, the project would not impact any wildlife 

corridors; therefore, no wildlife passages would be affected, consistent with Policy R5.2. As such, the 

project would be consistent with wildlife protection policies of the General Plan.  

I35-5 This comment notes concern for water usage and potential conflict with conservation efforts. The 

proposed project would not substantially increase demand of the City’s water supply such that the 

relocation or construction of new or expanded water supply facilities would be needed, as further 

detailed in Draft EIR Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems. Moreover, the City is expected to meet 

future demands for normal year, single dry years, and five consecutive drought years from 2025 

through 2045. For more discussion on water usage, please see Global Response GR-1.  

I35-6 This comment requests a reevaluation of the project’s environmental impacts. As detailed above, 

Responses to Comments I35-1 through I35-5, the Draft EIR adequately analyzed the proposed project’s 

impacts as required under CEQA. Furthermore, as a result of these responses to comments, 

“substantial revisions” requiring recirculation of the Draft EIR, as set forth in CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15073.5, were not required.  
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Comment Letter I36 
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Response to Comment Letter I36 

Individual 

Barbara McCallon 

September 29, 2021 

I36-1 The comment expresses opposition to the proposed project and cites concern about drought conditions 

for the project area. The commenter also describes existing conditions and concerns related to the 

commenter’s property, which is not a part of the project site. As such, no response is required. However, 

as further detailed in Draft EIR Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems, the proposed project would 

not substantially increase demand of the City’s water supply such that the relocation or construction of 

new or expanded water supply facilities would be needed. Moreover, the City is expected to meet future 

demands for normal year, single dry years, and five consecutive drought years from 2025 through 

2045. For more discussion on water usage, please see Global Response GR-1. 

I36-2 The comment notes existing noise conditions of Sunnyside Avenue, expresses concerns related to 

traffic and wildfire, and opposes the project’s design. However, the comment does not express 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis related to noise, as detailed in Draft EIR 

Section 4.13, Noise. Please refer to Global Response GR-6 for a discussion related to traffic. In 

addition, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, with implementation of 

mitigation, impacts to biological resources would be less than significant. The proposed project 

would be implemented with the adoption of a Specific Plan, which includes design guidelines 

subject to the approval of City decision makers.  

I36-3 The comment represents a general concern for wildfire in the project area. Wildfire was analyzed in 

Draft EIR Section 4.20, Wildfire. Impacts related to wildfire were determined to be less than significant. 

In addition, the project would be required to comply with project design feature PDF-WF-1, which 

includes compliance with the project’s Fire Protection Plan (FPP), included as Draft EIR Appendix F2.  

I36-4 The comment states implementation of the proposed project would mean the City will suffer from water 

rationing. Please see Global Response GR-1. It should be noted that water rationing by the City’s 

residents would not occur with implementation of the proposed project.  

I36-5 The comment states the project would result in traffic congestion. Please refer to Global Response GR-6.  

I36-6 The comment notes concern for construction noise as a result of the project. As stated in Response to 

Comment I36-2, above, the Draft EIR analyzed noise impacts in Draft EIR Section 4.13. Potentially 

significant temporary noise impacts during construction activities were disclosed and mitigation was 

incorporated to reduce impacts to a less than significant level. A significant impact would occur when 

construction takes place near the project boundaries, specifically impacting sensitive receptors such 

as the single-family residences to the west and south of the project site (see Table 4.13-5, Construction 

Noise Levels at Noise-Sensitive Uses, of the Draft EIR). However, with the incorporation of MM-NOI-1, 

the City and/or the Construction Contractor would be required to implement noise reduction measures 

during all construction activities which would ensure compliance with the applicable noise limits and 

reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Noise reduction measures would include administrative 

controls, engineering controls, and noise barriers. 
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I36-7 This comment notes concern with an earthquake fault located within the project area. Draft EIR 

Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, states the project site is not located on a known active, potentially 

active, or inactive fault as delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. However, the 

closest earthquake fault to the project site is the Sierra Madre Fault, located approximately 700 feet 

to the north. As detailed in Draft EIR Section 4.7 and Appendix E, the potential for ground rupture on 

the project site is considered low. Furthermore, the proposed project would be required to comply with 

all existing regulations, including the CBC and the SMMC in order to ensure seismic safety. In addition, 

the project would comply with project design features PDF-GEO-1 through PDF-GEO-15, and MM-GEO- 1 

which includes project specific recommendations from the geotechnical investigation (included as 

Draft EIR Appendix E).  

I36-8 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project and does not express concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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Comment Letter I37 
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Response to Comment Letter I37 

Individual 

Daniel Golden 

September 28, 2021 

I37-1 The comment requests the following comments (Comments I37-2 through I37-7) be included in the 

responses to comments of the Final EIR. As shown, the commenter’s request has been recorded as 

part of this Final EIR. Furthermore, the Final EIR will be included as part of a future public hearing on 

the proposed project for the City’s consideration and review.  

I37-2 The comment expresses opposition to the proposed project and states the project is inconsistent with 

the City’s General Plan, particularly noting concern with wildfire hazards. Draft EIR Section 4.20, 

Wildfire, analyzed the project’s potential impacts related to wildfire, which were determined to be less 

than significant. In addition, as detailed in the EIR, the project would be required to comply with project 

design feature PDF-WF-1, which requires implementation of the requirements outlined in the Fire 

Protection Plan (FPP), included as Appendix F2 of the EIR. Per Draft EIR Section 4.20, compliance with 

the FPP would include implementation of evacuation requirements, implementation of an FMA, annual 

vegetation management, and on-going/as-needed fuel modification maintenance. In addition, prior to 

bringing lumber or combustible materials onto the site, site improvements within the active 

development area shall be in place, including utilities, operable fire hydrants, an approved, temporary 

roadway surface, and construction phase fuel modification zones established. These features would 

be approved by the fire department or their designee prior to combustibles being brought on site. 

Furthermore, vegetation management would be implemented as an interim fuel modification zone 

(FMZ) throughout the construction phase as there may be periods of time where structures are exposed 

to wildland fuels, consistent with the FPP. These features would reduce impacts related to wildfire. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I37-3 The comment notes two Safety Element policies mentioned are of the Draft Safety Element Update 

(now the adopted Hazard Prevention Element). Please refer to Global Response GR-3.  

I37-4 The comment raises concern for the project’s potential risk to construction-related fires. The risks 

associated with fire and wildfire have been analyzed throughout the Draft EIR, including under Draft 

EIR Sections 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials; 4.15, Public Services; 4.11, Land Use and 

Planning; and 4.20. As such, the comment’s concern has been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. 

Furthermore, the project includes the adoption of project design feature PDF-WF-1, included as 

Appendix F2 of the Draft EIR, which requires the project to comply with recommendations outlined in 

the FPP for both construction and operations. The project would be required to comply with the pre-

construction requirements outlined in the FPP. Pre- construction requirements would occur before any 

lumber or combustible materials would be brought onto the site. Requirements include site 

improvements, including utilities, operable fire hydrants, a temporary roadway surface, and 

construction phase fuel modification established. The project would be designed and constructed in 

accordance with all applicable provisions of the City’s Fire Code, the California Building Code, and 

compliance would be ensured through the plan check process provided by the City of Sierra Madre Fire 

Department prior to the issuance of building permits. Finally, in the event of an unforeseen fire during 

construction, the project would be adequately served by fire protection services as further detailed in 

Draft EIR Section 4.15.  
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I37-5 The comment notes that the project site is designated as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone by the 

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) and states development of the project 

should not occur. The comment further raises concern for the wildfire risk to surrounding communities 

as a result of project development. Draft EIR Section 4.20 adequately addresses the commenter’s 

concern related to risk exacerbation and exposure of people and structures. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-3 and Response to Comment I37-2. No change or addition to the environmental analysis 

is required.  

I37-6 The comment expresses concern that fire personnel and equipment would not reduce wildfire risk. 

Please see Response to Comment I37-5 for a response related to wildfire concerns. In addition, please 

see Draft EIR Section 4.15, Public Services, for a discussion related to fire protection services 

associated with the proposed project.  

I37-7 The comment presents concerns already addressed previously in Response to Comment Letter I37, 

related to failure to attend to of major fire risk analysis. See Responses to Comments I37-1 through 

I36-6, above.  
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Comment Letter I38 
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Response to Comment Letter I38 

Individual 

Daniel Golden 

September 28, 2021 

I38-1 This comment requests the following comments (Comments I38-2 through I38-6) be included in the 

responses to comments of the Final EIR. As shown, the commenter’s request has been recorded as 

part of this Final EIR.  

I38-2 The comment expresses concern for the removal of trees on the project site and inconsistency with 

Policies and Values of the General Plan. Please refer to Global Response GR-2 and Global 

Response GR-7. 

I38-3 The comment identifies the number of trees on the project site proposed for removal and raises 

concern for water supplies to support the planting and growth of new trees. As described in Draft EIR 

Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems, the proposed project would not substantially increase 

demand of the City’s water supply such that the relocation or construction of new or expanded water 

supply facilities would be needed. Moreover, the City is expected to meet future demands for normal 

year, single dry years, and five consecutive drought years from 2025 through 2045. For more 

discussion on water usage, please see Global Response GR- 1. Water uses associated with proposed 

landscaping has been incorporated in the water use calculations (see GR-1 and Final EIR Section 4.19).  

Additionally, the comment suggests that the project is inconsistent with the City’s Forest Management 

Plan and goal of tree canopy preservation. Please refer to Global Response GR-2 and Final EIR 

Section 4.10.5, Impact Analysis, of Section 4.10. Land Use and Planning. 

I38-4 This comment raises concern for the removal of mature trees as a result of the project and its impact 

on oxygen generation for the surrounding community. The Draft EIR adequately analyzed the project’s 

impacts related to tree removal currently existing on site. Related to concerns regarding loss of oxygen 

associated with tree removal, see Response to Comment I24-1. As such, no response is required.  

I38-5 This comment provides a general comment about the many benefits of trees. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-2 The comment does not express any specific concerns related to the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis and therefore no further response is required or provided. 

I38-6 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project. Moreover, the comment requests an 

“atmospheric impact analysis” be prepared to adequately analyze the project’s potential impacts 

related to tree removal. As noted in Response to Comment I38-4, the commenter’s request is not 

required under CEQA and, thus, no change or addition is required as part of the Final EIR.  
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Comment Letter I39 
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Response to Comment Letter I39 

Individual 

Michael Charters 

September 29, 2021 

I39-1 This comment requests the following comments (Comments I39-2 through I38-7) be included in the 

responses to comments of the Final EIR. As shown, the commenter’s request has been recorded as 

part of this Final EIR for the City decision makers’ review and consideration. 

Additionally, the comment states the project is inconsistent with the City’s General Plan. Please refer 

to Global Response GR-7. 

I39-2 This comment expresses support for a project alternative of 10 to 15 homes with the preservation of a 

larger percentage of open space. Draft EIR Chapter 8, Alternatives evaluated alternatives to the 

proposed project. The Draft EIR did consider a Reduced Development Alternative (Alternative 4). Under 

Alternative 4, a total of 34 detached single-family residential units would be proposed (representing a 

20% reduction from the proposed project); however, this alternative would not meet some of the 

objectives as outlined in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR. Thus, an alternative that reduces the number of 

units further, to 10 to 15 homes, would similarly not meet the project objectives, and would be rejected 

on that ground.  

Additionally, the comment states the proposed project’s approval should be decided by the voters of 

the City of Sierra Madre via referendum. As outlined in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, 

the project’s discretionary approvals are not subject to a vote by the City’s voting residents.  

I39-3 The comment notes concern with the project’s size and potential impacts related to construction traffic 

and construction noise. Although the comment does not state specific concerns with the adequacy of 

the EIR’s environmental analysis, please see Draft EIR Sections 4.1, Aesthetics; 4.13, Noise; and 4.17, 

Transportation for more information on these topics.  

I39-4 The comment expresses concern for drought conditions in the project area. Please see Global 

Response GR- 1.  

I39-5 The comment raises concern for the project site’s location within an area designated as a Very High 

Fire Hazard Severity Zone and the risk of exposing people and structures to wildfire. Please refer to 

Global Response GR-3 and Global Response GR-4. 

I39-6 The comment states the Draft EIR is deficient in explaining consistency with the City’s policies and 

regulations governing tree preservation. Please refer to Global Response GR-2. 

I39-7 The comment requests the proposed project be put on hold for the community concerns to be 

adequately addressed. These responses to comments represent the due diligence under CEQA to 

consider and review environmental topics of concern through the public review process.  
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Comment Letter I40 
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Response to Comment Letter I40 

Individual 

Gracie Charters 

September 30, 2021 

I40-1 The comment presents general opposition to the project and does not raise new or additional 

environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I40-2 The comment expresses concern about the removal of trees and destruction of wildlife habitat, and 

wildfire risk. As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, impacts to wildlife would be less 

than significant following implementation of identified mitigation. Additionally, Draft EIR Section 4.20, 

Wildfire, analyzed project impacts associated with wildfire risk. With implementation of PDF-WF-1, the 

project would implement a project-specific FPP which would reduce wildfire impacts to a less-than-

significant level. Regarding tree removal, please refer to Global Response GR-2. 

I40-3 The comment expresses general opposition related increased development in the area and does not 

raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I40-4 The comment provides concluding remarks and general opposition to the project that do not raise new 

or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I41 
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Response to Comment Letter I41 

Individual 

Ashley Wilson  

September 29, 2021 

I41-1 The comment raises concerns about the noise and traffic conflicting with the preservation of quiet 

neighborhoods. Please refer to Response to Comment I5-2. 

I41-2 This comment expresses concern about traffic impacts to the surrounding community specifically on 

Sunnyside Avenue, Lima Street, Carter Avenue, and Grove Street. The comment raises concern 

regarding traffic on Sunnyside Avenue, Lima Street, Carter Avenue, and Grove Street. Please refer to 

Global Response GR-6. It should be noted that under CEQA, an increase in traffic is no longer used to 

assess whether a project would have a significant effect on traffic under CEQA. Rather, CEQA now 

requires that the transportation impacts of a project be assessed solely through the calculation of VMT, 

and for which, this project was determined to have a less than significant impact. As discussed in Global 

Response GR-6, Appendix K to this Final EIR includes a Traffic Study, which was prepared strictly for 

informational purposes and discusses the expected changes in traffic conditions. As discussed in 

Appendix K, the performance of the study intersections, as measured by LOS, would result in no 

measurable difference as a result of the project, and all of the intersections will function well-within the 

City’s standards. 

I41-3 The comment provides concluding remarks that do not raise new or additional environmental issues 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I42 
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Response to Comment Letter I42 

Individual 

Caroline Brown 

September 29, 2021 

I42-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  

I42-2 The comment identifies a minor typographical error in the Arborist Report prepared for the project, 

provided as Appendix C2 of the Draft EIR. Section 3.1 of the Arborist Report incorrectly stated there are 

10 coast live oak trees on the project site. There are actually 11 coast live oaks on the project site, but 

only 10 of the coast live oak trees are protected under the City’s Tree Preservation and Protection 

Ordinance. The eleventh tree is not protected under the Ordinance because it does not have a truck 

that “exceeds a diameter of four inches as measured at four and one-half feet above natural or 

established grade” as required by the Ordinance. This error has been corrected in the Arborist Report 

and Final EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources. It should be noted that revisions have been made in 

the Final EIR (see Section 4.4, Biological Resources) and Appendix C2, Arborist Report, as a result of 

the proposed off-site widening of Carter Avenue; however, these revisions and proposed off-site 

improvements do not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR. 

I42-3 The comment states that the Arborist Report fails to identify the extension of the intact woodland. As 

stated in Section 5.2 of the Arborist Report (Appendix C2), there are 0 indirect tree impacts expected 

within 25 feet of the proposed project footprint. It should be noted that revisions have been made in 

the Final EIR (see Section 4.4, Biological Resources) and Appendix C2, Arborist Report, as a result of 

the proposed off-site widening of Carter Avenue. Per the Final EIR, 10 trees located within the off-site 

improvement area will have direct impacts as construction is anticipated within the tree protection zone 

within Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park. However, MM-BIO-3, included in Section 4.4.6, Mitigation 

Measures, of the Final EIR, would still be implemented to reduce impacts to trees to less than 

significant. These revisions and proposed off-site improvements do not raise new or additional 

environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I42-4 The comment gives background information about the importance of oak woodland ecosystems and 

tree health. Please refer to Global Response GR-2.  

I42-5 The comment states that the 11 coast live oak trees as a whole represent more value than just the 

removal of 11 individual trees and that removal of the 11 coast live oak trees would put pressure on 

the new exposed edge of the adjacent oak woodland. Please refer to Global Response GR-2. In addition, 

aside from a few oak trees located close by in the northeastern portion of the site, the 11 oak trees 

present on-site are dispersed throughout the site (see Appendix B of Appendix C2, Protected Tree 

Report). As such, as these protected trees are largely not grouped together, replacing the oaks 

throughout the project site would not degrade their collective habitat value. The replacement oak trees 

would provide a similar benefit to those that are already located on the site.  

I42-6 The comment questions the adequacy of the 1:1 replacement ratio. The 1:1: replacement ratio is 

established by City of SMMC, Section 12.20.115, which states, “Protected trees that prevent 

reasonable development shall be replaced within one year of removal by a minimum of one tree of the 

same species, or a suitable alternative species approved by the city arborist which serves a comparable 
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function (shade, screening, erosion control, etc.) as that of the tree removed. Minimum replacement 

tree size shall be not less than fifteen gallons and not larger than forty-eight-inch box, as determined 

by mitigation guidelines developed by the commission and established by resolution of the city council.” 

The Protected Tree Report (Appendix C2) stated that this as the recommendation for the replacement 

and is in compliance with the City Municipal Code. Please refer to Global Response GR-2. 

I42-7 The comment provides general background information about oak seedlings on the project site. 

However, this comment does not raise any specific issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I42-8  The comment questions the adequacy of the 1:1 tree replacement ratio. Refer to Response to 

Comment I42-6. 

I42-9  The comment suggests that nine of the eleven coast live oak trees proposed to be removed and 

replaced at a 1:1 ratio be replaced instead at a much higher ratio. However, the 1:1 replacement ratio 

established by the SMMC is adequate. Refer to Response to Comment I42-6. 

I42-10  The comment suggests that replacement ratios as high as 7 to 1 be applied to some of the trees 

proposed for removal. However, the 1:1 replacement ratio established by the SMMC is adequate. Refer 

to Response to Comment I42-6. 

I42-11  The comment suggests that a higher tree replacement ratio be applied such that at least 36 new coast 

live oak trees are provided. Refer to Response to Comment I42-6. 

I42-12 The comment generally opposes the removal of oak trees at the project site. This comment does not 

raise any specific environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-2. 

I42-13 The comment questions the amount of land the project will dedicate to the City as open space. 

Information on the designated open space area can be found in Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project 

Description, and Figure 3-4. A few minor changes were made to Final EIR Section 3.3.3 to clarify the 

conditions of the open space conservation easement. This comment does not raise new or additional 

environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I42-14  This comment states that the donation area is inclusive of a parcel that is already owned by the City as 

well as land currently owned by the Retreat Center. This is not correct. All parcels within the designated 

open space area are currently owned by the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center. Please refer to Response 

to Comment I42-15, below, for further details.  

I42-15  The comment states that one of the parcels for the proposed designated open space area is not 

currently within the City of Sierra Madre city limits and is concerned about potential liability associated 

with the City acquiring land in another jurisdiction. The parcel referenced by the comment is not within 

the City of Pasadena but in unincorporated County of Los Angeles. The land would be designated as 

open space but would not be acquired by the City of Sierra Madre. This parcel is currently owned by the 

Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center and would continue to be owned by the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center 

after approval of the project. No lot line adjustment or future annexation of this parcel is proposed or 

would be required. The parcel would be preserved as open space and development would not be 

permitted under the development agreement and conservation easement.  
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I42-16  The comment questions the necessity of a lot line adjustment for APN 5760-027-013. However, no lot 

line adjustment is proposed for this parcel. See Response to Comment I42-15.  

I42-17  This comment expresses general concerns regarding the assignment of assessor’s parcel numbers. 

This comment does not raise any specific issue relating to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I42-18  The comment is introductory and does not raise any specific issues relating to the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR.  

I42-19 The comment expresses concern regarding two faults on the project site and that information about 

the 1991 earthquake was not included. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Cultural Resources, the 

1987 Whittier Earthquake and more recently the 1991 Sierra Madre Earthquake, 5.8 magnitude, 

drastically damaged the Monastery building. It should be noted that while the Geotechnical Report (Draft 

EIR Appendix E) does not mention the 1991 earthquake specifically, it does mention that the site has 

previously experienced ground shaking and is expected to experience ground shaking in the future. It 

should also be noted that the Geotechnical Report does list the faults surrounding the property within 

the report and notes that there are no known active faults on site. Please see Draft EIR Section 4.7, 

Geology and Soils, for analysis regarding seismicity. Regarding the commenter’s concern about damage 

to the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center, it should be noted that, due to the age of the Mater Dolorosa 

Retreat Center, this existing building was not constructed to current building code standards. The 

proposed project would be required to adhere to the most current CBC standards to minimize the 

effects of earthquakes and other geotechnical hazards.  

I42-20  The comment expresses concern related to seismic hazards and previous seismic events that occurred 

near the project site. The comment requests an independent study investigating seismic hazards. 

However, a report analyzing existing geologic conditions, constraints, impacts on the proposed 

development, and potential mitigation measures was prepared by GeoSoils Consultants Inc and 

provided in Appendix E of the Draft EIR. Additionally, please see Draft EIR Section 4.7 for analysis 

regarding seismicity. 

I42-21 The comment generally references the fact that research relating to the Sierra Madre fault is relevant 

to the proposed project. Both the Draft EIR and the Geotechnical Report prepared (see Draft EIR 

Appendix E) acknowledge the Sierra Madre fault and address its potential to impact the project site.  

I42-22 The comment states that the Draft EIR should have referenced the City of Sierra Madre Natural Hazard 

Mitigation Plan. The Draft EIR does not reference the Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan and instead 

referenced and relied upon the City’s more recent Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, prepared in 2020.  

I42-23  The comment asks if the project site was found to be in a Alquist- Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. As 

stated in Draft EIR Section 4.7.5, Impacts Analysis, the project site is not located on any known active, 

potentially active, or inactive fault traces or within a State of California Earthquake Special Study Zone 

or Alquist-Priolo Zone. Please refer to Response to Comment I36-7. 

I42-24 The comment questions the naming of the project to include the word meadow when there was no 

water course found on the site. The comment does not raise any specific issue concerning the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR. 
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I42-25 The comment asks whether a water tunnel on the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center would be disrupted 

by project implementation. It is not clear what the comment means by a water tunnel. As stated In Draft 

EIR Section 4.10, impacts related to alteration of drainage patterns would be less than significant on 

or off site (refer to Draft EIR Figure 3-7, Proposed Drainage Plan). In addition, as discussed in Draft EIR 

Section 4.4.5, Impacts Analysis, of Section 4.4, Biological Resources, no wetlands, other jurisdictional 

waters, or riparian habitat were observed on the project site. Lastly, an existing water supply system is 

present within the project site and is shown in Draft EIR Figure 3-8, Proposed Water System. As 

discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.3.7.2, Proposed Water System, the existing 8-inch water main in the 

eastern portion of the project site would be removed and reconstructed as a 12-inch water main in within 

Carter Avenue.  

I42-26 The comment identifies incorrect references to Colby Canyon and Colby Canyon Trail in Draft EIR 

Section ES.2.1, Project Objectives. This typographical error has been corrected in the Final EIR (see 

Section ES.2.1).  

I42-27 The comment identifies an incorrect statement in Draft EIR Section 4.16, Recreation, that the closest 

trail to the project site is the Mt Wilson Trail. The Bailey Canyon Trail is the closest trail to the project 

site. This error has been corrected in the Final EIR Section 4.16. 

I42-28 The comment expresses general concern about the traffic impacts, specifically at the end of Carter 

Avenue at the entrance to the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center property. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-4, and Global Response GR-5/ 

I42-29  The comment is concerned with a portion of Carter Avenue that is not within the project site and that 

is not anticipated to be impacted by the project. Please refer to Global Response GR-5.  

I42-30  The comment is concerned with a Los Angeles Flood Control District easement that is not part of the 

project site and that is not anticipated to be impacted by the project. No improvements at this location 

are proposed as part of this project. Please refer to Global Response GR-5.  

I42-31  The comment is concerned with project-related notifications being provided to the San Gabriel Rivers 

and Mountains Conservancy, the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, and the Water Conservation 

Authority. The Notice of Preparation for the Draft EIR was distributed to all agencies and entities that 

require notice under law, or that have requested notification. The City has made a good faith effort to 

ensure all parties who may wish to provide input during the public participation process associated with 

the Draft EIR preparation be included as part of the CEQA noticing for the project. The Sierra Madre 

Mountains Conservancy, also mentioned by the commenter, was notified of the project.  
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Comment Letter I43 
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Response to Comment Letter I43 

Individual 

Katrelya Angus 

September 30, 2021 

I43-1 The comment expresses opposition to the proposed project and cites the removal of trees from the 

project site. The commenter suggests the project site provides a wildlife corridor for birds and animals.  

Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, analyzed the project’s potential to substantially interfere 

with the movement of native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or migratory wildlife corridors 

and the project’s potential to impede the use of native wildlife nursey sites (see Threshold 4 in Draft 

EIR Section 4.4). The Draft EIR notes the project site is located within 460 feet of the base of the San 

Gabriel Mountains and notes the potential for wildlife movement in the project site. However, the 

project site’s location surrounded by residential development to the west and south and fenced 

retention basin to the west limit the potential for the site to serve as a wildlife corridor or nursery site. 

Although wildlife have been observed on site, Draft EIR Section 4.4 determined no wildlife corridor 

connection or habitat linkage to other large undeveloped areas to the south of the project site exist; 

therefore, impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.  

Lastly, the comment suggests the wildlife from Bailey Canyon need access to trees. The project would 

result in the removal of existing trees on site; however, with the implementation of the project’s 

landscape plan and mitigation measure MM-BIO-3 (Protected Tree Replacement), and the project’s 

compliance with the City’s Tree Preservation and Protection Ordinance, impacts to biological resources 

associated with tree removal would be less than significant. Please also see Response to Comment 

A1- 8 and A1-9 regarding tree removal and indirect impacts to wildlife and Global Response GR-2. 
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Response to Comment Letter I44 

Individual 

Anke and Jean Bardenheier 

September 30, 2021 

I44-1 This comment requests the following comments (Comments I44-2 through I44-5) be included in the 

responses to comments of the Final EIR. As shown, the commenter’s request has been recorded as 

part of this Final EIR. 

Additionally, the comment expresses opposition to the proposed project and states the project is 

inconsistent with the City’s General Plan. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I44-2 The comment states the proposed zone change would be inconsistent with the General Plan. Please 

refer to Global Response GR-7.  

I44-3 The comment states the proposed project would conflict with the City’s Safety Element of the General 

Plan. The policies mentioned are of the Draft Safety Element Update (now the adopted Hazard 

Prevention Element). Please refer to Global Response GR-3.  

The comment also notes the existing fire hazards for the project site and surrounding area. Draft EIR 

Section 4.20, Wildfire, addresses the commenter’s concern regarding fire hazard designations, 

safety standards, the potential to exacerbate fire hazardous conditions, and emergency evacuations. 

Impacts were determined to be less than significant and included as part of the project’s design is 

Appendix F2, the Fire Protection Plan (FPP), which outlines requirements to reduce fire risk during 

construction and operation. Furthermore, the analysis found in Draft EIR Section 4.19, Utilities and 

Service Systems, which has been revised in the Final EIR to include some clarifications, determined 

the project site would be adequately served by water, including during drought conditions. Please 

refer to Global Response GR-4.  

I44-4 As stated in Response to Comment I44-3, the Safety Element objective noted in this comment is not 

from the existing Safety Element of the 2015 General Plan. Please refer to Global Response GR-3. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-4, regarding emergency evacuation routes. No change or addition 

is required of the environmental analysis.  

I44-5 This comment expresses concern for traffic congestion as a result of the project. Considering the 

commenter’s statement that an increase of online shopping deliveries would result as part of the 

project and adversely impact traffic is too speculative to be analyzed in the Draft EIR, and therefore, 

such analysis is not required under CEQA. Please refer to Global Response GR-6. 

I44-6 The comment states the Draft EIR does not adequately consider the development potential of the 

proposed project with the inclusion of accessory dwelling units (ADUs) and Senate Bill (SB) 9. Please 

refer to Response to Comment I28-5. 
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Response to Comment Letter I45 

Individual 

Alice Whicello 

September 30, 2021 

I45-1 This comment requests the following comments (Comments I45-2 through I45-9) be included in the 

responses to comments of the Final EIR. As shown, the commenter’s request has been recorded as 

part of this Final EIR.  

I45-2 The comment states the project is inconsistent with the City’s General Plan. Draft EIR Section 4.11, 

Land Use and Planning, includes a consistency analysis (see Table 4.11-1). The comment also states 

that the small lot size and lot fencing is inconsistent with the existing community character. Please 

Refer to Global Response GR-7.  

I45-3 The comment raises concern with fire hazards and with the proposed Draft Safety Element (now the 

adopted Hazard Prevention Element) updated policies. Under existing City policy, development is not 

prohibited within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. Please refer to Global Response GR-3. 

I45-4 This comment states the Draft EIR does not analyze the project’s potential impacts to traffic along 

Carter Avenue. Please refer to Global Response GR-6. 

 Additionally, the comment states the City requires roadway width to be 30 feet. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-5. 

I45-5 This comment raises concern with water usage and cost of water. Please see Global Response GR-1.  

I45-6 This comment raises concern for the project’s risk to earthquakes and ground shaking. The Draft EIR 

analyzes the project site’s existing conditions and outlines regulatory compliance measures as well as 

design features for the project in Draft EIR Section 4.7, Geology and Soils. Impacts were determined to 

be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Mitigation measure MM-GEO-1 would reduce 

impacts to unstable soils or ground failure by removing and recompacting artificial soil. Regarding the 

commenter’s concern about damage to the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center, it should be noted that, 

due to the age of the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center, this existing building was not constructed to 

current building code standards. The proposed project would be required to adhere to the most current 

CBC standards to minimize the effects of earthquakes and other geotechnical hazards.  

I45-7 This comment states that the area above the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center is designated a landslide 

zone. Draft EIR Section 4.7 determined the project site is located outside of a potential landslide zone. 

No physical changes are being proposed to the area above the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center. The 

project site does not contain slopes susceptible to landslides and is not located within a seismic hazard 

zone; thus, the potential for earthquake-induced landslides is considered low. However, as noted above 

in Response to Comment I45-6, mitigation is incorporated to reduce potential for soil collapse. As such, 

the Draft EIR analyzed the commenter’s concern.  
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I45-8 The comment correctly identifies the number of trees on the project site proposed for removal. The 

comment raises concern for water supplies to support the planting and growth of new trees. It 

should be noted that revisions have been made in the Final EIR (see Section 4.4, Bio logical 

Resources) and Appendix C2, Arborist Report, as a result of the proposed off -site widening of Carter 

Avenue. These revisions and proposed off-site improvements do not raise new or additional 

environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For more discussion on water 

usage, please see Global Response GR- 1. Please refer to Global Response GR-2 for additional 

information regarding tree removal. 

I45-9 This comment questions whether the proposed homes and fencing will impact views. Additionally, the 

commenter states the Draft EIR does not provide a proposed plan set.  

Please see Specific Plan Figures 3-11a, Wall and Fence Plan, and 3-11b, Wall and Fence Imagery, for 

details on the proposed walls. Regarding the commenter’s concern for visual impacts, Draft EIR 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics, determined the project site is located within an “urbanized area” as defined in 

Public Resource Code section 21071. As such, the Draft EIR analyzed potential impacts based on the 

project’s consistency with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality. As detailed 

further in Section 4.1, the Draft EIR determined impacts would be less than significant.  
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Response to Comment Letter I46 

Individual 

Nancy Beckham 

October 3, 2021 

I46-1 The comment notes the submittal of additional comment letters related to the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR. The commenter indicated more comments would be submitted prior to the end of public review. 

No response is required. 

I46-2 The comment describes a specific oak tree currently located on the project site and is concerned with 

the tree’s removal, as well as the removal of other trees on the project site. The comment suggests 

instead of removal, the project could save existing trees with the possible boxing of existing trees to be 

replanted on site. The commenter’s suggestion will be noted for the decision makers to consider in 

their review of the Final EIR. Please refer to Global Response GR-2. 

I46-3 The comment objects to the use of a Specific Plan to entitle the proposed project. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-7. 

I46-4 The comment represents an excerpt of the goals related to the City’s Community Forest Master Plan. 

The comment does not contain particular concerns related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. See Global 

Response GR-2. In addition, the project’s consistency with the City’s Community Forest Master Plan is 

discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning. A few minor revisions were made in Final 

EIR Section 4.11 to account for off-site widening of Carter Avenue. These revisions and proposed off-

site improvements do not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR. 

I46-5 The comment describes the Camp Fire that occurred in 2018 that burned down the town of Paradise, 

California. The comment also raises concern with the project site’s ingress and egress points and states 

only Sunnyside Avenue is an adequate evacuation route. The comment referenced proposed 

policy Hz2.12 of the Draft Safety Element of the General Plan (now the adopted Hazard Prevention 

Element). Please refer to Global Response GR-3 for information regarding the Hazard Prevention 

Element and Global Response GR-4, for information about ingress/egress and evacuations. 

I46-6 This comment describes the Bobcat Fire that occurred in 2020. The City acknowledges the wildfire 

history of the project site’s vicinity. Discussion related to impacts associated with wildfire is included in 

Draft EIR Section 4.20, Wildfire. This comment does not contain questions or concerns related to the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis.  

I46-7 The comment states the project is within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) and expresses 

general concern related to wildfire, evacuation, and consistency with the City’s General Plan Safety 

Element. Please refer to Global Response GR-3 and Global Response GR-4. 

I46-8 The comment includes remarks concerning existing sidewalk conditions and lack of sidewalks on Grand 

View Avenue, North Lima Street, as well as along the commenter’s street. The comment also references 

the City’s Sidewalk Master Plan.  
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Draft EIR Section 4.17, Transportation, analyzed potential impacts related to pedestrian safety and 

consistency with General Plan goals and policies addressing the circulation system. The proposed 

project would include a landscaped parkway and sidewalk on the west side of North Sunnyside Avenue 

and Carter Avenue, and a sidewalks within the south sides of proposed A, B, and C Streets, enhancing 

pedestrian safety and mobility, consistent with Objective L51 and Policy C30.3. In addition, in order to 

address commenters’ concerns related to safety issues along Carter Avenue and outside of the 

boundaries of the proposed project site, the project applicant is proposing off-site improvements to 

Carter Avenue (see Global Response GR-5 for details). Further, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, 

Land Use and Planning, the project would provide an internal circulation system that would facilitate 

safe and efficient access to the site from North Sunnyside Avenue while minimizing traffic impacts to 

adjacent residential streets. Moreover, the Draft EIR analyzed the project’s potential to substantially 

increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) and 

determined impacts would be less than significant. Minor edits were made in Final EIR Section 4.11 

and Section 4.17.5, Impact Analysis, of Section 4.17, Transportation, to explain the proposed off-site 

widening of Carter Avenue. Nonetheless, the Draft EIR adequately considered project-related impacts 

to pedestrian safety and the circulation network (i.e., sidewalks).  

I46-9 The comment is concerned with the number of daily vehicle trips generated by the proposed project 

and associated impacts to pedestrian and bicycle safety. The comment incorrectly states that the 

project will generate 800 daily vehicular trips. Please refer to Global Response GR-6. Furthermore, the 

comment’s concerns related to pedestrian and bicycle safety are addressed in Draft EIR 

Section 4.17.5, Impacts Analysis, as well as in Response to Comment I46-8, above.  
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Response to Comment Letter I47 

Individual 

Nancy Beckham 

September 30, 2021 

I47-1 The comment expresses general concerns relating to the project’s ingress/egress, particularly related 

to Carter Avenue. Please refer to Global Response GR-5. 

I47-2 The comment raises concerns regarding the design of the Carter Avenue ingress/egress and potential 

safety hazards to motorists and pedestrians under existing conditions, and that those hazardous 

conditions would be exacerbated with implementation of the proposed project. The comment states 

that Carter Avenue is only 25 feet in width and cannot be made wider, which comes into conflict with 

City ordinance 16.32.035 – Street standards—Modification of same.” Please refer to Global 

Response GR-5. In addition, in order to address commenters’ concerns related to safety issues along 

Carter Avenue and outside of the boundaries of the proposed project site, the project applicant is 

proposing off-site improvements to Carter Avenue. As discussed in Final EIR Section 3.3.12, Off-Site 

Improvements, and Global Response GR-5, the Applicant would widen Carter Avenue to a total of 24 

feet (10 feet for each travel lane plus one 4-foot curb along the southern boundary of Carter Avenue) 

and a 6-foot sidewalk on the north side of Carter Avenue, for a total width of 30 feet. 

I47-3 This comment expresses safety and circulation concerns about Carter Avenue, located just outside of 

the project site. More specifically, the comment expresses concern about the width of Carter Avenue 

being creating a safety hazard as the proposed extension of Carter Avenue narrows in width at the 

entrance point of the project site. The comment further expresses concern that the portion of Carter 

Avenue just outside the project site does not comply with City Standards. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-5 and Response to Comment I47-2. 

The comment questions which cars would have right of way; the cars going into the Monastery or the 

cars coming out of the Monastery. As described in Specific Plan Section 3.4.3, Proposed Streets, North 

Sunnyside Avenue will be a public street with one vehicular lane in each direction providing primary 

vehicular access to and from the project site and public park, internal circulation for the residential 

area, and access through the project site to the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center. A sliding gate will be 

located at the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center’s entrance on the northern end of the North Sunnyside 

Avenue extension, just north of the project site boundary. Due to the low thru traffic anticipated entering 

the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center, a queue of cars is not expected to form south of the gate within the 

project site. North Sunnyside Avenue will have a maximum 56.5-foot right-of-way with curbs and gutters, 

parking and planting areas on both sides, and a sidewalk on the west side. North Sunnyside Avenue is 

depicted in cross sections A and B in Figure 3-4, Street Cross Sections, of the Specific Plan and Draft 

EIR Figure 3-6, Proposed Street Sections.  

Finally, the comment raises concern about increasing traffic as a result of the proposed project and 

provides an attachment of the proposed project plan. Please refer to Global Response GR-6. 

The comment references an attachment to the proposed project plan (see Response to Comment I47-6). 

The comment does not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR.  
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I47-4 The comment expresses concern about Carter Avenue and specifically mentions impacts on bicyclists, 

pedestrian safety, and traffic. In order to address commenters’ concerns related to safety issues along 

Carter Avenue and outside of the boundaries of the proposed project site, the project applicant is 

proposing off-site improvements to Carter Avenue. As discussed in Final EIR Section 3.3.12, Off-Site 

Improvements, and Global Response GR-5, the Applicant would widen Carter Avenue to a total of 24 

feet (10 feet for each travel lane plus one 4-foot curb along the southern boundary of Carter Avenue) 

and a 6-foot sidewalk on the north side of Carter Avenue, for a total width of 30 feet.Please refer to 

Global Response GR-5 and Global Response GR-6.  

I47-5 The comment states that bicyclists and their safety were not considered and asks why there are no 

bike lanes proposed with the project. The City does not have a bicycle master plan and no planned 

bicycle facilities are identified facilities within or near the project site. Sierra Madre Boulevard does 

provide existing bicycle lanes. However, Sierra Madre Boulevard is located approximately 0.6 miles 

south of the project site. Therefore, any bicycle improvements proposed within the project site or vicinity 

of the project site would not have nearby existing bicycle facilities or infrastructure to provide a 

connection. Additionally, according to Final EIR Section 4.17.5, Impact Analysis, in Section 4.17, 

Transportation, although no bicycle facilities and improvements are proposed under the project, the 

project would not impact existing bicycle facilities in the vicinity of the project, including the existing 

bicycle lanes within Sierra Madre Boulevard. Please refer to Global Response GR-5. 

Additionally, the comment asks how pedestrians could get to Bailey Canyon in a reasonable and safe 

fashion. According to Draft EIR Section 3.3.2, Neighborhood Park and Open Space, a pedestrian path 

extending from the east side of Carter Avenue would provide pedestrian access to Bailey Canyon 

Wilderness Park. According to Draft EIR Section 4.17.4, the proposed project would involve 

development of a 3.03-acre dedicated neighborhood park, to be located within the southern portion of 

the site (see Figure 3-3, Proposed Park Conceptual Plan, in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this Draft 

EIR). The proposed park would involve pedestrian paths as well as enhanced connectivity to the Bailey 

Canyon Wilderness Park to the east. In addition, the proposed project would include a landscaped 

parkway and sidewalk on the west side of North Sunnyside Avenue, and a sidewalk between 

proposed  A, B, and C Streets, enhancing pedestrian safety and mobility, consistent with Objective L51 

and Policy C30.3. In addition, as stated in Final EIR Section 3.3.12, the proposed project would include 

off-site improvements to Carter Avenue, between the southeastern portion of the project site boundary 

and Lima Street, which would include a 6-foot sidewalk on the north side of Carter Avenue. 

I47-6 The comment references an attachment which accurately depicts the proposed grading plan included 

as Figure 3-10 of the Draft EIR and does not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter I48 

Individual 

Evan Steinberg 

September 30, 2021 

I48-1 This comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project and notes the attached letter 

accompanying the comment (see Responses to Comments I48-2 thru I48-11).  

I48-2 The City expresses general opposition to the project but does not raise new or additional environmental 

issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I48-3 This comment states traffic congestion is an existing issue within the City. Additionally, the comment 

states existing condition issues of vehicle drop off around schools. As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.15, 

Public Services, the nearest school (Sierra Madre Elementary School) is located 0.48 miles southeast 

of the project site. The Draft EIR analyzed the project’s potential contribution to vehicle miles traveled 

(VMT), including impacts related to trips other than home-based trips. Please refer to Global Response 

GR-6. Lastly, the comment suggests the Draft EIR does not consider the impacts to the “village … and 

addresses only travel within the proposed project.” However, the Draft EIR analyzed off-site traffic 

impacts (in terms of VMT) in Section 4.17, Transportation, and cumulative transportation effects in 

Draft EIR Chapter 5. The cumulative impacts analysis was based on the project’s potential to result in 

cumulatively considerable adverse impacts when considered in conjunction with the related 

(cumulative) projects presented in Table 5-1, Cumulative Projects List. As such, the Draft EIR analyzed 

the full scope of transportation impacts as required by CEQA. For additional discussion related to traffic, 

see Global Response GR-6.  

I48-4 The comment questions the project’s water use and propsoed net-zero water impact. Please refer to 

Global Response GR-1. 

I48-5 The comment states that the project is located within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ), 

and expresses concern related to wildfire hazards and emergency equipment. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-3 and Global Response GR-4. 

I48-6 This comment expresses concern regarding the project’s proposed removal of existing trees on site. 

The comment states the City’s General Plan intends for tree preservation and protection measures. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-2. It should be noted that revisions have been made in the Final 

EIR (see Section 4.4, Biological Resources) and Appendix C2, Arborist Report, as a result of the 

proposed off-site widening of Carter Avenue. However, MM-BIO-3, included in Section 4.4.6, Mitigation 

Measures, of the Final EIR, would still be implemented to reduce impacts to trees to less than 

significant. These revisions and proposed off-site improvements do not raise new or additional 

environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

I48-7 The comment provides concluding remarks and states general opposition to the project.  
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Response to Comment Letter I49 

Individual 

Deirdre Murphy 

October 3, 2021 

I49-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. As shown below, Responses to 

Comments I49-1 through I49-9 are included as part of the Final EIR for City decision makers’ 

review and consideration.  

I49-2 This comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project and the concern that the project 

is inconsistent with the City’s General Plan. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I49-3 The comment expresses concern with the potential of SB 9 and SB 10 to result in impacts if the project 

site is zoned for residential uses. See Response to Comment I28-5. 

I49-4 The comment states general opposition to the architectural style of the proposed project. The City notes 

that this comment expresses the opinions of the commenter. The design guidelines of the Specific Plan 

outline site planning and design, architectural design, and landscape design standards that would be 

implemented as a design of the project in order to ensure that development is consistent with 

surrounding development and that the proposed project would not significantly degrade views of the 

project site from nearby public locations. In addition, as discussed in Section 4.1.5, Impact Analysis, of 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics, the project’s impacts to aesthetics would be less than significant.  

I49-5 The comment states the Draft EIR has not adequately analyzed the project’s impact to traffic flow. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-6. 

Furthermore, the comment raises concern for transportation safety with regards to roadway width. 

Although the commenter did not cite the specific SMMC section, Chapter 3 (Project Description) of the 

Draft EIR outlines the internal circulation components of the project site in subsection 3.3.6.2, featuring 

the following: 

North Sunnyside Avenue would transition from a width of 40 feet at its existing 

terminus to a varying 54- to 56.5-foot right-of-way within the project site, with curbs 

and gutters, parking and planting areas on both sides, a landscaped parkway and 

sidewalk on the west side, and tree plantings on the east side of the street. Carter 

Avenue would transition from its existing 25-foot right-of-way to a varying 44.5- to 46-

foot right-of-way within the project site and would have curbs and gutters, and planting 

areas on both sides, parking on the west side of the street, and a sidewalk on the west 

side of the street. A pedestrian path extending from the east side of Carter Avenue 

would provide pedestrian access to Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park. Lastly, three 

additional streets that run east to west would be provided within the project site. This 

includes Streets A, B, and C (see Figure 3-2, Conceptual Site Plan). Street A would have 

a maximum 38.5-foot right-of-way and a sidewalk and parking on the south side of the 

street. Streets B and C would have a maximum 42.5-foot right-of-way and a sidewalk 

and parking on the south side of the streets. The proposed street sections are shown 

in Figure 3-6, Proposed Street Sections (Draft EIR page 3-4). 
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In addition, in order to address commenters’ concerns related to safety issues along Carter Avenue and 

outside of the boundaries of the proposed project site, the project applicant is proposing off-site 

widening to Carter Avenue, between the southeastern portion of the project site boundary and Lima 

Street, which would ensure that Carter Avenue would comply with existing code within and outside of 

the project site (see Final EIR Section 3.3.12 and Global Response GR-5 for details). 

I49-6 The comment is concerned about water supplies in drought conditions. Please see Global Response GR-1.  

I49-7 The comment states the project site is located within an earthquake fault zone. Draft EIR Section 4.7, 

Geology and Soils, states the project site is not located on a known active, potentially active, or inactive 

fault as delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. The closest earthquake fault to 

the project site is the Sierra Madre Fault, located approximately 700 feet to the north. As detailed in 

Draft EIR Section 4.7 and Appendix E, the potential for ground rupture on the project site is considered 

low. The proposed project would be required to comply with all existing seismic safety regulations, 

including the California Building Code and the SMMC in order to ensure seismic safety. In addition, the 

project would comply with project design features PDF-GEO-1 through PDF-GEO-15, which includes 

project specific recommendations from the geotechnical investigation (included as Appendix E).  

This comment also states that the project site is designated as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone 

(VHFHSZ) by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) and states 

development of the project should not occur. The comment further raises concern for the wildfire risk 

to surrounding communities as a result of project development. Please refer to Global Response GR-3. 

I49-8 The comment discusses the importance of the oak trees on site and states a desire to protect them for 

wildlife habitat. Please refer to Global Response GR-2.  

I49-9 This comment states a desire to discuss more alternatives for the proposed project, including a senior 

care home. Draft EIR Chapter 8, Alternatives, assesses potential alternatives to the proposed project 

in compliance with State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a) and (b). The Draft EIR includes 

alternatives considered but rejected, alternatives under consideration for the City’s decision makers to 

review and consider, as well as an assessment on the environmentally superior alternative. The 

commenter’s suggestion closely aligns with Alternative 2, Existing Zoning and Land Use Designation: 

Communal Residential Facility Alternative. This alternative assumes development of group homes, 

developmentally disabled, or senior care facilities, consistent with the existing Institutional zoning and 

General Plan land use designation of the project site. See Response to Comment I26-10 for further 

discussion related to alternatives. 

The comment further provides commentary about the project site’s owners, the project applicant, and 

the Sierra Madre City Council, as well as general opposition to the project, which are not related to the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis. No response is required.  
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Response to Comment Letter I50 

Individual 

Judy Webb-Martin 

October 3, 2021 

I50-1 This comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project. The comment states the project 

is inconsistent with the planning rules of Sierra Madre. It is assumed that the comment is concerned 

with consistency between the proposed project and the City’s General Plan and Zoning Code. The 

proposed project would require amendments to both the General Plan and Zoning Code. Please refer 

to Global Response GR-7.  

I50-2 The comment states that the project applicant has not researched the history of Sierra Madre. However, 

this comment does not raise any general or specific issue with the environmental review and the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR. An overview of existing setting of the project site and its surroundings was 

provided throughout Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR.  

I50-3 The comment provides opinions and objections to the project’s proposed design. The proposed project 

would be implemented with the adoption of a Specific Plan, which includes design guidelines subject 

to the approval of City decision makers. For additional response regarding character compatibility, see 

Response to Comment I49-4. 

I50-4 This comment questions how the Draft EIR calculated anticipated daily and peak hour trips generated by 

the proposed project. As described in Draft EIR Section 4.17, Transportation, the proposed project would 

generate 396 daily trips, 31 AM peak trips and 42 PM peak-hour trips. Draft EIR Section 4.17 determined 

the proposed project of 42 single-family detached homes would generate a daily trip rate of 9.44 vehicular 

trips per dwelling unit. Trip rates are calculated from the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip 

Generation 10th edition manual. This represents a conservative estimate of vehicular trips associated 

with the proposed project and, thus, accounting for work trips, school trips, and others. Considering the 

commenter’s statement that an increase of online shopping deliveries would result as part of the project 

is speculative, and therefore, not required by CEQA. Please refer to Global Response GR-6.  

To the extent the comment is concerned with traffic noise, off-site traffic noise is analyzed under Draft 

EIR Section 4.13.5, Impact Analysis, of Section 4.13, Noise. Please refer to Response to Comment I5-2. 

I50-5 This comment raises concern for water supplies and drought conditions. Please see Global Response 

GR-1. Additionally, the comment cited General Plan Objective R12. As shown in Draft EIR Table 4.11-1, 

Project’s Consistency with City of Sierra Madre’s General Plan Goal and Policies, the project was found 

to be consistent with this objective.  

I50-6 The comment states that the project is located within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. 

Additionally, the comment notes General Plan policies R3.2 and R3.3 and states the project needs to 

mitigate flood and fire hazards. Below are the two policies as defined in Chapter Two, Resource 

Management, of the City’s General Plan: 

 General Plan Policy R3.2 Ensure that wildland open space, including the areas of the City 

designated as High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, is left in its natural state 
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with the exception of brush abatement for public safety in order to aid the 

City in fighting fires 

 General Plan Policy R3.3 Ensure that natural open space within the Very High Fire Hazard Severity 

Zones remains undeveloped so as to mitigate the flood cycles that follow 

wild land fires in the natural open space 

As shown above, the two policies referenced are specifically related to “wildland open space” and 

“natural open space” neither of which are applicable to the project site, which is not designated as 

Natural Open Space (NOS) or Constructed Open Space (COS). Wildfire risk and flooding are analyzed in 

the Draft EIR within Sections 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, and 4.20, Wildfire. Impacts related to 

risk of flooding were found to be less than significant. For additional information about Very High Fire 

Hazard Severity Zones and how it relates to this project, please refer to Global Response GR-3.  

I50-7 The comment states the project site is located near earthquake faults and notes past earthquake 

history within the vicinity of the project site. The Draft EIR analyzes the project’s potential impacts 

related to earthquake zones. Draft EIR Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, states the project site is not 

located on a known active, potentially active, or inactive fault as delineated on the Alquist-Priolo 

Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. However, the closest earthquake fault to the project site is the Sierra 

Madre Fault, located approximately 700 feet to the north. As further detailed in Draft EIR Section 4.7, 

impacts to seismic hazards were found to be less than significant with incorporation of PDF-GEO-1 

through PDF-GEO-15 and MM-GEO-1. No change or addition to the environmental analysis is required. 

I50-8 The comment notes the City’s General Plan includes goals and policies for preservation and protection 

of existing trees and expresses general concerns associated with loss of trees, such as loss of oxygen. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-2. Regarding the commenter’s concern related to oxygen 

generation, refer to Response to Comment I24-1.  

I50-9 The comment is concerned with the potential of SB 9 and SB 10 to result in impacts associated with 

the proposed zone change. See Response to Comment I28-5. 

I50-10 This comment states the project site’s roadway design as proposed is not sufficient or compatible 

with the adjoining streets. In particular, the commenter notes Carter Avenue needs to be 30 feet 

wide to connect with adjoining streets. In order to address commenters’ concerns related to safety 

issues along Carter Avenue and outside of the boundaries of the proposed project site, the project 

applicant is proposing off-site widening to Carter Avenue, between the southeastern portion of the 

project site boundary and Lima Street, which would ensure that Carter Avenue would comply with 

existing code within and outside of the project site (see Final EIR Section 3.3.12 and Global 

Response GR-5 for details).  

I50-11 The comment states the project site under existing conditions is needed to protect the surrounding 

community from floods and is used to replenish the groundwater aquifer. As discussed in Response 

to Comment I50-6, above, impacts related to flooding were found to be less than significant. 

Moreover, as detailed in Draft EIR Section 4.10, the project is not anticipated to substantially 

decrease groundwater supplies with the proposed redevelopment of the site. Impacts were found to 

be less than significant.  
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I50-12  This comment expresses opposition to the project’s proposed design standards. The comment does 

not reflect concern with the adequacy of the environmental analysis; thus, no response is required. 

Please refer to Global Comment 7 (GR-7) General Plan Consistency regarding the project’s proposed 

design standards.  

I50-13 The comment states the proposed project would offer 100% electric power for operations and 

questions the cost. Although the comment was not specific, Draft EIR Section 4.6, Energy, cites 

“electrical service in the City … is provided by the Clean Power Alliance. As of October 2020, Sierra 

Madre residents and businesses are receiving 100% Green Power (100% renewable energy) as their 

default rate product. Customers also have the option to purchase the Lean Power rate which is 36% 

renewable energy and Clean Power rate which is 50% renewable energy” (Draft EIR page 4.6-1). 

Regarding the commenter’s question about cost, State CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e) states 

“economic and social changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 

environment.” The project’s electricity cost is not within the scope of required environmental analysis. 

Therefore, this comment does not contain any specific concerns related to the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. No changes or additions to the project description or 

environmental document are required in response to this comment. 

I50-14 This comment states the Draft EIR does not address pedestrian safety and that the project’s proposed 

design lacks sidewalks. The project would include sidewalks along the proposed streets to promote 

pedestrian safety and mobility within the project site and local vicinity. Moreover, Draft EIR Section 

4.17, Transportation, includes analysis on the project’s consistency with pedestrian safety policies. As 

a result, the analysis determined the project would not result in a hazardous roadway design or unsafe 

roadway configuration and impacts were found to be less than significant. In addition, in order to 

address commenters’ concerns related to safety issues along Carter Avenue and outside of the 

boundaries of the proposed project site, the project applicant is proposing off-site widening to Carter 

Avenue, between the southeastern portion of the project site boundary and Lima Street, which would 

ensure that Carter Avenue would comply with existing code within and outside of the project site (see 

Final EIR Section 3.3.12 and Global Response GR-5 for details). 

I50-15 The comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project and does not contain any specific 

concerns related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I51 
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Response to Comment Letter I51 

Individual 

Mary Steinberg 

September 30, 2021 

I51-1 This comment letter represents a form letter prepared by the commenter’s husband, Evan Steinberg. 

Please see Response to Comment Letter I48 for discussion.  
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Comment Letter I52 
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Response to Comment Letter I52 

Individual 

Marcielle Brandler 

October 3, 2021 

I52-1 This comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project. and does not raise concerns with 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR and environmental analysis.  
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Comment Letter I53 
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Response to Comment Letter I53 

Individual 

Barbara Ontiveros 

October 2, 2021 

I53-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project and expresses concerns associated with 

water supplies in drought conditions. Please see Global Response GR- 1.  

I53-2 This comment notes that the project site is designated as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone by the 

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). Please refer to Global Response GR-3. 

I53-3 The comment states the project would generally result in traffic congestion. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-6.  

I53-4 This comment restates opposition to the project and does not raise concerns with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR and environmental analysis.  
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Comment Letter I54 
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Response to Comment Letter I54 

Individual 

Deb Sheridan 

September 30, 2021  

I54-1 This comment asks whether comments on the Draft EIR may be submitted via email. The comment 

does not include any comments or questions regarding environmental review. The City has 

responded to the comment and confirmed that email submission is acceptable. In addition, the 

Notice of Availability distributed for the proposed project outlined steps for email submissions of 

public comments.  

  



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-366 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-367 

Comment Letter I55 
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Response to Comment Letter I55 

Individual 

Stephanie Allison 

October 1, 2021 

I55-1 This comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project but does not include any specific 

comments relating to the environmental review or adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I55-2 The comment notes concern with fire safety, water supplies, and previous use of the site as a 

helicopter landing area. Please see Global Response GR-1 for information regarding water supply 

and Global Response GR-3. for information regarding hazards within a Very High Fire Hazard 

Severity Zone. Regarding the loss of the site as a fire response/helicopter landing area, see 

Response to Comment I10-1. 

I55-3 The comment states the project would result in traffic congestion. Please refer to Global Response 

GR- 6. As described in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Air Quality, potential health impacts related to carbon 

monoxide (CO) hotspots from mobile source emissions (i.e., vehicular traffic) were determined to not 

be cumulatively considerable and would result in less than significant impacts. In addition, with 

implementation of MM-AQ-1, air quality impacts would be less than significant. No change or addition 

is required. 

I55-4 This comment states the proposed project is not consistent with the City’s General Plan and site’s 

zoning. Please refer to Global Response GR-7.  
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Comment Letter I56 
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Response to Comment Letter I56 

Individual 

Sarkis Baltayian 

October 3, 2021 

I56-1 This comment requests the following comments (Comments I56-2 through I56-8) be included in the 

responses to comments of the Final EIR. As shown, the commenter’s request has been recorded as 

part of this Final EIR.  

I56-2 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project but does not include any specific 

comments relating to the environmental review or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

I56-3 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed zone change and states the project is inconsistent 

with the City’s General Plan. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

Additionally, the comment states the project would conflict with “proposed Sierra Madre Safety policy 

to avoid developing in High Fire Hazard Safety Zone”. Please refer to Global Response GR-3. 

I56-4 This comment states the project site is currently used as a buffer to the wildfire zones. Please refer to 

Global Response GR-3.  

I56-5 This comment states the project would generate traffic that would result in safety hazards. Draft EIR 

Section 4.17, Transportation, details consistency with existing General Plan policies and objectives 

highlighting the need for safety. Moreover, the project would include sidewalks along the proposed 

streets to promote pedestrian safety and mobility within the project site and local vicinity and would 

not result in a hazardous roadway design or unsafe roadway configuration. Thus, impacts were found 

to be less than significant. Please refer to Global Response GR-6 for information about traffic impacts. 

I56-6 The comment raises concern for water supplies. Please see Global Response GR-1.  

I56-7 This comment notes the project’s proposed removal of trees on site and cites the City’s Forest 

Management Plan intent to preserve tree canopies. Please refer to Global Response GR-2.  

I56-8 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project but does not include any specific 

comments relating to the environmental review or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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Comment Letter I57 
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Response to Comment Letter I57 

Individual 

Mirian Trogdon 

October 3, 2021 

I57-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project but does not include any specific 

comments relating to the environmental review or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

I57-2 The comment raises concern for water supplies. Please see Global Response GR-1.  

I57-3 This comment notes the project’s proposed removal of trees on site. Please refer to Global 

Response 2 GR-2.  

I57-4 The comment expresses concern for wildfire risk. Please see Global Response GR-3. Finally, the 

comment shares opinions and commentary regarding the project applicant. The commenter’s 

opposition to the proposed project will be included in this Final EIR for the City decision makers’ review 

and consideration. 
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Comment Letter I58 
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Response to Comment Letter I58 

Individual 

Lauren Yee 

October 3, 2021 

I58-1 This comment expresses general opposition to the project and highlights a number of concerns 

including wildfire, earthquakes, drought, inconsistency with the City’s General Plan, tree removal, and 

traffic. Please refer to Global Response GR-3 for information regarding the project site being located 

within a VHFHSZ. The project site is not located on a known active, potentially active, or inactive fault 

as delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. A discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.7, 

Geology and Soils, impacts to seismic hazards were found to be less than significant with incorporation 

of PDF-GEO-1 through PDF-GEO-15 and MM-GEO-1. Regarding the commenter’s concern for water 

supplies in drought conditions, please see Global Response GR-1For discussion related to in 

inconsistency with the City’s General Plan, please see Global Response GR-7. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-2 for information about impacts of tree removal. With regard to traffic congestion, please 

refer to Global Response GR-6.  
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Comment Letter I59 
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Response to Comment Letter I59 

Individual 

Rosalie Curry 

October 3, 2021 

I59-1 This comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project but does not include any specific 

comments relating to the environmental review or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR is an 

informational document intended for the use by the City of Sierra Madre, other public agencies, and 

members of the general public in evaluating the potential environmental effects of the proposed The 

Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan Project (project or proposed project). California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) Section 21002 requires that an EIR identify the significant effects of a project on the 

environment and provide measures or alternatives that can mitigate or avoid these effects. This Draft 

EIR evaluates the environmental effects associated with development of the project and discusses the 

manner in which the project’s significant effects can be reduced or avoided through the implementation 

of mitigation measures or feasible alternatives to the proposed project. In accordance with 

Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines, this Draft EIR also includes an examination of the effects of 

cumulative development. In addition, these responses to each comment on the Draft EIR represent a 

good-faith, reasoned effort to address the environmental issues identified by the commenter.  

I59-2 The comment implies the project will exacerbate water shortages, electricity shortages, and fire issues. 

Please see Global Response GR-1 and Final EIR Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems, for 

discussion on water supplies. Final EIR Section 4.19 also discusses electricity services. Additionally, 

please see Global Response GR-3 for impacts related to fire hazards.  

I59-3 The comment implies the project will worsen existing traffic congestion. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-6.  

I59-4 This comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project but does not include any specific 

comments relating to the environmental review or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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Comment Letter I60 
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Response to Comment Letter I60 

Individual 

Brian Bielanski 

October 2, 2021 

I60-1 This comment expresses support for the proposed project but does not include any specific comments 

relating to the environmental review or adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I61 
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Response to Comment Letter I61 

Individual 

Claire McLean 

October 2, 2021 

I61-1 This comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project and notes the attached letter 

accompanying the comment (see Responses to Comments I61-2 thru I61-11). The comment does not 

express concerns related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I61-2 The comment opposes the removal of mature trees on the project site, including protected oak trees, 

as a result of the proposed project. Please refer to Global Response GR-2.  

I61-3 This comment raises concern with the project’s consistency with the City’s General Plan Circulation 

Element Goal 3, “Preservation of quiet neighborhoods with limited thru traffic”. The comment further 

states the land use consistency analysis found within Draft EIR Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, 

Table 4.11-1, does not address the “preservation of quiet neighborhoods.” Please refer to Response 

to Comment I5-2.  

Furthermore, the comment states traffic congestion would occur as a result of the project along 

Sunnyside Avenue, Lima Street, Carter Avenue, and Grove Street. Please refer to Global Response 

GR- 6. See Response to Comment I41-2.  

I61-4 This comment raises concern about net zero water being feasible, given that California and many other 

states experience drought, and that the project is not consistent with the General Plan Objective R12. 

For more discussion on water usage, please see Global Response GR-1 and see Global Response GR-

7 for information about consistency with the General Plan. Furthermore, the comment states the City 

Council discussed a Mandatory Water Conservation Plan at the September 28, 2021 meeting. 

According to the City’s Municipal Code, a Mandatory Water Conservation Plan, codified as 

Chapter 13.24, is a policy declaration to comply with sections of the California Water Code and requires 

mandatory water conservation during a period of necessity. Final EIR Section 4.19, Utilities and Service 

Systems, addresses this section of the SMMC and states the City has also adopted Water Efficient 

Landscape and Low Impact Development Ordinances to require water conservation efforts associated 

with development and redevelopment. Given this, and as detailed in Global Response GR-1, above, the 

Draft EIR adequately analyzed the project’s impact to water supplies.  

I61-5 The comment states that the City General Plan does not permit construction in Very High Fire Hazard 

Severity Zones. However, this is incorrect. Please refer to Global Response GR-3. 

I61-6 This comment notes concern with earthquake faults located within the project area. Draft EIR 

Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, states the project site is not located on a known active, potentially 

active, or inactive fault as delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. However, the 

closest earthquake fault to the project site is the Sierra Madre Fault, located approximately 700 feet 

to the north. As detailed in Draft EIR Section 4.7 and Appendix E, the potential for ground rupture on 

the project site is considered low. Furthermore, the proposed project would be required to comply with 

all existing regulations, including the California Building Code and the SMMC in order to ensure seismic 

safety. In addition, the project would comply with project design features PDF-GEO-1 through PDF-GEO-

15, which includes project specific recommendations from the geotechnical investigation (included as 

Appendix E) and implement MM-GEO-1 to reduce seismic hazards.  



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-394 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-395 

Comment Letter I62 

  



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-396 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-397 

Response to Comment Letter I62 

Individual 

Linda Hernandez 

October 1, 2021 

I62-1 This comment requests the following comments (Comments I62-2 through I62-6) be included in the 

responses to comments of the Final EIR. The comment expresses general support for the city’s current 

General Plan and Zoning Code. However, these comments are not related to the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  

I62-2 The comment opposes the proposed zone change of the project site. As described in Draft EIR Chapter 3, 

Project Description, the proposed project would require a General Plan land use amendment and zone 

change from Institutional to Specific Plan. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I62-3 This comment is concerned that the Draft EIR’s methodology for assessment of traffic impacts did not 

factor in traffic pattern changes due to the COVID-19 pandemic. In addition, the comment suggests 

speed control devices such as speed bumps be installed above Grand View Avenue. Finally, the 

comment highlights concern for impacts to fire protection services and response times. Please refer to 

Global Response GR-6. 

Lastly, in regard to the concern for impacts to fire protection services, Draft EIR Section 4.15, Public 

Services, analyzed the potential operational impacts to fire protection services and determined existing 

services and response times were sufficient. Additionally, Draft EIR Section 4.17, Transportation, 

determined less than significant impacts relative to geometric design hazards and inadequate 

emergency access. In addition, Grand View Avenue is located approximately 0.3 miles south of the 

project. Therefore, providing speed bumps along that roadway or above would not be necessary to 

reduce any existing traffic impacts associated with the project.  

I62-4 The comment suggests two routes for ingress and egress access to the project site. In addition, the 

comment notes the project site’s location within a fire hazard zone. Please refer to Global 

Response GR- 3 and Global Response GR-4.  

I62-5 The comment questions the feasibility of the net-zero water program and expresses opposition to the 

project. Please see Global Response GR-1.  

I62-6 This comment expresses general opposition to the proposed land use and zoning changes and is not 

related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I63 



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-400 

  



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-401 

Response to Comment Letter I63 

Individual 

Randy Boyd 

October 3, 2021 

I63-1 This comment is the same comment as Response to Comment I49-2. Please see Response to 

Comment Letter I49 for more discussion. No further response is provided. 

I63-2 This comment is the same comment as Response to Comment I49-3. Please see Response to 

Comment Letter I49 for more discussion. No further response is provided. 

I63-3 This comment is the same comment as Response to Comment I49-4. Please see Response to 

Comment Letter I49 for more discussion. No further response is provided. 

I63-4 This comment is the same comment as Response to Comment I49-5. Please see Response to 

Comment Letter I49 for more discussion. No further response is provided. 

I63-5 This comment is the same comment as Response to Comment I49-6. Please see Response to 

Comment Letter I49 for more discussion. No further response is provided. 

I63-6 This comment is the same comment as Response to Comment I49-7. Please see Response to 

Comment Letter I49 for more discussion. No further response is provided. 

I63-7 This comment is the same comment as Response to Comment I49-8. Please see Response to 

Comment Letter I49 for more discussion. No further response is provided. 

I63-8 This comment is the same comment as Response to Comment I49-9. Please see Response to 

Comment Letter I49 for more discussion. No further response is provided. 
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Comment Letter I64 
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Response to Comment Letter I64 

Individual 

Caroline Brown, President, Sierra Madre Mountain Conservancy 

Albert Metzger, Vice-President 

Kevin Moore, Secretary 

Scott Hood, Treasurer 

Board Members Marcia Bent,  

Lynne Collmann,  

Marguerite Shuster,  

Sharon Pevsner, and  

David Williams 

September 30, 2021 

I64-1 This comment states the proposed open space conservation easement spans a portion of already City-

owned open space (APN 5761-001-900), approximately 20-acre in size. Please see Response to 

Comment I42-14. 

The comment cites Figure 1-2 of the Specific Plan and states Figure 3-4, Proposed Open Space 

Conservation Easement Area, of the Draft EIR appears to be different from the Specific Plan. As 

described in Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project Description, the project proposes approximately 35 acres of 

open space hillside land to be preserved. Conveyance of the open space hillside land to the City would 

be effectuated through execution of a development agreement between the City and the project 

applicant/landowner. It should be noted that Figure 1-2, Vicinity Map, from the Specific Plan has been 

revised for clarification, in order to show the most recent boundaries of the proposed 35-acre open 

space hillside conservation easement area. 

I64-2 This comment describes how the Sierra Madre Mountain Conservancy acquires and holds lands in the 

vicinity of the project site. This comment is not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. However, the comment states the project includes proposed land dedications outside of the 

City of Sierra Madre boundaries. Please see Responses to Comment I42-13 through I42-17. No further 

response is provided. 
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Comment Letter I65 



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-408 



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-409 



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-410 



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-411 



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-412 



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-413 



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-414 

  



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-415 

Response to Comment Letter I65 

Individual 

Susan Neuhausen 

October 3, 2021 

I65-1 The comment expresses general concerns about impacts relating to fire, traffic, water, and 

neighborhood consistency. The specific concerns of these five topics are attached as five attachments 

and have been addressed below.  

I65-2 The comment is a part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment expresses general 

opposition to the project and expresses concern related to inconsistencies with the City’s General Plan. 

The commenter will be notified when the Final EIR is complete and available to the public. Regarding 

inconsistencies with the City’s General Plan, please refer to Global Response GR-7.  

I65-3 The comment is a part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment expresses concern 

about affordable housing. While the project does not propose affordable housing units, one of the 

objectives of the project is to provide above-moderate income housing, in accordance with the City’s 

6th Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) (see Draft EIR Section 3.2, Project Objectives). 

The project would contribute to state-mandated RHNA housing goals and would be consistent with 

regional efforts to boost housing growth and meet regional housing needs, per Draft EIR Section 4.14.5, 

Impact Analysis, in Section 4.14, Population and Housing. 

I65-4 The comment is a part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment states that the project 

does not comply with the City’s General Plan Chapter 17.20 objectives A, C, and G. It is assumed that 

the comment is referencing the SMMC Chapter 17.20 – R-1 One-Family Residential Zone. Under the 

proposed project, the project site would not be zoned as R-1 One-Family Residential Zone. Therefore, 

the section of the SMMC referenced by the comment would not apply to the proposed project. According 

to Draft EIR Section 3.4, Discretionary Actions, the approval of the project would require amendments 

to the City of Sierra Madre General Plan to change the land use designation for the project site from 

Institutional to Specific Plan and amendments to the Zoning Code to change the zoning designation for 

the project site from Institutional to Specific Plan. Therefore, the project would comply with all land use 

and zoning regulations. Regarding the comment’s concerns as to how many homes would be one or 

two stories and the size of each home, please refer to Responses I4-7 through I4-9.  

I65-5 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment is concerned that 

rezoning to Specific Plan would allow the project to supersede provisions of the General Plan. Specific 

concerns include whether the project would change additional items/sizes/scope after approval, 

developing additional acreage, and why the project is being considered only under a specific plan rather 

than under the general plan. As discussed in the Specific Plan, a specific plan was prepared to guide 

future development of the proposed project in order to create an orderly and compatibly development 

at the proposed project site, designed and constructed consistent in vision and guiding principles, in 

order to achieve a project that is consistent with the City in quality and character and look and feel. 

When a specific plan is adopted in accordance with the Sierra Madre Municipal Code (SMMC), the 

specific plan may effectively supersede portions or all of the current zoning regulations for specified 

parcels or plan area, and becomes an independent set of zoning regulations that provide specific 

direction to the type and intensity of uses permitted, and may define other types of design and 
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permitting criteria. The proposed Specific Plan is adopted by ordinance and serves as the primary 

zoning document for the project site. The Specific Plan supersedes any conflict with the Sierra Madre 

zoning regulations. Therefore, upon approval of the proposed project, the Specific Plan would be 

consistent with the SMMC. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I65-6 This comment is part of Attachment 2 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment expresses general 

opposition to the project and general concerns related to General Plan consistency and traffic and 

safety which are addressed in Draft EIR Sections 4.11, Land Use and Planning, and 4.17, 

Transportation, respectively. Please refer to Global Response GR-7 for further discussion related to 

General Plan consistency. The commenter will be notified when the Final EIR is complete and available 

to the public.  

I65-7 This comment is part of Attachment 2 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment states that the Carter 

Avenue egress/ingress is 20’ wide and therefore does not meet the 30’ wide road requirement as 

mandated by the City. Please refer to Global Response GR-5. the project applicant is proposing off-site 

widening to Carter Avenue, between the southeastern portion of the project site boundary and Lima 

Street, which would ensure that Carter Avenue would comply with existing code within and outside of 

the project site (see Final EIR Section 3.3.12 and Global Response GR-5 for details). 

I65-8 This comment is part of Attachment 2 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment expresses concern 

that the number of car trips associated with the project would be higher than accounted for in the report 

prepared by Fehr & Peers as the report does not account for COVID-related conditions going back to 

normal, workers, deliveries, and accessory dwelling units (ADUs). Please refer to Global Response 

GR- 6. In addition, per the report prepared by Fehr & Peers, the SCAG model used for the analysis 

predicts 2040 travel conditions in consideration of land development and transportation changes. It 

also includes a work-from-home assumption to reflect anticipated changes in how people travel. The 

results of these assumptions lead to a conclusion that traffic levels will slightly decrease in the study 

area by 2040. To be conservative, the Fehr & Peers report assumed that the 2025 conditions will not 

decrease in comparison to existing (pre-COVID) conditions.  

I65-9 This comment is part of Attachment 2 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment raises concerns 

regarding pedestrian and bicyclists’ safety on Carter Avenue due to the increased traffic from the 

proposed project. Please refer to Global Response GR-5. 

I65-10 This comment is part of Attachment 2 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment raises concerns 

regarding an efficient evacuation in the event of a fire and the project’s egress/ingress design. Please 

refer to Global Response GR-4. 

I65-11 This comment is part of Attachment 2 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment provides information 

concerning parking and does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the 

Draft EIR. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.3, Project Description, North Sunnyside Avenue would 

include parking on both sides while Carter Avenue would include parking on the west side of the street. 

Streets A, B, and C would also include parking on the south side of the streets. In addition, each 

residence would have a parking garage and driveway parking. Lastly, the proposed park would include 

a parking lot in the southeastern corner.  
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I65-12 This comment is part of Attachment 2 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment raises concerns in 

regard to physical impacts on roads from construction equipment of the proposed project, specifically 

heavy loads and oversized vehicles. Caltrans has the authority to issue a special use permit that allows 

the use and transportation of vehicle(s) or loads that exceed the California Vehicle Code maximum 

limitations (Caltrans 2021). As such, the proposed project has been permitted by Caltrans to transport 

heavy construction materials and equipment to and from the project site (see Draft EIR Section 3.5, 

Responsible Agencies).  

I65-13 This comment is part of Attachment 3 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment provides general 

remarks and general opposition to the project as well as general concerns related to General Plan 

consistency. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I65-14 This comment is part of Attachment 3 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment asks why the project 

would be approved when some noise impacts, including impacts to ambient noise levels and 

groundborne vibration, would be significant and unavoidable. There are no significant and unavoidable 

noise impacts as a result of the proposed project. According to Draft EIR Section 4.13, Noise, there 

would be potentially significant impacts regarding construction noise (Impact NOI-1) and residential 

HVAC operation noise (Impact NOI-2). Impacts NOI-1 and NOI-2 would be reduced to a level below 

significant with the implementation of mitigation measures MM-NOI-1 and MM-NOI-2, respectively.  

I65-15 This comment is part of Attachment 3 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment raises concerns about 

the removal of 101 trees to build the proposed project, and the project’s inconsistency with the City’s 

General Plan as a result of the tree removal. Please refer to Global Response GR-2. 

I65-16 This comment is part of Attachment 3 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment raises concerns about 

increases in pollution as a result of construction, increased vehicular trips, and housing-related 

emissions, in addition to the removal of mature trees that help to mitigate air pollution. Regarding tree 

removal, please refer to Global Response GR-2. According to Draft EIR Section 4.3, Air Quality, with 

implementation of MM-AQ-1, impacts associated with air quality would be less than significant.  

I65-17 This comment is part of Attachment 3 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment is concerned about 

the loss of habitat associated with the construction of the proposed project. According to Draft EIR 

Section 4.4, Biological Resources, the project site consists of ornamental, non-native grassland, and 

paved roadways. As discussed previously, the project site does not support any native vegetation 

communities and the area appears to be regularly maintained, which limits the potential for many 

native plant species. No sensitive communities or riparian habitat occur on the project site 

(Appendix  C1 of the Draft EIR) and the project would not impact these habitats. The loss of non-native 

grassland on the project site would not be significant impact either locally or regionally. Mountain lion 

may move through the project site, but it is not expected to have natal dens there or in the vicinity due 

to the existing development and human activity. Furthermore, the project site is not within any 

designated critical habitat. The project site does have ornamental trees and shrubs that could provide 

nesting habitat for common birds protected under the MBTA (16 USC Sections 703–712) and California 

Fish and Game Code Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513. However, implementation of MM-BIO-1, 

Nesting Bird Avoidance, would reduce impacts to nesting birds. 

I65-18 This comment is part of Attachment 4 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment is an introduction to 

comments that follow, related to the project’s net-zero water impact. The commenter will be notified 

when the Final EIR is complete and available to the public.  
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I65-19 This comment is part of Attachment 4 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment opposes the housing 

development and indicates that the net-zero water usage does not account for the future availability of 

water, particularly with the addition of ADUs. Please refer Global Response GR-1. Regarding concerns 

about ADUs, refer to response I28-5. 

I65-20 This comment is part of Attachment 4 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment raises concerns 

regarding water usage calculations, water usage during construction, if there would be sufficient water 

available, and long-term water needs (beyond 50 years). Please refer to GR-1.  

I65-21 This comment is part of Attachment 4 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment raises concerns about the 

current sewer and water infrastructure and its ability to support the proposed project. Draft EIR Section 4.19 

analyzed the project’s potential impacts to utilities, with a few clarifying changes made in the Final EIR 

Section 4.19. The project would involve the replacement and improvement of underground utility lines within 

the proposed project site. More specifically, the project would result in replacement of an existing 8-inch 

diameter water main in the eastern portion of the project site with a 12-inch diameter main within Carter 

Avenue. An existing 8-inch diameter sewer line in the southwest corner of the project site would also be 

replaced by new sewer system as shown in Figure 3-9, Proposed Wastewater System, in Chapter 3 of the 

Draft EIR. Therefore, the Draft EIR concluded that impacts to existing utility infrastructure would be less than 

significant. Furthermore, the project’s proposed Development Agreement, as described in Draft EIR 

Section 3.3.11, would ensure applicable development fees are paid to provide water and sewer service. 

These fees may include a water impact fee, consistent with General Plan Policy L8.3. As such, the Draft EIR 

adequately addressed potential impacts as required by CEQA.  

I65-22 This comment is part of Attachment 5 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment provides general 

remarks and general opposition to the project and concerns related to General Plan consistency and 

fire danger which have been addressed in Draft EIR Sections 4.11, Land Use and Planning, and 4.20, 

Wildfire, respectively. Please also refer to Global Response GR-3 and Global Response GR-7. The 

commenter will be notified when the Final EIR is complete and available to the public.  

I65-23 This comment is part of Attachment 5 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment states that the proposed 

project is not compliant with Objective Hz7 of the Draft Safety Element (now the adopted Hazard Prevention 

Element) of the General Plan because it proposes housing developments in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity 

Zone. Please refer to Global Response GR-3, in regard to the Hazard Prevention Element.  

I65-24 This comment is part of Attachment 5 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment expresses concern 

related to General Plan consistency and danger (it is unclear what type of danger the commenter is 

referring to. Regarding General Plan consistency, please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I65-25 This comment is part of Attachment 5 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment states that the proposed 

project would put proposed project residents and adjacent neighborhoods at increased fire risk. As 

discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.20, through compliance with existing regulations and implementation of 

PDF-WF-1, which requires compliance with the FPP (see Draft EIR Section 4.20.4, Project Design Features), 

the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to wildfire. Please refer to Global 

Response GR- 3 in regard to how conversion of wildland to structures would impact the adjacent 

neighborhoods. 

I65-26 This comment is part of Attachment 5 of the Comment Letter I65. The comment raises concerns about 

adequate emergency egress/ingress from Sunnyside Avenue and Carter Avenue, in the event of a fire. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-4 and Global Response GR-5.  
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Comment Letter I66 
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Response to Comment Letter I66 

Individual 

Lorna Brosio 

October 4, 2021 

I66-1 This comment requests the following comments (Comments I66-2 through I66-6) be included in the 

responses to comments of the Final EIR. As shown, the commenter’s request has been recorded as 

part of this Final EIR.  

I66-2 The comment is concerned with the project’s consistency with the policies and values of the City’s 

General Plan. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I66-3 The comment notes the project site’s location within a fire hazard zone and states the proposed 

development would conflict with proposed Draft Safety Element Update’s (now the adopted Hazard 

Prevention Element) policies. Please refer to Global Response GR-3. 

I66-4 The comment is concerned with pedestrian safety and traffic safety on Carter Avenue. Please refer to 

Global Response GR-5. 

I66-5 The comment questions the feasibility of the proposed net-zero water agreement. Please refer to 

Global Response GR-1, for a response addressing concerns on water supplies and the project’s 

net-zero water use. 

I66-6 The comment notes the proposed removal of existing trees on site and the proposed landscape plan, 

which raises concern for water supplies and consistency with the City’s Forest Management Plan. For 

discussion on water supplies, please see Global Response GR-1.  

With regard to the City’s Forest Management Plan and goal of tree canopy preservation, please refer to 

Global Response GR-2. 
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Comment Letter I67 
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Response to Comment Letter I67 

Individual 

Teri Vessella 

October 4, 2021 

I67-1 The comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project and is concerned with potential 

impacts to wildlife. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, no wildlife corridor 

connection or habitat linkage to other large undeveloped areas to the south of the project site currently 

exist. Wildlife, such as black bear (Ursus americanus) and mountain lion, entering the existing 

residential areas would be at a higher risk of negative interactions with humans. However, the project 

site lacks suitable habitat, contains no water resources for suitable habitats, and is currently disturbed 

with compact soils. Given that the project site does not support natal bear or mountain lion dens and 

it is not a part of an existing wildlife corridor, impacts relating to bear and mountain lion interactions 

would not occur.  

I67-2 The comment is concerned with the proposed project’s potential to result in traffic congestion. Please 

refer to Global Response GR-6.  

I67-3 This comment is generally concerned with the objectivity of the Draft EIR, however it does not identify 

any specific concerns or issues with the environmental analyses contained in the Draft EIR. The Draft 

EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA (Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.), the CEQA 

Guidelines (14 CCR Section 15000 et seq.), and the City’s environmental review procedures. The City 

of Sierra Madre is the lead agency for the EIR and processing of the project. The Draft EIR provides 

decision makers, public agencies, and the public with detailed information about the potential for 

significant adverse environmental impacts to occur as a result of the proposed project. Prior to 

approving the proposed project, the City Council must certify that the Draft EIR is objective, complete, 

and consistent with CEQA’s mandates. Responsible agencies (agencies other than the City of Sierra 

Madre) may also rely on the analysis of the EIR permits required for the project. The commenter’s 

opposition will be noted for the decision makers to consider in their review of the Final EIR.  
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Comment Letter I68 
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Response to Comment Letter I68 

Individual 

Nancy Beckham 

October 4, 2021 

I68-1 The introductory comment notes attachments are included as comment letters. Please see Responses 

to Comments I68-2 through I68-4, below.  

I68-2 Please see Response to Comment I46-2. 

I68-3 Please see Response to Comment I46-2. 

I68-4 This comment is comprised of Attachment 2 of the Comment Letter I68 titled, “An Accident Waiting to 

Happen!”. Please refer to Global Response GR-3 regarding compliance with policies within the Draft 

Safety Element Update (now the adopted Hazard Prevention Element).  

The comment further notes Carter Avenue is currently used for access to nearby Bailey Canyon 

Wilderness Trail and the Bailey Canyon Debris Basin. Additionally, the commenter states the 

proposed street expansion as part of the project is not feasible to support future traffic conditions of 

the proposed development. Please refer to Global Response GR-4 and Global Response GR-5 . the 

project applicant is proposing off-site widening to Carter Avenue, between the southeastern portion 

of the project site boundary and Lima Street, which would ensure that Carter Avenue would comply 

with existing code within and outside of the project site (see Final EIR Section 3.3.12 and Global 

Response GR-5 for details). 
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Comment Letter I69 
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Response to Comment Letter I69 

Individual 

Nancy Beckham 

October 4, 2021 

I69-1 The comment states a future comment letter will be submitted to revise another comment letter 

previously submitted to the City. However, the comment is unclear which previously submitted letter is 

intended to be revised. This commenter provided the multiple comment letters included as the 

following: Comment Letters I4, I46, I47, I68, I70, and I71. Please see the responses to comments, I46, 

I47, I68, I70, and I71  

I69-2 This comment provides a map of the project site. Although not specified, this map closely resembles 

Draft EIR Figure 3-10, Grading Plan. No discussion was included as part of this comment. However, a 

similar comment letter prepared by the commenter included the same attachment. Please see 

Response to Comment I47. 

I69-3 This comment provides an unspecified engineering-related map with annotations provided by the 

commenter. This attachment closely resembles two similar comment letters prepared by the 

commenter. Please see Response to Comment I4-40. 
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Comment Letter I70 
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Response to Comment Letter I70 

Individual 

Nancy Beckham 

October 4, 2021 

I70-1 The comment notes this letter is associated with letters previously submitted prepared by the 

commenter including: Comment Letters I4, I46, I47, I68, I70, and I71. Please see the responses to 

comments, I46, I47, I68, I70, and I71. No further response is provided. 

I70-2 This comment asks why the project proposes to create three separate parcels and asks whether the 

City of Sierra Madre and/or the County own part of the project site. The project site as described in 

Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project Description, consists of one approximately 17.3-acre parcel, identified as 

Assessor’s Parcel Number 5761-002-008. As a result of the project, the site is planned to be 

subdivided through a future submittal of a tentative tract map which would create a total of 42 

residential lots, plus streets, landscape areas, parking, a public park, landscape buffer, and open 

space. Neither the City nor the County currently own any part of the project site. 

The comment questions whether a new park is needed next to the existing Bailey Canyon Park and 

suggests that the new park be designated as a dog park. This suggestion will be provided to City 

decision makers for their review and consideration as part of this Final EIR.  

I70-3 This comment asks whether all the new homes will be two stories and for clarification regarding lot 

size. Please refer to responses I4-7 through I4-9, above. Finally, the comment asks whether some of 

the lots can be sold for the purpose of custom homes. Please see Response to Comment 14-11.  

I70-4 The comment asks for clarification regarding perceived changes in the project acreage. Please see 

Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project Description, for details, including Table 3-1, Land Use Summary. Under 

Table 3-1, the Specific Plan would designate 9.19 gross acres for Residential Land (RL), 3.39 gross 

acres for Open Space (OS), 3.68 gross acres for proposed roadways, and 1.04 gross acres for a grading 

and landscaping buffer. As such, the project site consists of a total of 17.3 acres. These acreages have 

been refined as the project design has progressed. However, the acreage to be preserved as open 

space would be 35 acres, and not 13, 23, or 20 acres, as mentioned in this comment. The Applicant 

has agreed to dedicate 35 acres of open space to the City and the project description remains 

consistent with this agreement. 

I70-5 The comment questions the cost and feasibility of the project’s proposed net-zero water impact. Please 

refer to Global Response GR-1for a response addressing concerns on water supplies and the project’s 

net-zero water use.  

I70-6 The comment is concerned that approval of the Specific Plan means that City ordinances, including the 

City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance, will not apply to the project. This is incorrect. 

Draft EIR Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, states the adoption of The Meadows at Bailey Canyon 

Specific Plan would establish the zoning and development standards to guide future development on 

site. When a specific plan is adopted in accordance with the SMMC, the specific plan may effectively 

supersede portions or all of the current zoning regulations for specified parcels or plan area, and 
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becomes an independent set of zoning regulations that provide specific direction to the type and 

intensity of uses permitted, and may define other types of design and permitting criteria. However, the 

Specific Plan would not supersede the City’s Tree Preservation and Protection Ordinance, which 

requires a permit to remove protected tree species.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would require a 1:1 replacement of the protected trees, reducing impacts to 

protected trees to less than significant. Thus, no further mitigation, including project redesign or the 

boxing of existing trees to be replanted on site or moved elsewhere, such as to the Los Angeles County 

Arboretum, is required. Please refer to Global Response GR-2 for information about tree removal, 

replacement, and requirements.  

I70-7 The comment is concerned with potential traffic impacts to Sunnyside Avenue. However, no adverse 

impacts to Sunnyside Avenue would occur as a result of the project. The project site is directly 

accessible by two existing roadways, North Sunnyside Avenue, a north/south road that crosses through 

the western portion of the site, and Carter Avenue, an east-west road that extends through the eastern 

portion of the site. Under existing conditions, public access within both roads currently ends at the 

Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center’s gates within the southern portion of the site. Under the proposed 

project, access to the project site provided via North Sunnyside Avenue would become public. Please 

refer to Global Response GR-5 and Global Response GR-6. 

I70-8 The comment raises concern for wildfire risk and evacuation planning along Carter Avenue. Draft EIR 

Section 4.20, Wildfire, analyzes the project’s potential impacts related to wildfire, which were 

determined to be less than significant. Please refer to Global Response GR-4. 

The comment also notes concern for the roadway width of Carter Avenue under existing conditions and 

planned improvements. The comment includes reference to Attachment 3, as shown in Comment 

I70- 16. As addressed in Response to Comment I70-7, the project plans to improve Carter Avenue and 

the project site with sidewalk infrastructure. Please refer to Global Response GR-5.  

Additionally, as addressed in Response to Comment I70-6, the project’s proposed Specific Plan does 

not exempt project consistency and/or compliance with local regulations.  

Lastly, the comment asks if the project applicant and the City have discussed the proposed project with 

the County of Los Angeles. As shown in Draft EIR Section 3.5, Responsible Agencies, the Los Angeles 

County Department of Public Works (County) has been identified as a responsible agency. The County 

was notified of the proposed project officially through the publication of the Notice of Preparation in 

which the City requested agency’s views on the scope and content of the environmental information 

relevant to each agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project, in 

accordance with California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15082(a).  

I70-9 The comment questions the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s estimated daily trip generation. Please refer 

to Global Response GR- 6. See also Response to Comment I50-4. 

Additionally, the comment questions parking along Carter Avenue east of Lima Street. Please refer to 

Global Response GR- 5. 
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I70-10 This comment contains concerns related to existing conditions along North Grove Street and Lima 

Street. Neither street is located within the project site’s boundaries or a part of proposed street 

improvements. Please see Responses to Comments I46-8, I46-9, and I70-9. Additionally, concerns 

related to traffic congestion Please refer to Global Response GR-6.  

I70-11 This comment is concerned about existing traffic conditions along Grand View Avenue, specifically 

noting existing traffic related to school drop-off and pick-up. However, Grand View Avenue is not located 

within the project site’s boundaries, will not be impacted by the proposed project, and is not a part of 

proposed street improvements.  

I70-12 This comment is concerned about existing traffic and lack of sidewalks above Grandview and in the 

North West Corridor. However, these roadway segments are not located within the project site, will not 

be impacted by the proposed project, and are not a part of proposed street improvements.  

I70-13 The comment asks why there is no direct access to the project site from Michillinda Avenue and 

suggests that such a connection would reduce traffic impacts to streets in the north west quadrant of 

the City. As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.17, Transportation, no significant traffic impacts will occur as 

a result of the proposed project, therefore no further mitigation measures, including the addition of a 

new project access to Michillinda Avenue, is required. See also Response to Comment I70-9, rand 

Global Response GR-6.  

I70-14 The comment asks if the project will be decided by a vote of the City’s residents. As outlined in 

Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the project’s discretionary approvals are not subject to 

a vote by the City’s voting residents; the project would be approved by the City Council. The comment 

also asks about the ways in which the project benefits to the City. Please see Final EIR Section 3.2, 

Project Objectives, which identifies the City’s objectives for the proposed project.  

I70-15 This comment presents a photograph taken of a tree on site, recorded as Attachment 2 to this 

comment letter. Comment I70-6 referenced this photograph. Please see Response to 

Comment I70-6 for more discussion.  

I70-16 This comment presents an unspecified engineering-related map with annotations provided by the 

commenter. See Responses to Comments I4-40 and I69-3. 
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Comment Letter I71 
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Response to Comment Letter I71 

Individual 

Nancy Beckham 

October 3, 2021 

I71-1 The comment expresses concern for roadway width consistency as well as a change in grade from the 

project site along Carter Avenue. Please refer to Global Response GR-5. 

I71-2 This comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project. The comment also expresses 

concern for pedestrian safety on Carter Avenue and suggests the City utilize eminent domain to create 

another access point to Michillinda Avenue to the project site’s west. See Response to Comment I70-13. 

Additionally, the comment expresses concern about the proposed Specific Plan overriding local 

regulations. Please refer to Global Response GR-7 and Response to Comment I2-6. 

Finally, the comment states the City Council does not support development within fire hazard zones 

and suggests alternative project sites be considered instead of the proposed change in zoning. Please 

refer to Draft EIR Chapter 8, Alternatives, for information regarding why the alternative location option 

was rejected. Please refer to Global Response GR-3.  

I71-3 This comment represents the City’s Response to Comment I71-4, noting the comments will be recorded 

as part of the Final EIR to the proposed project. 

I71-4 This comment represents a reply email to the City and refers to a map which raises concern for roadway 

width consistency as well as a change in grade. Please refer to Global Response GR-5 and Response 

to Comment I70-16.  

I71-5 This comment represents the City’s Response to Comment I71-6, noting the comments will be recorded 

as part of the Final EIR to the proposed project. 

I71-6 This comment represents an email to the City from the commenter noting several letters will be 

provided in response to the Draft EIR. This commenter provided the multiple comment letters included 

as the following: Comment Letters I4, I46, I47, I68, I70, and I71. Please see the responses to 

comments on the letters specified for more discussion.  
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Comment Letter I72 
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Response to Comment Letter I72 

Individual 

Barbara Vellturo 

October 4, 2021 

I72-1 This comment requests the following comments (Comments I72-2 through I72-4) be included in 

the responses to comments of the Final EIR but raises no specific issues relating to the 

environmental review.  

I72-2 The comment restates one of the proposed project objectives relating to the preservation of hillside 

open space north of the project site and expresses concern that the project will not actually realize this 

benefit. See Response to Comment I42-26.  

I72-3 The comment identifies an incorrect statement in Draft EIR Section 4.16, Recreation, that the closest 

trail to the project site is the Mt Wilson Trail. Please see Response to Comment I42-27. This error has 

been corrected in the Final EIR. 

I72-4 This comment states the area to the north of the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center and east of the project 

site is not zoned “Hillside Management (H)” but instead zoned Open Space. The comment is incorrect. 

As shown in the latest Zoning Map prepared by the City of Sierra Madre, the area to the north and east 

of the project site is zoned Hillside Management (H).9 The City’s General Plan land use map designates 

the areas to the north and east of the project site as Natural Open Space (NOS).10 

  

 
9 City of Sierra Madre. 2021a. Zoning Map. Effective September 14, 2021. https://www.cityofsierramadre.com/ 

common/pages/DisplayFile.aspx?itemId=18041501. 
10 City of Sierra Madre. 2021b. Land Use Map. Effective September 14, 2021. https://www.cityofsierramadre.com/ 

common/pages/DisplayFile.aspx?itemId=18041503 
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Comment Letter I73 
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Response to Comment Letter I73 

Individual 

Barbara Vellturo 

October 3, 2021 

I73-1 This comment requests that non-specified typographical revisions be made to the Final EIR. Although 

the comment was not specific, the commenter has prepared and the City has received multiple letters, 

including Comment Letters I2, I32, I72, I74, I75, and I76. No response is required.  

I73-2 This comment represents the start of comments associated with Attachment 1.  

This comment generally questions the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s alternatives analysis, and requests 

that alternatives be more thoroughly analyzed. According to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), 

“[t]he EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, 

analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. A matrix displaying the major characteristics and 

significant environmental effects of each alternative may be used to summarize the comparison. If an 

alternative would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by 

the project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail 

than the significant effects of the project as proposed. (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1981) 

124 Cal.App.3d 1)”. As such, Draft EIR Chapter 8 provides an impact analysis summary comparing 

each topic area’s impact conclusions to the proposed project’s impact analysis prepared in Chapter 4 

of the Draft EIR.  

Additionally, the comment requests the consideration of alternatives that are consistent with the 

existing land use designation for the project site and that alternatives that are inconsistent with the 

existing designation be rejected. Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, EIRs are required to “describe a 

range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 

attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 

significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives” (14 CCR 

Section 15126.6[a]). The inclusion of an alternative in an EIR does not constitute definitive evidence 

that the alternative is in fact ‘feasible.’ The final decision regarding the feasibility of alternatives lies 

with the decision maker for a given project who must make the necessary findings addressing the 

potential feasibility of reducing the severity of significant environmental effects (California Public 

Resources Code, Section 21081; see also 14 CCR Section 15091).” As such, Draft EIR Chapter 8 

included the project objectives for the proposed project under Draft EIR Section 8.2. Furthermore, as 

stated above, the alternatives analysis included a summary of impacts compared to the proposed 

project. In addition, each alternative summary includes discussion on the alternative’s relation to each 

of the project objectives. This is consistent with the requirements outlined in the State CEQA Guidelines. 

I73-3 The comment provides remarks based on past City leaders’ decisions and opinions about the project 

site and development within the City. The comment states approval of proposed project would be 

contrary to past efforts. The City notes the commenter’s opposition and notes that it does not raise an 

issue related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the Draft EIR. 
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I73-4 The comment quotes excerpts of the City’s General Plan and emphasizes concern for water supplies 

and past policy considerations for water conservation. The comment states the proposed project is 

inconsistent with the City’s General Plan and zoning for the site. See Global Response GR-7. 

The comment supports permitted uses under the current zoning for the project site. Draft EIR Chapter 8 

analyzed potential alternatives for City decision makers’ review and consideration. These alternatives 

include Alternative 1, No Project/No Build Alternative; Alternative 2, Existing Zoning and Land Use 

Designation: Communal Residential Facility Alternative; Alternative 3: Existing Zoning and Land Use 

Designation: Private School Alternative; and Alternative 4: Reduced Development Alternative. 

Alternatives 2 and 3 align with the commenter’s request to develop a project within the existing land 

use designations and support policies that preserve hillside open space.  

The commenter further notes requirements for a Conditional Use Permit and Master Plan development. This 

discussion is not applicable to the adequacy of the environmental analysis. Additionally, the comment cites 

zoning requirements under the R-H zone. The project site is not zoned R-H, but instead Institutional (I).  

I73-5 The comment incorrectly states that CEQA mandates that only alternatives that are consistent with a 

project site’s existing zoning be considered, and that CEQA does not require consideration of 

alternatives that include a general plan amendment or zoning code amendment. This is not correct as 

there is no such requirement in CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, or case law. CEQA instead directs 

lead agencies to consider a reasonable range of alternatives such that the agency can determine 

whether an environmentally superior alternative is available that is both feasible and would meet most 

of the project’s identified objectives. Alternatives that both do and do not require general plan and 

zoning code amendments can satisfy CEQA’s directives.  

The comment also expresses general support for a project alternative that proposes 150 senior 

housing units, and/or assisted living or memory care facilities and states that such an alternative could 

reduce the significant impacts associated with the proposed project. The comment implies that the 

institutional use alternative considered in the alternatives analysis is too large. As stated in Draft EIR 

Section 8.4.2, a reduced intensity institutional alternative was considered but ultimately rejected. Per 

CEQA Section 15126.6(f)(1), among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the 

feasibility of alternatives are site suitability and economic viability. Due to the decreased intensity 

associated with this alternative, it is not reasonably foreseeable that a future applicant will develop the 

project site at this scale, or that development at a reduced intensity would be economically viable for 

future development of the site. More importantly, however, one of the purposes of an alternatives 

analysis is to identify alternatives that could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant 

effects of the project. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 8.4.2, neither Alternative 2 nor Alternative 3 

would avoid or substantially lessen the significant impacts of the project, and both would create new 

and greater impacts in some areas, such as aesthetics, recreation, greenhouse gas emissions, and 

transportation, as compared to the proposed project. While a reduced intensity alternative would 

reduce these impacts, there is nothing to indicate that it would avoid or substantially lessen the 

significant impacts of the proposed project or would be substantially different in terms of impacts as 

compared to the alternatives already addressed in this section. Therefore, the reduced intensity 

institutional alternative would not have substantially lessened one or more of the significant effects of 

the projects as compared to the alternatives that were included and analyzed in detail in Draft EIR 

Section 8.6, Alternatives Impact Summary. It should be noted that the proposed project would not result 

in any significant and unavoidable impacts. For additional overview of alternatives analysis under CEQA, 

please refer to Response to Comment I73-2.  
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Finally, the comment states that alternatives cannot be rejected on economic infeasibility grounds 

alone. However, none of the alternatives analyzed in Chapter 8 are rejected solely on economic 

infeasibility grounds. Alternatives can be rejected on grounds of legal infeasibility (i.e., the project 

applicant does not have ownership or rights to an alternative project site, or a proposed alternative is 

inconsistent with state or federal law), failure to meet most of the identified project objectives, or failure 

to reduce or eliminate one or more significant impacts associated with the proposed project. Notably, 

the project does not result in any significant impacts after the incorporation of mitigation. Therefore, 

none of the alternatives reduce a significant impact associated with the proposed project.  
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Comment Letter I74 
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Response to Comment Letter I74 

Individual 

Barbara Vellturo 

October 4, 2021 

I74-1 This comment requests the following comments (Comments I74-2 through I74-9) be included in the 

responses to comments of the Final EIR. Additionally, the comment notes an attachment for further 

comments (included as Responses to Comments I74-2 thru I74-9).  

I74-2 The comment is concerned that the Specific Plan does not include enough information about the 

proposed project; however, the comment does not identify any specific inadequacies to which a 

response can be made. 

The comment is also concerned that an additional public meeting was not held to discuss the Draft 

EIR; however, the City provided several opportunities for public comment and discussion. First, the City 

released a Notice of Preparation (NOP), soliciting input from the public during the NOP comment period 

of July 1, 2020 through August 1, 2020. In addition, as discussed in Chapter 1, Introduction, of the 

Draft EIR, in August of 2020, the City held three workshops related to the proposed project. At all three 

of the workshops held in August 2020, the Draft EIR was discussed in detail and participants provided 

comments to the City, which were memorialized and included in the record. Due to COVID-19 and its 

related restrictions now easing, and in order to hear from as many residents as possible, the City held 

an additional in-person informational meeting to discuss the Draft EIR to present the EIR process and 

to receive written public comments and suggestions regarding the scope and content of the EIR. The 

meeting has been held on Wednesday July 14, 2021, from 6:00 p.m.–7:30 p.m. at Memorial Park, 

located at 222 West Sierra Madre Boulevard. During and in regard to this meeting, 47 comment letters 

were received. The public input provided during the meetings listed above was then used to inform 

preparation of the Draft EIR. Once the Draft EIR was completed, a Notice of Availability (NOA) of a Draft 

EIR, was released on July 23, 2021 and revised on August 2, 2021, soliciting input and questions from 

the public during the Draft EIR public review period of August 2, 2021 to October 4, 2021. This chapter 

of the Final EIR, Responses to Comments, represents a good-faith, reasoned effort of addressing 

environmental issues identified by the comments received during the NOA comment period, in 

accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines sections 15088 and 15024. As such, City decision makers 

will review and consider the comments received and responses prepared as part of their discretionary 

review of the proposed project.  

The Final EIR provides a good-faith, reasoned effort to address all comments received during the public 

review period on environmental issues, in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines sections 15088 

and 15024. The public comments, and the responses thereto, are reviewed and considered by City 

decision makers prior to making any decision on the project entitlements. City decision makers will take 

public comment at the public hearings at which the project will be considered. These meetings will be 

noticed on the City’s website.  

I74-3 The comment questions the condition of the existing underground water and sewer lines that would 

serve the proposed project. Refer to response I65-21, above.  
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The comment is also concerned about the availability of water supplies in drought conditions. See 

Global Response GR-1.  

I74-4 The comment asks whether the proposed park would include nighttime lighting for safety and security 

purposes or require additional police officer. As discussed in Specific Plan Section 3.8.6, pedestrian-

scaled street lighting shall be provided within the proposed park areas within pedestrian routes of travel 

to enable visibility and safety. Potential impacts to light/glare associated with lighting are addressed in 

Draft EIR Section 4.1.5, Impacts Analysis, in Section 4.1, Aesthetics.  

As addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.15, Public Services, the development of the project site is expected 

to increase demands of police protection services relative to existing conditions. However, payment of 

development fees by the project applicant, as required by Chapter 15.52 of the SMMC, would offset 

the costs of increased personnel or equipment that could be required in order to maintain acceptable 

service ratios, response times, and other performance objectives.  

The comment also questions the community benefit of the proposed park. Draft EIR Section 4.15 

states the City has a three acre per 1,000 residents parkland ratio and based on the City’s 

population, the existing park to population ratio is only 2.09 acers per 1,000 residents. Thus, the City 

currently has a parkland deficiency of approximately 10 acres. The proposed project would result in 

approximately 134 new residents, and the 3.04 acre proposed park would exceed the parkland ratio 

required by the project’s own residents and help reduce the overall Citywide parkland deficit of 10 

acres. Additionally, the proposed park would enhance the project site relative to existing conditions 

with landscaped mounds, one pond, pedestrian paths, shared open turf/play areas, adventure/ 

natural play equipment, native garden beds, picnic areas, benches, overlook areas, a restroom 

building, a water fountain, landscaping, water quality facilities, and a small parking lot. Finally, the 

park’s location along the southern boundary of the site would enhance connectivity to the Bailey 

Canyon Wilderness Park to the east. 

The comment also asks about the topography of the proposed park and whether the entire acreage will 

be usable. Draft EIR Section 3.3.10, Grading Plan describes how the project site would be altered to 

form four tiers (three tiers for the proposed residential development, and one tier for the proposed 

park), with a slope between each tier. The proposed project would create a maximum slope of 12% and 

elevations would range from 1,105 feet to 1,195 feet above mean sea level (AMSL). The proposed 

3.03-acre park, which would be located along the southern boundary of the project site, would have an 

elevation of 1,105 feet AMSL. Per Draft EIR Figure 3-10, Grading Plan, the majority of the park site is 

flat, while the northern portion of the park site would elevate approximately 15 feet to 1,120 AMSL. 

Additionally, as further detailed in Section 4.15, the SMCC requires the project to provide 0.5 acres of 

parkland on site. Thus, the project applicant would provide substantially more than the required 

amount of parkland in compliance with the SMMC. 

I74-5 The comment requests more information related to the proposed water retention tank. Specifically, the 

comment requests details about construction, location, planned above-ground equipment, and 

potential impacts related to noise as result of this project component.  

As detailed in Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project Description, the proposed storm drain network would flow 

runoff into an underground retention gallery within the proposed park and would convey surface runoff 

from two proposed catch basins located on the south end of Carter Avenue. The 63,500-cubic foot 
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retention storage gallery, proposed within the public park, would consist of approximately 2,400 linear 

feet of 60-inch diameter perforated pipe surrounded by gravel bed. This retention storage gallery would 

be located approximately 24 inches below ground and would promote water quality treatment through 

infiltration. Stormwater not retained in the storage gallery or infiltrated into the ground would be routed 

to the southeast corner of the proposed park and exit to Crestvale Drive via a 24-inch surface culvert. 

Please see Draft EIR Figure 3-7, Proposed Drainage Plan, for details on the storm drain network and 

retention gallery locations. No above ground water tank is proposed.  

As described in Draft EIR Section 4.13, Noise, the proposed project would not include any 

stationary mechanical equipment (such as pumps, motors, fans) associated with the proposed 

stormwater retention facilities that could generate noise levels with the potential to impact noise -

sensitive receptors. 

I74-6 The comment requests more information regarding the restrooms proposed at the project’s park. Draft 

EIR Section 4.15 notes that at least one restroom building is planned within the neighborhood park. 

However, specific details of the restroom (such as location, size, number of stalls) would be developed 

and presented to the City for review as part of the future tentative tract map. However, restrooms and 

trails would be required by law to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA). The 

processing for the tentative tract map would undergo the City’s plan check compliance and ensure 

regulatory compliance with local, State, and federal laws, including the ADA. 

I74-7 The comment asks why only seven public parking spaces are proposed The seven parking spaces 

referred to in the comment are proposed for the neighborhood park parking lot, and would serve park 

visitors, not the 42 residential homes, which, pursuant to the Specific Plan, will each have private 

parking in the form of parking garages and driveway parking. Draft EIR Chapter 3, subsection 3.3.6.2, 

Internal Circulation, also describes the on-street parking availability on each of the proposed streets.  

I74-8 This comment asks if the proposed park will be closed and gated at night. Similarly, the comment asks 

if the proposed restroom building will be locked at night. The proposed park would not be gated or 

closed. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.3.2, Neighborhood Park and Open Space, the proposed 

public park would be maintained by a landscape maintenance district or similar public maintenance 

entity. The details regarding whether or not the proposed park restrooms would be closed are not 

available at this time and would be decided under this landscape maintenance district or similar public 

maintenance entity. The closing of public restrooms proposed would be consistent with other parks 

within the City.  

The comment also expresses concern over whether security lighting will be provided at the park. See 

Response to Comment I74-4, above. 

I74-9 This comment asks whether the developer or the City will be responsible for funding ongoing 

maintenance of the park in perpetuity and expresses concerns regarding water supply. As stated 

in Draft EIR Section 3.3, Project Description, the project would establish a dedicated funding 

source for long-term park maintenance. The details of this funding source would be established 

via the project’s Development Agreement. Regarding water supplies, see Global Response GR-1. 

In conclusion, the Draft EIR adequately analyzes the potential impacts associated with the 

proposed park and water supply.  
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Comment Letter I75 
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Response to Comment Letter I75 

Individual 

Barbara Vellturo 

October 4, 2021 

I75-1 The comment introduces the comment letter and attachments. The commenter would like to be put on 

the list of people to notify when the Final EIR is complete. The comment is an introduction to comments 

that follow. The commenter will be notified when the Final EIR is complete and available to the public.  

I75-2 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment is concerned about safe 

egress/ingress at the project site. Please refer to Global Response GR- and Global Response GR-5. 

I75-3 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment states that Carter 

Avenue does not comply with City road standards. Please refer to Global Response GR-5 (GR-5), 

Carter Avenue. 

I75-4 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment expresses concern 

relating to pedestrian safety. See Response to Comment I46-8. 

I75-5 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment states that many 

citizens are concerned about the use of Carter Avenue as an egress/ingress due to the width and the 

poor condition of the road. Please refer to Global Response GR-5. 

I75-6 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment states than an early 

traffic study for the proposed project indicated that there would be 740 vehicle trips a day that does 

not include traffic from deliveries, employees, etc. Please refer to Global Response GR-6. 

I75-7 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment states that the 

improvements to Carter Avenue were not explained. Please refer to Global Response GR-5. 

I75-8 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment references an attached 

photo of the gate that would have to be removed from Carter Avenue in order to allow for the proposed 

two-way traffic. Please refer to Global Response GR-5. 

I75-9 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment states that the fire 

department could use the county access road and expresses concerns regarding evacuations. Please 

refer to Global Response GR-4 and Global Response GR-5. 

I75-10 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment states that the Draft 

EIR does not mention the pedestrian usage at the Grove/Bailey Canyon Park/Carter Avenue 

intersection. See Response to Comment I75-4. As discussed in Final EIR Section 3.3.12, The proposed 

project would include off-site improvements to Carter Avenue, between the southeastern portion of the 

project site boundary and Lima Street, which includes a 6-foot sidewalk on the north side of Carter 

Avenue. Regarding pedestrian safety along Carter Avenue, please refer to Global Response GR-5.  
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I75-11 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment states that the 

hazardous design of the Carter Avenue egress would result in issues with pedestrian safety. Please 

refer to Global Response GR-5. 

I75-12 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment states that rescue 

equipment and vehicles would not be able to reach residents of the proposed project and that this 

issue was not studied or considered in the Draft EIR. Specific requirements for provision of fire 

apparatus access roads are provided in Draft EIR Appendix F2. Please refer to Global Response GR-4 . 

I75-13 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment states that land 

outside of the proposed project parcels would be subject to City General Plan policies and City 

ordinances. The comment does not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I75-14 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment states that the SEIR 

for the City’s General Plan Housing Element Update includes the proposed project and the Stonegate 

Project. The Stonegate project has been accounted for as a cumulative project (see Draft EIR Section 

5.3, Cumulative Projects).  

I75-15 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment states that the 

proposed project needs to include two evacuation routes for adequate safety and that the project does 

not comply with City design standards or streets and therefore would result in a significant impact. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-3. Global Response GR-4 and Global Response GR-5. 

I75-16 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment states that the 

proposed project street design does not comply with City design standards regarding width of proposed 

streets, as outlined in the City’s municipal code. Please refer to Global Response GR-5. 

I75-17 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment states that City streets 

require at least 30 feet of road easement in order to comply with City street design standards. Please 

refer to Global Response GR-5. 

I75-18 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment summarizes the Draft 

EIR’s statement regarding consistency with City design standards and road improvements to Carter 

Avenue. The comment does not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR.  

I75-19 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment states that the project 

should not be approved because proposed roads do not meet the fire apparatus minimum of 24 feet, 

does not meet the required 30 feet in width, ingress/egress requirements, and would result in 

approximately 740 additional vehicle trips. Please refer to Global Response GR-5. Regarding additional 

vehicle trips, please refer to Global Response GR-6. 

I75-20 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment suggests that the 

egress should be analyzed to determine its adequacy as a second evacuation route. Please refer to 

Global Response GR-4 and Global Response GR-5. 
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I75-21 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I75. It is a portion of a traffic study done 

for the proposed project. The comment does not raise new or additional environmental issues 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I75-22 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment is a photo of Carter 

Avenue to demonstrate its width and current condition. The comment does not raise new or additional 

environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Global Response GR-5 

regarding discussion of the existing and proposed width of Carter Avenue.  

I75-23 This comment is part of Attachment 1 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment is an image of the 

parcel map for a section of road between Lima and Monastery Gate. The comment does not raise new 

or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I75-24 This comment is part of Attachment 2 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment provides background 

regarding the history of the proposed open space dedication area. The City notes that the comment 

provides background information and does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I75-25 This comment is part of Attachment 2 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment states that there is no 

benefit to owning Hillside land due to its fire hazard severity level, and the landslide potential when it’s 

above several existing housing developments in Pasadena. Because no development is proposed in 

this area, and because the area would be conserved in perpetuity, the proposed open space 

conservation easement would not result in increases to fire hazards or landslide potential.  

I75-26 This comment is part of Attachment 2 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment states that a parcel 

donated to the City is zoned as Open Space under the Protected and Preserved zoning designation, 

and as such the public would have no access to that parcel. Therefore, the parcel donation would 

provide no benefit to the public. As stated in Draft EIR Section 3.1, Project Location and Project Site, 

open space areas lie to the north of the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center. Of this open space area, 35 acres 

are proposed to be preserved as protected open space; however, these 35 acres are not considered part 

of the project site, and no development would occur within this area.  

I75-27 This comment is part of Attachment 2 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment states that it is 

unknown what and how much protected land the Monastery is proposing to donate. According to Draft 

EIR Section ES.1, Project Location and Project Site, open space areas lie to the north of the Mater 

Dolorosa Retreat Center. Of this open space area, 35 acres is proposed to be conserved as part of 

the project to be protected open space; however, these 35 acres are not considered part of the 

project site. 

I75-28 This comment is part of Attachment 2 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment suggests that the City 

should not accept the 35-acre conservation easement as it would be a liability to the City. The comment 

provides the opinions of the commenter and does not raise new or additional environmental issues 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I75-29 This comment is part of Attachment 2 of the Comment Letter I75. The comment shows figures of parcel 

locations. The comment does not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter I76 

Individual 

Barbara Vellturo 

October 4, 2021 

I76-1 The comment introduces the comment letter and attachments. The commenter would like to be put on 

the list of people to notify when the Final EIR is complete.  

I76-2 The comment states that the Specific Plan is inconsistent with the City’s General Plan and Zoning 

Ordinances. Please refer to response GR-7.  

I76-3 The comment states that the Specific Plan does not comply with the policies and goals of the City’s 

General Plan. Please refer to response GR-7.  

I76-4 The comment states that the Specific Plan does not comply with the policies and goals of the City’s 

General Plan. Please refer to Global Response GR-7.  

I76-5 The comment lists the goals in the City’s General Plan – Land Use Element section. The comment does 

not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I76-6 The comment states that the Specific Plan does not comply with the policies and goals of the City’s 

General Plan. Additionally, the comment lists goals 2 and 3 of the City’s General Plan. Please refer to 

Global Response GR-7.  

I76-7 The comment states that building projects such as the proposed project are required to demonstrate 

how the planned development would fit into the existing neighborhood through a Neighborhood 

Analysis. There is no mention of a formal neighborhood analysis within the City’s General Plan. Please 

refer to Global Response GR-7.  

I76-8 The comment states that because a neighborhood analysis was not done, the proposed project cannot 

claim to be consistent with the City’s General Plans and ordinances. See Response to Comment I76-7. 

I76-9 The comment states that the proposed project has larger house sizes than allowed under the single-

family residential zone designation, and therefore the proposed project is not consistent with the City’s 

General Plan. Please refer to response GR-7, General Plan Consistency. The project site is currently 

zoned and designated as Institutional (I). As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.4, Discretionary Actions, 

under the proposed project, the land designation and zoning of the project site would be changed to 

Specific Plan (SP), which would then establish Residential Land (RL) and Open Space (OS) sections 

within the project site. The house sizes are allowable under these designations. Further, the Draft EIR 

analyzes the potential for environmental impacts resulting from the project as a whole, as the California 

Public Resources Code and the State CEQA Guidelines require. The project as a whole includes the 

zone change, and also the general plan amendment, adoption of the specific plan, and approval of the 

development agreement.  

I76-10 The comment states that the proposed project has a greater lot coverage than allowed under the single-

family residential zone designation, and therefore the proposed project is not consistent with the City’s 

General Plan. See Response to Comment I76-9 and Global Response GR-7. 
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I76-11 The comment states that the proposed project has greater setbacks than allowed under the single-

family residential zone designation, and therefore the proposed project is not consistent with the City’s 

General Plan. See Response to Comment I76-9 and Global Response GR-7. 

I76-12 The comment shows and aerial image of the undeveloped project site and surrounding areas. The 

comment states that the public does not know if the homes in the proposed project will be single-

story and if the house and lot sizes would be similar to those of the surrounding neighborhood. Please 

refer to responses I4-7 through I4-9, above, regarding lot sizes and number of stories. Additionally, 

according to Draft EIR Section 3.3.1, Residential Development, the proposed residences would be 

one to two stories. 

I76-13 The comment states that at a developer presentation in March of 2021, it was undecided as to if the 

houses would be single-story and that the final decision would be in the Specific Plan. The comment 

states that housing size and design information is not present in the Specific Plan. Please refer to 

responses I4-7 through I4-9, above, regarding lot sizes and number of stories. Building designs are 

found within Specific Plan Section 5.5, Architectural Design. 

I76-14 The comment expresses concern relating to the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s General Plan consistency 

analysis. Please refer to response Global Response GR-7. Lastly, please refer to responses I4-7 through 

I4-9, above, regarding lot sizes and number of stories. 

I76-15 The comment states that the proposed project is not consistent with the neighborhoods of the City 

because of the house orientation. See response to Global Response GR-7. The comment provides 

concluding remarks and general opposition to the project that do not raise new or additional 

environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I76-16 Viewers at the Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park would consist of recreationists who would be afforded 

views of the San Gabriel Mountains to the north. The proposed project would not obstruct views of the 

San Gabriel Mountains from the Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park as the project site is located west of 

the wilderness park and the San Gabriel Mountains are located to the north. Views of the project site 

may also be afforded to recreationists within the Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park; however, Bailey 

Canyon Wilderness Park is concentrated with many existing, mature trees that obstruct significant, 

widespread views of the project site from this area. In addition, the proposed neighborhood park would 

be adjacent to the Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park across Carter Avenue, which would include trees and 

landscaping as shown in Figure 3-3, Proposed Park Conceptual Plan, in Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project 

Description. Proposed trees and landscaping within the eastern portion of the neighborhood park would 

help to buffer views of the proposed residential uses from Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park. While new 

residences may still be partially visible from Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park, neither the project site nor 

Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park are identified as protected hillside areas or scenic vistas within the 

City’s General Plan. In addition, the design guidelines of the Specific Plan outline site planning and 

design, architectural design, and landscape design standards that would be implemented as a design 

of the project in order to ensure that development is consistent with surrounding development and that 

the proposed project would not significantly degrade views of the project site from Bailey Canyon 

Wilderness Park. Therefore, views of the project site from Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park would not be 

considered a substantial change to or from a scenic vista. Implementation of the proposed project 

would not result in a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, including views of and from the San 

Gabriel Mountains, in compliance with General Plan Policy L6.2. In addition, the conservation of open 
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space would preserve this hillside area in perpetuity, therefore preserving undeveloped views of the 

hillside from the City. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with General Plan objectives 

and policies governing scenic quality. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I76-17 The comment states that the proposed project is not consistent with the City’s General Plan and 

does not provide sufficient evidence to prove that the proposed project is consistent. See Global 

Response GR-7. 

I76-18 The comment lists goals and policies in the City’s General Plan that have not been proven to be 

consistent. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I76-19 The comment lists goals and policies in the City’s General Plan. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I76-20 The comment states that the proposed project is in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone as well as 

part of the Wildland Urban Interface. Please refer to Global Response GR-3. 

I76-21 The comment states that the proposed project site to be development is currently listed as Natural 

Open Space, which needs to be preserved. According to Draft EIR Section 4.11.1, Existing Conditions, 

in Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, the project site is currently zoned and has a General Plan land 

use designation of Institutional (I), not as Natural Open Space. The City’s General Plan designate land 

uses to the north as Natural Open Space (NOS); to the east as NOS, Municipal (M), and Constructed Open 

Space (COS); and to the south and southwest as Residential Low Density (RL). Development would only 

occur within the proposed project site. 

I76-22 The comment provides a zoning map of the City and lists the zoning designation of the proposed project 

site’s surrounding areas. The comment does not raise new or additional environmental issues 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I76-23 The comment states that the City values its open space as it provides protections against wildfire and 

landslides. The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter and does not raise new or 

additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Impacts related to wildfire 

were analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.20, Wildfire, while impacts related to landslides were analyzed in 

Draft EIR Section 4.7, Geology and Soils. 

I76-24 The comment further describes the importance of open space to the City, as it relates to flood 

protection, water supply, and groundwater recharge. Impacts related to flood protection and 

groundwater recharge were analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, while 

impacts related to landslides were analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.7, Geology and Soils. Please see 

Global Response GR-1, for a discussion of water supply issues and Global Response GR-3, for a 

discussion related to wildfire issues.  

I76-25 The comment states that the proposed project will negatively affect alluvial fan habitat, which has a 

high conservation value due to its watershed value, adjacency to protected lands, potential for habitat 

restoration, and public access. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.4.5, Impacts Analysis, in 

Section  4.4, Biological Resources, the project site consists of ornamental, non-native grassland, and 

paved roadways. The project site does not support any native vegetation communities and the area 

appears to be regularly maintained, which limits the potential for many native plant species. No 
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sensitive communities or riparian habitat occur on the project site (Appendix C1 of the Draft EIR) and 

the project would not impact these habitats. However, due to the presence of riparian habitat north 

and east of the project site, associated with Bailey Canyon, impacts to riparian habitat associated with 

the proposed project could occur if invasive species are placed on site. Therefore, impacts would be 

potentially significant (Impact BIO-2). Mitigation measure MM-BIO-2, which prohibits the use of invasive 

species in the project’s landscaping plan, would be implemented reduce impacts to nearby riparian 

habitat to less-than-significant. Lastly, impacts related to flood protection and groundwater recharge 

were analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.10 and were found to be less than significant.  

I76-26 The comment suggests that optimization of the recharge potential of the undeveloped alluvial fan land 

would benefit all users of the Raymond Basin. Groundwater recharge was analyzed in Draft EIR Section 

4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, and were found to be less than significant.  

I76-27 The comment states that the proposed project does not comply with the City’s General Plan goals 

and policies regarding protection and preservation of open space. See Global Response GR-7. 

Although the project would occur undeveloped land, this land is not classified as open space as it is 

not usable for public recreation and it does not possess important natural features (see Draft EIR 

Section 4.4, Biological Resources). The proposed project would implement various usable open 

space areas such as the propsoed neighborhood park and a 35-acre open space hillside area, to be 

conserved and undeveloped.  

I76-28 The comment states that the proposed dedication of land does not mean the proposed project is 

consistent with the City’s General Plan, because the developers do not preserve existing or provide 

additional open space.  

I76-29 The comment states that the proposed dedication of land does not mean the proposed project is 

consistent with the City’s General Plan because this area would already be preserved, and that the 

developers do not preserve existing or provide additional open space. See Response to 

Comment I76- 27 and Global Response GR-7. 

I76-30 The comment states that the proposed project is not consistent with the City’s General Plan and lists 

goals and policies pertaining open space preservation. See Response to Comment I76-27, Global 

Response GR-7, and Draft EIR Table 4.11-1, Project’s Consistency with City of Sierra Madre’s General 

Plan Goal and Policies. 

I76-31 The comment states that the Specific Plan does not provide two safe and acceptable methods of 

ingress/egress to the proposed project site; does not provide two evacuation routes; the specifications 

for Carter Avenue do not comply with City road standards; and that the Draft EIR fails to address 

pedestrian safety. See Global Response GR-4 and Global Response GR-5.  

The Draft EIR addresses pedestrian safety. The project would include sidewalks along the proposed 

streets to promote pedestrian safety and mobility within the project site and local vicinity as well as a 

6-foot sidewalk between the southeastern portion of the project site boundary and Lima Street, which 

includes a 6-foot sidewalk on the north side of Carter Avenue (see Final EIR Section 3.3.12). Moreover, 

Draft EIR Section 4.17, Transportation, includes analysis on the project’s consistency with pedestrian 

safety policies. As a result, the analysis determined the project would not result in a hazardous roadway 

design or unsafe roadway configuration and impacts were found to be less than significant. 
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I76-32 The comment states that the proposed project’s traffic study has impacts would be less than significant 

only if all parts of the proposed project met acceptable standards, which the proposed project does not 

because all access roads require a 30-foot width. Please refer to Global Response GR-5 and Global 

Response GR-7. 

I76-33 The comment quotes a section from the General Plan EIR, related to roadway safety and design. The 

comment does not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR. The Stonegate project has been accounted for as a cumulative project (see Draft EIR Section 5.3, 

Cumulative Projects).  

I76-34 The comment quotes a City Ordinance 16.32.035 and questions whether existing roadways, including 

North Sunnyside Avenue and Carter Avenue meeting current City roadway requirements. Please refer 

to Global Response GR-5. 

I76-35 The comment states that an explanation is required as to why there’s a discrepancy in findings and 

required mitigation in the Draft EIR and the General Plan EIR. It should be noted that the proposed 

project is a separate project from the General Plan EIR, which is why the findings and mitigation 

measures differ. The project’s consistency with the City’s General Plan is analyzed in Final EIR 

Section 4.11. The comment does not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I76-36 The comment states that it is unknown as to who would have the right and ability to correct the 

deficiencies of Carter Avenue. Please refer to Global Response GR-5. The comment does not raise new 

or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I76-37 The comment states that the Final EIR needs to show that the developer would be able to meet the 

required mitigations and as well comply with the City’s bicycle regulations. Mitigation measures would 

be enforced through the project’s conditions of approval. Additionally, as discussed in Draft EIR 

Section 4.17.5, Impacts Analysis, although no bicycle facilities and improvements are proposed 

under the project, the project would not impact existing bicycle facilities in the vicinity of the project, 

including the existing bicycle lanes within Sierra Madre Boulevard. See Response to Comment I47-5 

for additional discussion. 

I76-38 The comment expresses concern related to pedestrian safety. The Draft EIR addresses pedestrian 

safety. The project would include sidewalks along the proposed streets to promote pedestrian safety 

and mobility within the project site and local vicinity. Moreover, Draft EIR Section 4.17 includes analysis 

on the project’s consistency with pedestrian safety policies. As a result, the analysis determined the 

project would not result in a hazardous roadway design or unsafe roadway configuration and impacts 

were found to be less than significant. 

I76-39 The comment states that pedestrians would have to walk in narrow, hazardous streets as a result of 

the project’s proposed design. See Response to Comment I76-38. 

I76-40 The comment states that pedestrians would have to walk in narrow, hazardous streets resulting from 

the proposed project design. See Response to Comment I76-38. 
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I76-41 The comment expresses safety concern related to steep grades on Carter Avenue. Please refer to 

Global Response GR-5. 

I76-42 The comment states that the proposed project would make it difficult for rescue equipment to access 

homes along Grove Avenue due to two-way traffic. North Grove Street is expected to experience a 

negligible level of traffic generated by the project, as reflected in the Report (Final EIR Appendix K). Any 

improvements to Grove Avenue would be the responsibility of the City of Sierra Madre. Please refer to 

Global Response GR-4. 

I76-43 The comment states that the proximity of the egress from the proposed project to the County access 

road should be studied. Please refer to Global Response GR-4  

I76-44 The comment states that pedestrian safety, second point of ingress and egress, second evacuation 

route in the case of a fire, earthquake and landslide hazards must be analyzed in order to have an 

adequate traffic and circulation analysis. See Response to Comment I76-31.  

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.7.1, Existing Conditions, in Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, two major 

landslides have occurred in the northern hillside areas of the City. However, the City’s General Plan 

designates the project site as being located outside of any potential landslide zone. Additionally, the 

project site does not contain slopes susceptible to landslides and is not located within a seismic hazard 

zone; thus, the potential for earthquake-induced landslides is considered low (Appendix E of the Draft 

EIR). Additionally, development of the project would adhere to the most current CBC standards. Design 

and construction of the project in accordance with the CBC would minimize the adverse effects of strong 

ground shaking to the greatest degree feasible. In addition, as discussed above, the project would be 

required to implement PDF-GEO-1 through PDF-GEO-15 and MM-GEO-1, which include specific project 

recommendations from the geotechnical investigation. Therefore, the project would not directly or 

indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving 

strong seismic ground shaking. Regarding fire impacts, please refer to Global Response GR-3.  

I76-45 The comment states that the Specific Plan is inconsistent with the City’s General Plan with regards to 

trees and tree canopies. The comment lists the applicable policies and goals related to trees and tree 

canopies. See Global Response GR-7, and Global Response GR-2.  

I76-46 The comment states that the Specific Plan ignores the requirements of the City’s Forest Management Plan 

as it would replace approximately 90 mature, canopied trees. Please refer to Global Response GR-2.  

I76-47 The comment states that the Specific Plan’s intent is to maximize profit, which would be inconsistent 

with the Community Forest Plan. Please refer to Global Response GR-2.  

I76-48 The comment quotes a comment submitted by Daniel Golden regarding the mature trees on the 

proposed project site, which states that the 101 mature trees, including 10 protected oaks, would be 

replaced with smaller oaks and trees. The planting of new trees would require a great deal of water, 

which raises concerns about the viability of the net zero water pre-purchase agreement. Please refer 

to Global Response GR-1 and Global Response GR-2. 

I76-49 The comment expresses concern relating to loss of oxygen caused by the removal of the tree canopy 

on the project site. See Response to Comment I24-1.  
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I76-50 The comment expresses concern with the Draft EIR’s analysis of tree removal impacts. See Global 

Response GR-2. 

I76-51 The comment states that the proposed project is not consistent with City’s General Plan Policy R10.3 

and Policy R10.8. Please refer to Global Response GR-2.  

I76-52 The comment states that the Specific Plan is inconsistent with the City’s General Plan, zoning 

ordinances and plans. The comment lists the City’s General Plan’s goals and policies that are relevant 

to the proposed project. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I76-53 The comment suggests that Measure IM-5, Policy R3.2, Policy R3.3, and Objective Hz7 should be 

enforced. Please refer to Global Response GR-3 for information about Hz7, and Global Response GR- 7. 

Measure IM-5 is directed at the City as the Applicant does not have authority to amend the City’s Open 

Space Ordinance.  

I76-54 The comment provides concluding remarks and general opposition to the project that do not raise new 

or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I77 
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Response to Comment Letter I77 

Individual 

Arlene Arrieta 

October 4, 2021 

I77-1 The comment is introductory in nature and requests a copy of the comment letter and Responses to 

Comments are provided as part of the Final EIR. The commenter also requests to be put on the list of 

people to notify when the Final EIR is complete. Finally, the commenter states opposition to the project 

due to inconsistency with the surrounding area, City’s General Plan, and Municipal Code. Please refer 

to Responses to Comments I77-2 through I77-10 below and Global Response GR-7 in regards to 

inconsistencies with the City’s General Plan 

I77-2 The comment is concerned with project impacts on water availability, usage, and supply. The commenter 

questions whether 50 years of water supply is available for purchase. See Global Response GR-1. 

I77-3 The commenter raises concerns about the project’s location in a designated Local Responsibility Area 

(LRA) Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VFFHSZ). The commenter quotes Draft Safety Element 

Update (now the adopted Hazard Prevention Element) Policy Hz7 and Policy R3.2, regarding avoiding 

development in VHFHSZ areas, and the commenter describes fires in the project vicinity over the last 

few years. The comment expresses the commenter’s opposition to the project specific to its relation to 

wildfires. Please refer to Global Response GR-3. 

I77-4 The comment states that the Fehr and Peers November 10, 2020 traffic study indicates that a 

significant traffic impact (and as associated air quality impact) would result from both operation and 

construction of the proposed project. For information regarding traffic impacts, please refer to Global 

Response GR-6. Furthermore, North Grove Street is expected to experience a negligible level of traffic 

generated by the project, as reflected in the traffic conditions analysis. Additionally, as concluded in 

Draft EIR Section 4.3, Air Quality, impacts to air quality, including air quality impacts from traffic in 

construction and operation, would be less than significant with implementation of MM-AQ-1.  

The comment also questions whether ingress/egress proposed for the project is adequate, specifically 

at Carter/Grove and Lima and along Sunnyside. Please refer to Global Response GR-5 . No changes to 

ingress/egress within Lima Avenue are proposed. In addition, all roadways within the project site, 

including Sunnyside, have been designed to meet all fire department access requirements. 

I77-5 The comment references the City General Plan Tree Preservation Goal 1, expresses concern of the 

proposed project’s proposed removal of several on-site trees, including protected oak trees. The 

commenter also expresses concern that every mature tree along the drive from the entry gates of the 

Monastery at the top of Sunnyside up to the Retreat Center will be destroyed. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-2. 

I77-6 The comment expresses concern with the project site’s distance from a known earthquake fault and 

soil stability. Draft EIR Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, explains that the project site is not located on a 

known active, potentially active, or inactive fault as delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 

Zoning Map. The closest earthquake fault to the project site is the Sierra Madre Fault, located 

approximately 700 feet to the north. As determined in Draft EIR Section 4.7 and Appendix E, the 
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potential for ground rupture on the project site is considered low. Furthermore, the proposed project 

would be required to comply with all existing regulations, including the California Building Code and the 

SMCC in order to ensure seismic safety. In addition, the project would comply with project design 

features PDF-GEO-1 through PDF-GEO-15, and MM-GEO-1, which includes project specific 

recommendations from the geotechnical investigation (included as Appendix E). Thus, impacts 

associated with seismicity were determined to be less than significant.  

I77-7 The comment is concerned with the project’s potential to impact views, privacy, and property values 

near the project site. Private views, privacy, and property values are not protected under CEQA, and 

impacts to the same are not considered “environmental impacts” for purposes of CEQA. However, the 

design guidelines of the Specific Plan establish site planning and design, architectural design, and 

landscape design standards that would address and protect visual character, privacy, and the quality 

of public and private views. See also Draft EIR Section 4.1, Aesthetics, for a detailed analysis of the 

project’s potential for visual impacts. Lastly, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11.5, Impact Analysis, 

of Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, the project would be consistent with Policy L6.2, as the 

proposed project is designed in a manner that is sensitive to scenic viewpoints and/or viewsheds 

through building design, site layout, and building heights. 

I77-8 The comment is concerned with the loss of open space and the potential displacement of wildlife. All 

potential impacts to sensitive wildlife species are analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.4. Mitigation 

measures MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-3 would reduce impacts to biological resources, including 

wildlife, to a level that is less than significant. Additional impact analysis is provided in the Biological 

Resources Report provided as Appendix C1 of the Draft EIR. In addition, as discussed in Final EIR 

Section 3.3.3, Open Space Conservation Easement, the project would permanently dedicate 

approximately 35 acres of open space hillside land, located north of the existing Mater Dolorosa Retreat 

Center. This open space would be preserved and protected from future development by way of a 

conservation easement.  

I77-9 The comment expresses support for a project alternative that includes a smaller institutional 

development than what is presented in the Draft EIR’s alternatives analysis. See Response to 

Comment I73-5, above.  

I77-10 The comment expresses general opposition to the project but does not identify any specific concerns 

with the environmental analysis. 
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Comment Letter I78 
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Response to Comment Letter I78 

Individual 

David Hughes 

October 4, 2021 

I78-1 The comment provides an introduction to comments that follow and does not raise any concerns with 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

I78-2 The comment raises concerns regarding the removal of mature trees on-site, the findings of the arborist 

report, the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis of the health of the mature trees on-site, and the 

adequacy of the proposed mitigation. Please refer to Global Response GR-2. 

More specifically, the comment states that the oak trees should have detailed specific analysis which 

includes the tree age, condition, and determination of which ones can be preserved during 

construction. Each oak tree was assessed for its health and structure condition, diameter at standard 

height, height, width, and potential for preservation. The results of the individual tree assessment can 

be found in Final EIR Appendix C2.  

The tree assessment and mitigation requirements recorded in the tree report (Final EIR Appendix C2) 

are completed to standards established by the City’s Municipal Code and satisfy the requirements for 

this project.  

I78-3 The comment expresses concern regarding the Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park and existing views that 

would be impacted as a result of the proposed project. Additionally, the comment questions if views 

from the wilderness park would be affected by the development or if the proposed landscaping would 

buffer these views. The comment also states that the Draft EIR should include renderings of the 

before/after viewscapes from the wilderness park to justify their evaluation.  

Visual simulations are not warranted to adequately analyze visual impacts. For more information, 

please refer to Draft EIR Section 4.1, Aesthetics. Please refer to Response to Comment I76-16. 

I78-4 This comment states that per the Biological Resources Report, the Braunton’s milk-vetch, a federally 

endangered species, is known to occur within 2.7 miles from the project site, and that the site is 

potentially suitable for the species as it is associated with carbonate soils. The comment also states 

that no soils testing was performed to determine if suitable soil conditions exist before making the 

judgment that the species isn’t present, and a mitigation plan should be developed in the event that 

grading on the site stimulates germination of this plant so that the state and federal government is 

consulted. Further, the comment states that the biological report mentions multiple other wildlife 

species that utilize the property that will be impacted by the project, and finally that the project site is 

adjacent to areas with native habitat and the developer should be required to provide a list to 

homeowners of undesirable non-native invasive species that should not be planted on their property to 

avoid weed infestations to native habitat.  

The Sensitive Resources Analysis for the Project Located at 700 North Sunnyside Avenue, Sierra Madre 

Memorandum (Sensitive Resources Analysis) (Draft EIR Appendix C1) and Draft EIR Section 4.4, 

Biological Resources, analyzed potential impacts to special-status plant and wildlife species 
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(endangered, rare, or threatened species), as well potential impacts to riparian habitat or other 

sensitive natural communities. No federal or state-listed plant or wildlife species are expected to occur 

in the project site. The project site does not support any native vegetation communities and the area 

appears to be regularly maintained, which limits the potential for many native plant and wildlife species. 

More specifically, the site undergoes weed abatement on a biannual basis (through a City contract with 

the County of Los Angeles). Furthermore, Draft EIR Figure 4.4-1, Vegetation and Land Cover Map, 

illustrates the project site’s vegetation and land cover consists of ornamental vegetation lining paved 

roadways and non-native grassland. The non-native grasslands are mowed and composed of almost 

entirely non-native grasses and herbaceous annuals, and it was determined that no sensitive 

communities or riparian habitat occur on the project site. Additionally, soil testing and sampling was 

completed as part of the Geotechnical Investigation (Appendix E to the Draft EIR), and the findings 

indicated that artificial fill covered the majority of the project site, and that mitigation measure MM-

GEO-1 would be required to remove and recompact artificial soil.  

Regarding Braunton’s milkvetch, specifically, this species was not identified at the project site during 

pedestrian surveys conducted during the appropriate blooming period, and as concluded in Appendix  B 

of Appendix C1 of the Draft EIR, Braunton’s milk-vetch is not expected to occur due to reason stated 

previously, and the last California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) occurrence is 2.7 miles from the 

project site. Therefore, the potential impacts to this species is considered to be less than significant, 

and further analysis is not warranted. 

I78-5 The comment expresses concern that the Draft EIR contains no analysis regarding the increased traffic 

on the community that would result from the project. The commenter states that there is existing 

congestion on Sierra Madre streets, especially Grandview and Michillinda, and that application of VMT 

criteria should not be the primary criterion for evaluating traffic impacts. The commenter also states 

that there is no infrastructure to impede speeding on Sunnyside and that addition of the new homes 

and amount of additional drivers on the surrounding roadways is a significant concern and no analysis 

is provided. Please refer to Global Response GR-6. In addition, concerns about illegal activity, such as 

speeding is not within the scope of the required environmental analysis under CEQA. 

I78-6 The comment expresses concern about the Bailey Canyon Debris Basin being a sufficient fuel break, 

and the risk of embers catching homes on fire. As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.20, Wildfire, the Bailey 

Canyon Debris Basin will act as a fuel break in addition to the fuel modification areas that would also 

create reduced fuel on the site. For a visual representation of the Fuel Modification Area, please see 

Appendix E of the FPP (Appendix F2). As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.20, buildings would comply with 

ignition resistant construction standards of the 2019 CBC (Chapter 7A) and Chapter 5 of the UWI code 

which would address vulnerabilities of the structure such as roofs, eaves, exterior walls, vents, 

appendages, windows, and doors. These standards would help structures perform at high levels (resist 

ignition) during the typically short duration of exposure to burning vegetation from wildfires.  

The comment also asks if the City or County Fire Department has reviewed this Draft EIR and agreed 

with the finding. The City of Sierra Madre Fire Department (SMFD) reviewed and agreed with the 

conclusions of the FPP and Draft EIR Section 4.15, Public Services. The comment also suggest that 

each home should have a specific FPP and a monitoring program should be conducted to ensure the 

homes are protected. The FPP would be applicable to all homes within the project site. 
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I78-7 The comment asks why there are no mitigation measures to address the operational increase in 

greenhouse gas emissions as a result of the project. The comment also states that the City should 

require the developer to install solar panels on each proposed house to reduce the demand on the 

electrical grid and reduce carbon emissions.  

An Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis Technical Report is included as Appendix B of 

the Draft EIR. As part of the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis Technical Report, a 

localized significance threshold (LST) analysis was prepared to determine potential impacts to nearby 

sensitive receptors during construction of the project. The impacts were analyzed using methods 

consistent with those in the SCAQMD’s Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology (2009).  

This analysis determined that construction activities associated with the project would result in 

temporary sources of on-site fugitive dust and construction equipment emissions. As shown in 

Table 4.3-10 of the Draft EIR, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-1, construction 

activities would not generate emissions in excess of site-specific LSTs and no impacts to nearby 

sensitive receptors would occur. 

As stated in Table 4.8-6 of Draft EIR Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the proposed project 

would include solar roof installations in accordance with the 2019 Title 24 building standards. In 

addition, as discussed in Section 4.8.5, Impact Analysis, of Section 4.8, estimated annual project-

generated greenhouse gas emissions would be approximately 794 MT CO2e per year as a result of 

project operations and amortized construction. This would be less than the significance threshold of 

3,000 MT CO2e per year as discussed in Section 4.8.3, Thresholds of Significance. Therefore, project 

impacts to greenhouse gas emissions would be less than significant and no additional mitigation would 

be required.  

I78-8 The comment expresses concern related air quality, specifically dust control and how it will be 

monitored. Additionally, the comment expresses concern about the chemicals identified in the Phase  1 

ESA from an underground storage tank being released into the air as a result of grading. As stated in 

Draft EIR Section 4.3, Air Quality, the project would implement dust control measures as a project 

design feature in compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403, including watering the exposed area two times 

per day (55% reduction in PM10 and PM2.5) and limit vehicle travel on unpaved roads to 15 miles per 

hour. As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the proposed project 

would not expose the public to a reasonably foreseeable significant hazard as a result of construction. 

I78-9 This is a concluding statement by the commenter that does not raise concerns regarding the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I79 
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Response to Comment Letter I79 

Individual 

Bertha D. Patsavas 

October 4, 2021 

I79-1 This introductory comment expresses general opposition to the proposed change in zoning and land 

use designation of the site. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I79-2 The comment states that traffic would increase to 200-400 vehicles a day as a result of the project. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-6.  

I79-3 The comment expresses concern with drought and availability of water to serve the project. See Global 

Response GR-1. 

I79-4 The comment states that the project is located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, where previous 

fires or evacuations have occurred. Please refer to Global Response GR-3.  

I79-5 The comment mentions the 1991 earthquake, which destroyed one of the Monastery buildings. See 

Response to Comment I45-6. The proposed project would be required to comply with all existing 

regulations, including the California Building Code and the SMCC in order to ensure seismic safety. In 

addition, the project would comply with project design features PDF-GEO-1 through PDF-GEO-15 and 

MM-GEO-1, which includes project specific recommendations from the geotechnical investigation 

(included as Drat EIR Appendix E).  
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Comment Letter I80 
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Response to Comment Letter I80 

Individual 

Shelby Moser 

October 4, 2021 

I80-1 The comment is concerned with the project’s potential impacts on water supplies and availability, in 

light of current drought conditions. See Global Response GR-1. 

I80-2 The comment expresses concern regarding the hazardous area in which the project site is located, 

specifically due to prior wildfires in the area, evacuations, and the Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone 

designation. Please refer to Global Response GR-3 and Global Response GR-4.  

I80-3 The comment is concerned with potential impacts to traffic flow. Please refer to Global Response GR-6.  
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Comment Letter I81 
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Response to Comment Letter I81 

Individual 

Maria Karafilis 

October 4, 2021 

I81-1 This introductory comment expresses general opposition to the project but does not raise any issue 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter will be notified when the Final EIR is 

complete and available to the public.  

I81-2 This comment states that 101 mature trees will be removed including 10 protected Oak trees. The 

commenter expresses concern regarding project inconsistencies with the City’s Forest Management 

Plan to preserve canopies as well as rock landslides and impacts on wildfire associated with loss of 

trees. Please refer to Global Response GR-2. As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, 

the project site is located outside of any potential landslide zone and is not located within a seismic 

hazard zone, therefore, impacts associated with landslides would be less than significant.  

I81-3 The comment expresses general opposition to the proposed change in land use designation of the 

project site but does not raise any concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I82 
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Response to Comment Letter I82 

Individual 

Vicki Jennelle 

October 4, 2021 

I82-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  

I82-2 The comment expresses general concerns regarding environmental impacts, including impacts to 

transportation/traffic, roads, sewers, and water. The proposed project’s impacts on the environment 

have been addressed throughout Draft EIR Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis. Impacts to 

transportation have been addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.17, Transportation, and impacts to utilities 

have been addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems (with a few clarifying 

changes made to Final EIR Section 4.19). Lastly, regarding the commenter’s concern related to 

development fees, the development fees from the proposed project would be paid by the Applicant 

would offset the costs associated with the increased demand for public services and utilities. 

I82-3 The comment expresses concern regarding water supply and the project’s net-zero water impact. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-1.  

I82-4 The comment expresses concern regarding the project’s impacts to wildfire. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-3. 

I82-5 The comment expresses concern regarding the project’s impacts to traffic. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-6. 

I82-6 The comment expresses concern regarding the impacts to traffic related to the proposed park. The 

project’s impacts to transportation have been addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.17. Please refer to 

Global Response GR-6. 

I82-7 The comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project and includes suggestion for the 

City to buy the land associated with the proposed project. The comment does not raise any issue 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I83 
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Response to Comment Letter I83 

Individual 

Bruce H. Jones 

October 4, 2021 

I83-1 The comment includes an introductory comment introducing the commenter and comments to follow. 

The comment does not raise specific issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I83-2 The comment provides personal background relating to the commenter. The comment does not raise 

specific issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I83-3 The comment provides an overview of the history of wildfires in the area and dangers associated with 

wildfire. Please refer to Global Response GR-3. 

I83-4 The comment expresses concern regarding the project’s net-zero water impact and the ability of 

existing water supply infrastructure to the serve the project. Please refer to Global Response GR-1.  

I83-5 The comment expresses concern regarding water, sewer, and storm drain infrastructure, which have 

been addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.19 (with a few clarifying revisions made in Final EIR 

Section 4.19). As discussed in this section, the proposed project would result in less than significant 

impacts to water, sewer, and storm drain infrastructure.  

I83-6 The comment expresses concern regarding the project’s impacts on fire protection, emergency medical 

service (EMS), police protection, and access. These issues have been analyzed in Draft EIR 

Section 4.15, Public Services. As discussed in this section, SMFD has reviewed the project and has 

determined that it would not have a significant effect on service demands . Therefore, through 

payment of appropriate development fees by the project applicant, the proposed project would 

not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 

physically altered fire protection facilities. As the SMFD also provides EMS, the project would not 

result in significant impacts to EMS services. Similarly, regarding police protection, while new 

development places increased demand on police protection services, due to payment of development 

fees, participation in mutual-aid agreements, and the project’s minimal increase in population, it is not 

anticipated that the proposed project would result in the need for construction or expansion of police 

facilities. Please refer to Global Response GR-4 in regard to emergency access concerns.  

I83-7 The comment expresses concern regarding construction of the proposed project, specifically physical 

impacts to the existing streets and underground utilities. Environmental impacts associated with 

construction have been addressed throughout Draft EIR Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis. In addition, 

please refer to comment I65-12 regarding the physical impact of heavy load and equipment.  

I83-8 The comment states that dust, noise pollution, and air pollution from construction would result in 

significant and unavoidable impacts. Dust, noise pollution, and air pollution have been analyzed in 

Draft EIR Sections 4.3, Air Quality, and 4.13, Noise. As discussed in these sections, impacts to air 

quality and noise during construction would be less than significant with mitigation.  
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I83-9 The comment expresses concern related to traffic, particularly construction-related traffic on Sunnyside 

Avenue and Michillinda Avenue. Please refer to Global Response GR-6. It should be noted that under 

CEQA, an increase in traffic is no longer used to assess whether a project would have a significant 

effect on traffic under CEQA, including construction-related traffic. Rather, CEQA now requires that the 

transportation impacts of a project be assessed solely through the calculation of VMT, and for which, 

this project was determined to have a less than significant impact. As discussed in Global Response 

GR-6, Appendix K to this Final EIR includes a Traffic Study, which was prepared strictly for informational 

purposes and discusses the expected changes in traffic conditions. As discussed in Appendix K, the 

performance of the study intersections, as measured by LOS, would result in no measurable difference 

as a result of the project, and all of the intersections will function well-within the City’s standards. 

I83-10 The comment expresses concern regarding air pollution, noise, and ingress/egress impacts associated 

with traffic as a result of the proposed project. Please refer to Global Response GR-6and Response to 

Comment I83-9 for discussion related to traffic. Impacts to air pollution and noise have been analyzed 

in Draft EIR Sections 4.3 and 4.13. As discussed in these sections, impacts to air quality and noise 

would be less than significant with mitigation.  

I83-11 The comment raises economic, social, or political issues that do not appear to relate to any physical 

effect on the environment in addition to impacts to historical resources and burial sites. Draft EIR 

Section 4.5, Cultural Resources, provides an analysis of potential impacts to cultural resources, 

including historical resources and burial sites. As discussed in this section, the proposed project would 

not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to 

Section 15064.5. Impacts would be less than significant. In addition, with implementation of 

MM- CUL- 1, MM-CUL-2, and MM-CUL-3, potential impacts to previously undiscovered archaeological 

resources would be less than significant. 

I83-12 The comment raises economic, social, or political issues associated with another project that do not 

appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment. No further response is required because 

the comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the 

Draft EIR. 

I83-13 The comment expresses the general opinions of the commenter that do not appear to relate to any 

physical effect on the environment. No further response is required because the comment does not 

raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft EIR. 

I83-14 The comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project and includes a suggestion for the 

City to buy the land associated with the proposed project. The City acknowledges this recommendation 

and notes that this comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I84 
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Response to Comment Letter I84 

Individual 

John Wiedeman 

October 4, 2021 

I84-1 The comment expresses general opposition to the project and general traffic concerns. Please refer to 

Global Response GR-6 for discussion related to traffic. 
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Response to Comment Letter I85 

Individual 

Tricia Searcy 

October 4, 2021 

I85-1 The comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project and provides as an introduction to 

comments that follow.  

I85-2 The comment expresses concern regarding the discussion of the proposed open space conservation 

area. As discussed in Final EIR Section 3.2, Project Objectives, one of the objectives of the proposed 

project is to preserve the hillside open space area by conserving approximately 35 acres north of the 

Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center to the City in order to preserve a portion of Bailey Canyon and the Bailey 

Canyon Trail, which would be used by wildlife movement up and down slope; preserve native vegetation 

communities and drainages; and preserve land adjacent to the Bailey Canyon stream. It should be 

noted that no development is proposed within this 35-acre open space hillside conservation area that 

would potentially result in environmental impacts, nor is the City proposing any land use action for the 

35-acre hillside open space area. Therefore, an analysis of environmental impacts associated with the 

proposed 35-acre hillside open space area is not required. It should be noted that A few minor changes 

were made to Final EIR Section 3.3.3 to clarify the conditions of the open space conservation 

easement. Lastly, Draft EIR Figure 3-4 shows the approximately 35 acres of open space hillside land 

to be conserved, located north of the existing Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center.  

I85-3 The comment expresses concern regarding the discussion of the proposed open space conservation area 

and whether or not it is a part of the proposed project. Please refer to Response to Comment I85-2. 

I85-4 The comment expresses the commenter’s opinions regarding the project description of the Draft EIR. In 

addition, the comment is an introduction to other comments regarding the project description that follow.  

I85-5 The comment raises concerns regarding the amount of acreage that would be dedicated to open space. 

As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Final EIR, approximately 35 acres would be 

preserved as open space off-site and will not be developed. Within the project site, 3.39 acres would 

be developed as open space, which includes a 3.04 acre proposed neighborhood park. Final EIR 

Chapter 3 includes a few additional clarifications related to the project description, including a few 

errors correcting the open space deduction from 30 acres to 35 acres. These revisions do not raise 

new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

I85-6 The comment requests that the proposed open space and details associated with its protection are 

identified. The commenter also requests a separate comprehensive environmental review associated 

with the proposed open space. As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Final EIR, in 

addition to the development of an approximately 3.04-acre dedicated neighborhood public park at the 

southernmost portion of the project site, the proposed project would include development of 

approximately 0.35 acres of passive open space located to the east of North Sunnyside Avenue and 

west of Carter Avenue, adjacent to Streets A and B (see Figure 3-2, Conceptual Site Plan see 

Figure  3- 3, Proposed Park Conceptual Plan). In addition to the 3.39 acres of open space and 

neighborhood park, to be developed on the project site, to be developed on the project site, the 

proposed project also proposes conservation of approximately 35 acres of open space hillside land, 
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located north of the existing Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center (see Figure 3-4, Open Space Conservation 

Easement Area). No development would occur within this 35-acre open space hillside area. Conveyance 

of this open space hillside land to the City would be effectuated through execution of a development 

agreement between the City and project applicant/landowner. The Applicant/landowner and would be 

subject to record of conservation easements in favor of the City, which would prevent development of 

the open space conservation easement area. Therefore, because no development is proposed in this 

area, and because the area would be conserved in perpetuity, comprehensive environmental review of 

the open space conservation is not required. 

I85-7 The comment requests that references associated with Colby Canyon and Colby Canyon trail and 

stream are removed and requests clarification regarding the community benefits associated with the 

proposed open space. Please refer to Response to Comment I42-26 regarding Colby Canyon and Colby 

Canyon trail. The community benefit associated with the proposed open space conservation includes 

conservation of this open space hillside area. As described in Objective 5 in Final EIR Section 3.2, 

Project Objectives, advantages associated with this preservation include preservation of a portion of 

Bailey Canyon and the Bailey Canyon Trail, which would be used by wildlife for movement up and down 

slope; preserve native vegetation communities and drainages; and preserve land adjacent to the Bailey 

Canyon stream.  

I85-8 The comment expresses states that the project description is unclear, unstable, and not complete 

because the project site boundaries have not yet been determined and accurately describes the 

discussion regarding the proposed lot line adjustment. As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, 

of the Draft EIR, the proposed project site is 17.30 acres and does not include the area already 

developed as the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center (see Draft EIR Figure 3-1, Project Location).  

I85-9 The comment references a prior lot line adjustment application that was submitted to the City and 

returned to the project application for corrections. The comment then references Attachment 4 to the 

comment letter, which lists six directives the commenter believes the are relevant to any future lot line 

adjustment related to the project. The attachment also describes the prior lot line adjustment 

application and makes a statement about the relevancy of a title report attached to the prior lot line 

adjustment application. None of these comments raise any environmental issues relevant to the Draft 

EIR or its adequacy. No response is required.  

I85-10 The comment expresses concern relating to the net-zero water impact associated with the project. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-1. 

I85-11 The comment asks for clarification about the dedicated funding source for the long-term park 

maintenance. As stated in Draft EIR Section 3.3.2, Neighborhood Park and Open Space, the proposed 

project would be maintained by a landscape maintenance district or similar public maintenance entity. 

The proposed project would be located at the southernmost portion of the project site (see Figure 3-3, 

Proposed Park Conceptual Plan). Maintenance activities associated with the proposed park would 

include trash removal, landscape maintenance, and maintenance of park facilities such as play 

structures and picnic areas. Estimated number of employees are not known at this time but it is 

anticipated that the park would be maintained by existing City staff. The comment also raises economic 

issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment. No further response is 

required because the comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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I85-12 The comment states that the project description is unclear, unstable, and subject to change because 

there is a range of sizes in homes, and whether or not they would be one or two stories, and because 

the architectural design are not stated. Please refer to responses I4-7 through I4-9, above, regarding 

lot sizes and number of stories. As discussed in Specific Plan Section 3.3, the proposed project would 

implement a cohesive set of diverse, architectural styles that are intended to complement the 

architectural diversity of the existing structures of the City. Regarding the commenter’s concern that 

these details make it impossible to determine if the project is consistent with the City’s General Plan 

and Ordinances, please refer to Draft EIR Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, as well as GR-7, 

General Plan Consistency, for an overview of the project’s consistency with the City’s General Plan 

policies and applicable plans and ordinances.  

I85-13 The comment states that Objective 5 should be removed. Please refer to Response to Comment I42-26. 

I85-14 The comment expresses concern that there are no details provided to substantiate Objective 6 and 

that the project would increase safety concerns on this roadway. Draft EIR Section 3.3.6, Access and 

Circulation Network, provides details regarding improvements proposed within North Sunnyside 

Avenue. This would include reconfiguration of North Sunnyside Avenue, located within the western portion 

of the site, which would be moved farther to the west. North Sunnyside Avenue would transition from a width 

of 40 feet at its existing terminus to a varying 54- to 56.5-foot right-of-way within the project site, with curbs 

and gutters, parking and planting areas on both sides, a landscaped parkway and sidewalk on the west 

side, and tree plantings on the east side of the street. The commenter also stated that no improvements to 

North Sunnyside Avenue outside the boundaries of the proposed project site would occur. However, in order 

to address commenters’ concerns related to safety issues along Carter Avenue and outside of the 

boundaries of the proposed project site, the project applicant is proposing off-site widening to Carter 

Avenue, between the southeastern portion of the project site boundary and Lima Street, which would 

ensure that Carter Avenue would comply with existing code within and outside of the project site (see 

Final EIR Section 3.3.12 and Global Response GR-5 for details). 

Regarding the commenter’s safety concerns, please refer to Final EIR Section 4.17.5, Impacts Analysis, 

in Section 4.17, Transportation. As discussed in this section, the project does not include any project 

elements that could potentially create a traffic hazard for motor vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians due 

to a proposed, non-standard design feature. The proposed project’s circulation system is designed to 

interconnect with the existing adjacent public street system and discourage cut-through automobile 

traffic. Access points would not create a hazard for vehicles or people entering or exiting the site. 

Additionally, the project would not result in a hazardous roadway design or unsafe roadway 

configuration; place incompatible uses on existing roadways; or create or place curves, slopes, or walls 

that impede adequate sight distance on a roadway. 

I85-15 The comment states that the details of improvements of Carter Avenue are not clearly explained and 

expresses safety concerns associated with those improvements. Please refer to Global Response GR-5. 

I85-16 The comment requests an explanation of improvements proposed along Carter Avenue, leading up to 

the project site. Please refer to Global Response GR-5. 

I85-17 The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter that the development agreement and 

enhanced connectivity to Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park would not be public benefits. Although the 

development agreement is not in itself a public benefit, the public benefits associated with the project 
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would be effectuated through execution of a development agreement between the City and project 

applicant/landowner. In addition, although access to Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park already exists, 

pedestrian access to the Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park and trail would be enhanced through a 

pedestrian path in the southeast corner of the project site as well as a sidewalk along the northern side 

of Carter Avenue just outside of the proposed project site, which would provide pedestrian access to 

the entrance/parking lot of the Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park, off of Carter Avenue (see Final EIR 

Section 3.3.12 for details).  

I85-18 The comment expresses concern that the alternatives section is insufficient. Please refer to Response 

to Comment I26-10. 

I85-19 The comment says that the PDFs outlined in the Draft EIR need to specify what applicable provisions, 

which was suggested by MIG in the third-party review process. It should be noted that Admin Draft of 

the Draft EIR that MIG peer reviewed is not the same version as the Draft EIR that went out for public 

review. This comment, provided by MIG on the Admin Draft EIR, was addressed in the Draft EIR and 

can be found in Draft EIR Section 3.3.13, Project Design Features, Table 3-2. 

I85-20 The comment says that the PDFs outlined in the Draft EIR need to specify what applicable provisions, 

which was suggested by MIG in the third-party review process. See Response to Comment I85-19, above.  

I85-21 The comment states that PDF-AES-2 exacerbates impacts associated with substantial light and glare 

to the existing neighborhoods to the south and west.  

 A discussion has been added to Final EIR Section 4.1.5, Impact Analysis, in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, to 

address this concern. As disclosed in this section, if installed, solar panels on residential rooftops would 

be fully integrated into roof designs and would be oriented to the south to maximize exposure to the 

sun. Modern solar panels are designed to be highly absorbing of incoming light to both maximum energy 

generation potential and to minimize potential for reflective light (i.e., glare). Typically, the potential for 

glare associated with solar panels is reduced by the use of anti-reflective coatings (a standard 

component of modern panel technology) and by the mounting angle of installed panels. Under most 

circumstances, rooftops panels are installed at a pre-specified and specific tilt/angle in order to 

maximize exposure to the sun. With typical mounting angles/tilt, the angle of reflective light is similar 

to the angle of inbound light and as such, any reflective light associated with the panel surface is 

reflected at an angle and height that is located “higher” in elevation than surrounding land uses. At the 

project site, the potential installation of solar panels atop detached single-family residences is not 

anticipated to generate substantial glare that would be received by single-family residences to the 

south and west due to mounting heights and angles, the greater elevation of the project site (and future 

single-family residences) in relation to existing residential development to the south, and due to 

screening associated with the installation of landscaping along the southern and western boundaries 

of the project site as depicted in the Conceptual Landscape Plan (see Draft EIR Figure 3-5). As 

discussed above, additional discussion has been added to Draft EIR Section 4.1.5, Impacts Analysis, 

in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, to further substantiate why impacts relating to solar panel glare would be 

less than significant.  

I85-22 The comment asks whether the project would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in of 

any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 

ambient air quality standard. The comment also asks whether the project would expose sensitive 

receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and expresses concern that the project rejects the 

recommendations made by MIG regarding health and well-being to the community.  
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As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.3.5, Impacts Analysis, in Section 4.3, Air Quality, based on the 

project-generated construction emissions, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 

increase in emissions of nonattainment pollutants. Impacts would be less than significant. In addition, 

regarding sensitive receptors, construction activities would generate emissions in excess of site-

specific LSTs for PM10 and PM2.5; therefore, localized construction impacts during construction of the 

project would be potentially significant (Impact AQ-1) and mitigation is required. However, mitigation 

measure MM-AQ-1 would be implemented to reduce localized construction impacts during 

construction of the project (Impact AQ-1) to less than significant with mitigation. The comments 

provided by MIG in the third-party review process, including comments related to air quality and health 

risks associated with air quality impacts were previously addressed in the Public Review version of the 

Draft EIR.  

I85-23 The comment states that the project should be held to the standards outlined in MIG’s review. It should 

be noted that Admin Draft of the Draft EIR that MIG peer reviewed is not the same version as the Draft 

EIR that went out for public review. These comments, provided by MIG on the Admin Draft EIR, have 

been considered and addressed in the Draft EIR. 

I85-24 The comment states that the project should use the SCAQMD thresholds of significance as the 

performance standard for MM-AQ-1 as suggested by MIG as part of the third-party independent 

review process. Dudek and MIG coordinated in the approach of what threshold to use and ultimately 

decided to mass based standards. The mitigation measure is in place to reduce emissions PM10, 

PM2.5, and Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) emissions from project construction. The mitigation 

measure is not solely in place to reduce DPM emissions and health risk impacts. As such, the 

functional equivalent must reduce the same mass emissions to ensure the PM10 and PM2.5mass 

thresholds for LSTs are not exceeded. 

I85-25 The comment states MIG’s recommendation associated with MM-AQ-1 and diesel PM.  

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, impacts to air quality would be less than significant with 

implementation of MM-AQ-1. The request made by MIG on the Admin Draft EIR is not necessary to 

facilitate the emission reductions needed by the mitigation measure. The engine tier level specified in 

the MM-AQ-1 reduces emissions of PM10, PM2.5, and DPM to below levels of significance. In addition, 

MM-AQ-1 reduces engine exhaust PM emissions solely. It does not specify or refer to reducing fugitive 

emissions of PM. While MM-AQ-1 reduces exhaust PM10 and PM2.5, it also reduces total PM10 and PM2.5 

(which includes fugitive dust PM10 and PM2.5). As additional measures to reduce fugitive dust PM10 and 

PM2.5 are not needed for the project, this addition is not necessary. Furthermore, adding the suggested 

language by MIG to a mitigation measure that is focused solely on off-road equipment engines would 

cause confusion for the reader. Nonetheless, MM-AQ-1 has been updated, per MIG’s requests, to 

include specific pathways for which an exemption can be granted an example engine technologies that 

can be used that are functional equivalents to Tier 4 Interim for reducing engine PM10 and PM2.5. The 

health risk assessment (HRA) was prepared evaluating emissions of DPM site-wide where construction 

activity is likely to occur. At this stage in project development, information is not refined enough to 

parse out the equipment over different regions of the project. As such, if a change in equipment 

proposed compared to what was evaluated in the Draft EIR, the analysis would be revised consistent 

with the Draft EIR to evaluate the DPM emissions sitewide, not within specific regions of the site. 

Therefore, as long as total DPM emissions of the project are the same or less than what was evaluated 

in the Draft EIR, HRA impacts would be the same or less as what was evaluated in the Draft EIR. 
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I85-26 The comment asks what General Plan policies have been removed from the Admin Draft EIR because 

they are not the responsibility of the project to implement and what is the responsibility of the City and 

not the project. The policies that apply to the project are listed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Land Use and 

Planning, in Table 4.11-1. All other goals and policies listed in the City’s General Plan are not applicable 

to the project. More specifically, goals and policies not listed in Table 4.11-1 would not apply to the 

project because they do not geographically cover the project site or because they fall under the 

responsibility of the City and would not be under the purview and responsibility of the project or project 

applicant. For example, Goal 7 of Chapter One: Land Use of the General Plan is to “Preserve and 

enhance the pattern of development in the downtown area to facilitate commerce.” The project is not 

located in the downtown area of the City and therefore would not apply. For another example, 

Policy L7.5 calls for “Review and update the R1 Zoning Ordinance and other implementing ordinances 

every two years…” and Policy L7.6 calls to “Consider implementing a design review process.” Given the 

nature of these policies, they would be under the responsibility of the City to implement and therefore 

would not apply to the project.  

I85-27 The comment expresses concern regarding the net-zero water impact. Please refer to Global Response GR-1. 

I85-28 The comment expresses concern regarding the project’s inconsistency with the existing zoning and 

land use designation of the project site. The commenter is correct that the project is inconsistent with 

various goals and polices the General Plan but as stated in Draft EIR Section 4.11.5, Impacts Analysis, 

the conflicts do not result in a significant environmental impact. In addition, as described in Draft EIR 

Section 3.4, Discretionary Actions, the proposed project would include amendments to the Zoning Code 

and the City’s General Plan to change the land use designation for the project site from Institutional to 

Specific Plan. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I85-29 The comment expresses concern with the language used in the consistency analysis of the Draft EIR. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-7. It should be noted that this comment was provided by MIG on 

the Admin Draft EIR, which is not the same version as the Draft EIR that went out for public review. 

These comments, provided by MIG on the Admin Draft EIR, have been considered and addressed in 

the Draft EIR. 

I85-30 The comment expresses general concerns regarding the adequacy of the project description and 

consistency analysis presented in the Draft EIR. See Response to Comment I85-12 and I85-29, above. 

I85-31 The comment states that fire analysis is not substantiated by facts as the Sierra Madre Fire Department 

(SMFD) is understaffed and does not have signed mutual aid agreements for fire protection. The 

comment also asks for an explanation as to how development fees would mitigate adverse impacts. A 

comprehensive analysis of the project’s impacts to fire protection services is presented in Draft EIR 

Section 4.15, Public Services. As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.15.5, Impact Analysis, the current 

staffing level at the City’s station is at 10 sworn personnel. In response to a request for information, 

the SMFD noted a fully staffed station would be at 15 sworn personnel with a goal to increase staffing 

to 21 sworn personnel. However, the SMFD also indicated that existing facilities are sufficient to 

accommodate the proposed. Payment of development fees by the project applicant, as required by 

Chapter 15.52 of the SMMC, would be used to offset the costs of increased personnel or equipment 

that could be required in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, and other 

performance objectives and impacts would be less than significant.  
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I85-32 The comment states that, per comments provided by MIG, the FPP is not specific enough to the project. 

The purpose of the FPP is to point out is what is required by code and the regulations included are what 

is applicable to the project. Based on the analysis of the fire environment (which is provided in the FPP), 

it is determined that the project would include necessary protections such that risk is reduced to 

acceptable levels. This is evidenced by the fire marshal agreeing with the FPP’s conclusions and 

accepting the document.  

I85-33 The comment requests that, per comments provided by MIG, the FPP is modified to be more specific 

to the project and include an exhibit showing the FPP. See Response to Comment I85-32, above.  

I85-34 The comment states that the “Ready, Set, Go!” approach outlined in the FPP is not a sufficient fire plan. 

Per the FPP and as discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.20, Wildfire, various additional features will be 

implemented into the project to address wildfire issues. These include compliance with the enhanced 

ignition-resistant construction standards of the 2019 CBC (Chapter 7A) and Chapter 5 of the UWI code; 

incorporation of fire prevention and landscaping standards, per Chapter 17.52 of the SMMC; 

vegetation management; project site access, including road widths and connectivity, which would be 

consistent with the City’s roadway standards and the 2019 CFC Section 503; and drainage and water 

quality improvements. In addition, the project would provide for at least 100 feet of FMA around all 

buildings; 200 feet of FMA on the southern side of the project; 62 to 100 feet of FMA on the eastern 

side; and over 100 feet of FMA on the northern side. Installation and maintenance of project roads, 

service utilities, fuel modification, drainage and water quality improvements, and other associated 

infrastructure would not exacerbate wildfire risks provided that the appropriate fire prevention and 

vegetation management activities are implemented as required by the FPP and SMMC. Impacts to wildfire 

would be less than significant.  

I85-35 The comment expresses concern regarding access and evacuation impacts associated with the existing 

width of both Sunnyside and Carter Avenue leading up to the project. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 

4.20, the proposed driveways and roadways (proposed and existing) providing access to the project 

site would comply with the City’s roadway standards and the 2019 CFC Section 503. Additionally, all 

access roads would meet SMMC standards, requiring roadways to have a minimum 20-foot 

unobstructed width (30- and 36-foot-wide roadway surfaces are proposed) and a minimum 26-foot 

width within 25 feet of hydrants. Therefore, the project would not impair implementation of or physically 

interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Impacts would be 

less than significant. Please also refer to Global Response GR-4 and Global Response GR-5. 

I85-36 The comment expresses concern regarding access issues the portions of Sunnyside and Carter Avenue 

that are outside of the project site and will not be widened. Please refer to Global Response GR-5 and 

Response to Comment I85-35. 

I85-37 The comment expresses concern regarding the project’s consistency with General Plan Policy Hz7. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-3. 

I85-38 The comment expresses concern regarding the project’s consistency with General Plan Policy R3.2. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-3. 

I85-39 The comment describes Draft EIR Section 4.17. The comment is an introduction to comments that 

follow, related to the transportation analysis.  
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I85-40 The comment expresses concern regarding the project’s consistency with General Plan Policy L51.2. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-7. As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.11, the project would be 

consistent with this policy because the project would not build any new roadways beyond the project 

site and would only include the reconfiguration of North Sunnyside Avenue and improvements to 

Carter Avenue. 

I85-41 The comment expresses concern regarding the project’s consistency with General Plan Policy L51.5 as 

the project would fail to provide bicycle facilities and create safety hazards. As discussed in Draft EIR 

Section 4.11.5, the proposed project would provide for a circulation system using non-vehicular modes 

of transportation in a system of pedestrian pathways within the project site. In addition, the proposed 

project’s residents would have access to existing transit facilities, including transit connection for 

Routes 78 and 268 and stops for the Gateway Coach located at the intersection of North Sunnyside 

Avenue and West Grand View Avenue and at the intersection of Michillinda Avenue and West Grand 

View Avenue. Therefore, although the proposed project would not provide new bicycle facilities, the 

project would be consistent with Policy L51.5. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. Regarding safety 

concerns, please refer to Response to Comment I85-42, below.  

I85-42 The comment states that the project conflicts with General Plan Objective L52 as the project would 

increase safety hazards to pedestrians and bicyclists. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. The 

Specific Plan includes a Mobility Plan, including a Pedestrian Plan, which will improve both North 

Sunnyside Avenue and Carter Avenue and develop new Streets A, B, and C to provide adequate 

circulation within the project site. In addition, as described in Draft EIR Section 4.17.5, although no 

bicycle facilities and improvements are proposed under the project, the project would not impact 

existing bicycle facilities in the vicinity of the project, including the existing bicycle lanes within Sierra 

Madre Boulevard. See Response to Comment I47-5 for additional discussion. 

I85-43 The comment states that the project conflicts with General Plan Policy L52.9 as the project would 

increase safety hazards to pedestrians and bicyclists. Please refer to Response to Comment I85-42, 

above. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11.5, the proposed project would provide sidewalks 

throughout the project site and includes a pedestrian path, which would extend from the east side of 

Carter Avenue and pedestrian access to Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park to the east of the site as well 

as an additional 6-foot sidewalk on the north side of Carter Avenue, between the southeastern portion 

of the project site boundary and Lima Street (See Final EIR Section 3.3.12 and Figure 3-11, Proposed 

Off-Site Improvements and Figure 3-12, Carter Avenue Offsite Improvement Plan). Please refer to 

Global Response GR-7.  

I85-44  The comment states that there is no good reason or mitigation provided associated with conflicts with 

General Plan Policy L52.8. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I85-45 The comment states that the project conflicts with General Plan Objective L53 and cites a study 

prepared by Fehr and Peers. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11.5, the proposed project would 

extend public access into the project site along North Sunnyside Avenue. Adequate circulation would 

be provided throughout the project site through development of A, B, and C, and through internal public 

access along Carter Avenue. Carter Avenue would become an egress and ingress lane and would still 

allow access to the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center. Because no existing residential uses would use 

Carter Avenue or North Sunnyside Avenue for access, the proposed project would not result in intrusive 

through traffic. These proposed circulation improvements would be used to serve the proposed project 
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residents and would also allow access to the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center. Due to their location, 

these proposed improvements would not result in through traffic in adjacent neighborhoods and the 

project would be consistent with this policy. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

Regarding the study cited prepared by Fehr and Peers, the study states that the project would result in 

a 118% increase in weekday build-out (2025) at the segment of Sunnyside Avenue between the Project 

site and Fairview Avenue and a 129% increase at the segment of Sunnyside Avenue between the 

project site and Fairview Avenue, the intent of Objective L53 is to protect residential areas from 

significant increases in traffic volume created by non-residential sources and/or use of residential 

streets as a short-cut due to congestion on a major roadway. It is not meant to apply to an extension of 

a residential area, as this would imply that no residential area could ever be expanded beyond the 

initial phase. The residential nature of the project is consistent with the adjacent area, such that the 

site and the surrounding area will become one “neighborhood” with respect to traffic conditions. Please 

also refer to Global Response 6 (GR-6), Traffic.  

I85-46 The comment states that the project conflicts with Housing Policy 5.4 as it does not provide bicycle 

facilities and creates safety hazards to pedestrians. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11.5, the 

proposed project includes a Mobility Plan, which provides for a circulation system using private 

vehicular and non-vehicular modes of transportation in a system of public roadways and pedestrian 

pathways within the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with this policy. 

Please also refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I85-47 The comment states that the project conflicts with Circulation Goal 2 as it as it does not provide 

bicycle facilities and creates safety hazards to pedestrians and bicyclists. As discussed in Draft EIR 

Section 4.11.5, the proposed project would be consistent with this policy and would provide for a 

circulation system using private vehicular and non-vehicular modes of transportation in a system of 

public roadways and pedestrian pathways within the project site. These transportation improvements 

include reconfiguration of North Sunnyside Avenue, located within the western portion of the site; 

improvements of Carter Avenue; and construction of Streets A, B, and C, which would run east to 

west within the project site. In addition, a pedestrian path extending from the east side of Carter 

Avenue would provide pedestrian access to Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park to the east of the site. 

Sidewalks would also be provided throughout the project site. Lasty, the project applicant is 

proposing off-site widening to Carter Avenue, between the southeastern portion of the project site 

boundary and Lima Street, and would include a 6-foot sidewalk within the northern portion of Carter 

Avenue at this location (see Final EIR Section 3.3.12 and Global Response GR-5 for details). Please 

refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I85-48 The comment states that the project conflicts with Circulation Goal 2 as it creates safety hazards to 

pedestrians and bicyclists. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11.5, the proposed project would extend 

public access along North Sunnyside Avenue and include new Streets A, B, and C to provide circulation 

throughout the project site. Carter Avenue would also be improved and would be publicly accessible 

from within the project site and would become an ingress and egress secondary access road at the 

southeastern portion of the site. Lasty, the project applicant is proposing off-site widening to Carter 

Avenue, between the southeastern portion of the project site boundary and Lima Street, and would 

include a 6-foot sidewalk within the northern portion of Carter Avenue at this location (see Final EIR 

Section 3.3.12 and Global Response GR-5 for details). The project would implement street sections 

that slow traffic and create a safe and pleasant small neighborhood environment. Therefore, the project 
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would create safe and well-maintained streets and be consistent with this policy. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-5 and Global Response GR-7. 

I85-49 The comment states that the project conflicts with Circulation Goal 3, per a study prepared by Fehr and 

Peers in 2020. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11.5, the proposed project would extend public 

access along North Sunnyside Avenue and include new Streets A, B, and C to provide circulation 

throughout the project site. Carter Avenue would also be improved and would be publicly accessible 

from within the project site and would become an egress and ingress secondary access road at the 

southeastern portion of the site. Lasty, the project applicant is proposing off-site widening to Carter 

Avenue, between the southeastern portion of the project site boundary and Lima Street, and would 

include a 6-foot sidewalk within the northern portion of Carter Avenue at this location (see Final EIR 

Section 3.3.12 and Global Response GR-5 for details). Thus, the proposed project would be consistent 

with Circulation Goal 3. Regarding the study cited prepared by Fehr and Peers, see Response to 

Comment I85-45.  

I85-50 The comment states that the project conflicts with Objective C30 as it increases safety hazards. The 

proposed project would extend public access along North Sunnyside Avenue and include new Streets A, 

B, and C to provide circulation throughout the project site. Carter Avenue would also be improved and 

would provide secondary egress and ingress access to the site, as well as internal circulation. Lasty, the 

project applicant is proposing off-site widening to Carter Avenue, between the southeastern portion of the 

project site boundary and Lima Street, and would include a 6-foot sidewalk within the northern portion of 

Carter Avenue at this location (see Final EIR Section 3.3.12 and Global Response GR-5 for details). As 

discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.17, the proposed project would not result in new traffic hazards, including 

due to a geometric design feature, the proposed project would extend public access along North 

Sunnyside Avenue and include new Streets A, B, and C to provide circulation throughout the project site. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-5and Global Response GR-7. 

I85-51 The comment states that the project conflicts with Objective C30.3 as it does not maintain safety. 

Please refer to response I85-50.  

I85-52 The comment states that the transportation section ignores safety concerns and traffic impacts. Draft 

EIR Section 4.17.5 addresses whether or not the project would substantially increase hazards due to 

a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., 

farm equipment. Draft EIR Section 4.17 details consistency with existing General Plan policies and 

objectives highlighting the need for safety. Moreover, the project would include sidewalks along the 

proposed streets to promote pedestrian safety and mobility within the project site and local vicinity and 

would not result in a hazardous roadway design or unsafe roadway configuration. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-6 for information about traffic impacts and Global Response GR-5, related to safety along 

Carter Avenue. 

I85-53 The comment is an attachment to the comment letter and includes MIG’s third party peer review of the 

Draft EIR, dated June 22, 2021, as well as Dudek’s responses during MIG’s first and second review of 

the Draft EIR. It should be noted that this comment was provided by MIG on the Admin Draft EIR, which 

is not the same version as the Draft EIR that went out for public review. These comments, provided by 

MIG on the Admin Draft EIR, have been considered and addressed in the Draft EIR. The comments 

provided by MIG in their third-party review are referenced and addressed in responses I85-19, I85-20, 

I85-22, I85-23, I85-24, I85-25, I8532, and I85-33, above. No further response is required. 
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I85-54 The comment is an attachment to the comment letter and includes a Traffic Conditions with the 

Proposed Sierra Madre Residential Project Memorandum prepared by Fehr & Peers on November 10, 

2020. The City notes that the comment provides background information and does not raise an issue 

related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft EIR. The information stated in 

this memo is referenced and addressed in responses I85-45 and I85-49, above. No further response 

is required. 

I85-55 The comment includes an email chain between Clare Lin, a Senior Planner at the City, Jonathan Frankel, 

the project Applicant, Kevork Tcharkhoutian, and Chris Cimino, dated May 3, 2021. The City notes that 

the comment provides background information and does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of 

any specific section or analysis of the Draft EIR. The information stated in this email correspondence 

are referenced and addressed in response I85-9. No further response is required. 

I85-56 The comment provides continued email response from Kevork regarding Attachment 3 (see Response 

to Comment I85-55, above). The City notes that the comment provides background information and 

does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft EIR. The 

information stated in this email correspondence are referenced and addressed in Response to 

Comment I85-9. No further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I86 
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Response to Comment Letter I86 

Individual 

Wendy Thermos 

October 4, 2021 

I86-1 The comment expresses general opposition to the project but does not raise any specific issues 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I86-2 The comment is concerned with the potential for traffic impacts in the neighborhoods surrounding the 

proposed project site. Please refer to Global Response GR-6. 

I86-3 The comment is concerned with potential impacts to water supply and the feasibility of the net zero 

water-use approach. See Global Response GR-1. 

I86-4 The comment expresses general opposition to the project, and concern with the project site’s location 

in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, and perceived inconsistencies between the project and the 

City’s General Plan. Please refer to Global Response GR-3 and Global Response GR-7. 
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Comment Letter I87 
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Response to Comment Letter I87 

Individual 

Laura Kalayjian 

October 4, 2021 

I87-1 This is an introductory comment introducing the commenter and comments to follow.  

I87-2 The comment expresses concern over the removal of 10 protected Coast Live Oak trees and states the 

proposed 1:1 replacement is not enough restitution for mature Oak trees. The commenter asks why 

the developers didn’t incorporate these trees into their design, which would be more in line with the 

character of Sierra Madre. Please refer to Global Response GR-2.  

I87-3 The comment asks for clarification on whether solar panels will be required. As stated in Table 4.8-6 of 

Draft EIR Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the proposed project would include solar roof 

installations in accordance with the 2019 Title 24 building standards. Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project 

Description, and Section 4.1, Aesthetics, describe Project Design Feature PDF-AES-2, which would 

ensure solar panels would comply with requirements outlined in the Specific Plan, which includes the 

following, to reduce potential for glare:  

• Solar panels shall include materials and elements that are consistent with the selected 

architectural style and shall be fully integrated into the roof design.  

• Solar panels shall be oriented to the south to maximize efficiency and establish visual 

consistency across buildings. 

• Flashing, sheet metal, and framing should be colored to match the roof material 

As the project includes solar roof installations, it would not conflict with the City’s General Plan Housing 

Element Policy 5.3, or the California solar mandate. The future submittal of the TTM will include 

additional detail regarding solar on the proposed homes.  

I87-4 The comment asks for additional details regarding air quality monitoring during project construction, 

and requests mitigation for any impacts of toxic and carcinogenic pollutants on sensitive receptors.  

An Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis Technical Report is included as Appendix B of 

the Draft EIR. As part of the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis Technical Report, a 

localized significance threshold (LST) analysis was prepared to determine potential impacts to nearby 

sensitive receptors during construction of the project. The impacts were analyzed using methods 

consistent with those in the SCAQMD’s Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology (2009).  

This analysis determined that construction activities associated with the project would result in 

temporary sources of on-site fugitive dust and construction equipment emissions. As shown in 

Table 4.3-10 of the Draft EIR, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-1, construction 

activities would not generate emissions in excess of site-specific LSTs and no impacts to nearby 

sensitive receptors would occur. MM-AQ-1 would ensure that, “prior to the City’s issuance of the 

demolition and grading permits for the Project, the Applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of 

the Planning Division that its construction contractor will use a construction fleet wherein all 50-

horsepower or greater diesel-powered equipment is powered with California Air Resources Board 
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(CARB)-certified Tier  4 Interim engines or equipment outfitted with CARB verified diesel particulate 

filters.” The City of Sierra Madre Planning Division will be responsible for overseeing the implementation 

of MM-AQ-1. The project contractor is required to abide by the South Coast Air Quality Management 

District (SCAQMD) rules. The SCAQMD has the discretion to perform random inspections, but the City 

of Sierra Madre would ultimately be responsible for compliance with mitigation measures.  
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Comment Letter I88 



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-646 

  



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-647 

Response to Comment Letter I88 

Individual 

Colleen Allen 

October 4, 2021 

I88-1 The comment is introductory in nature and requests that their comments be responded to in the Final 

EIR. The City acknowledges this comment, and it is not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I88-2  The comment expresses general opposition to the project but does not raise any specific issues related 

to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

I88-3  The comment expresses concern about evacuation during a fire being impacted due to the increase in 

residents. Please refer to Global Response GR-4. 

I88-4  The comment expresses concern regarding two faults on the project site and that information about 

the 1991 earthquake was not included. Please refer to response I42-19.  

I88-5  The comment expresses concern related to seismic hazards and previous seismic events that occurred 

near the project site. The comment requests an independent study investigating seismic hazards. 

Please refer to response I42-20.  

I88-6  The comment expresses concern about the soil excavations causing mud to flow onto nearby properties 

in the case of a rainfall event. As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, the project would 

have the potential to increase soil erosion on the project site. Impacts are determined to be less than 

significant with the implementation of PDF-GEO-1 through PDF-GEO-15 as well as Best Management 

Practices required by the implementation of the project’s Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan.  

I88-7  The comment expresses concern about hazardous flooding that could occur in the area. As stated in 

Draft EIR Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the project does reduce the number of impervious 

surfaces on the site but does include a new on-site drainage system that would help collect off-site 

flows and the underground storage would help reduce runoff flow velocity. Impacts related to an 

increase in flooding would be less than significant.  

188-8  The comment expresses concern about pedestrian safety on Carter Avenue and Grove Street and would 

like to see a more in-depth study on pedestrian safety. Please refer to Global Response GR-5. More 

specifically, in order to address commenters’ concerns related to safety issues along Carter Avenue 

and outside of the boundaries of the proposed project site, the project applicant is proposing off-site 

widening to Carter Avenue, between the southeastern portion of the project site boundary and Lima 

Street, which would ensure that Carter Avenue would comply with existing code within and outside of 

the project site (see Final EIR Section 3.3.12 and Global Response GR-5 for details). These proposed 

improvements would also assist in further reducing safety impacts on Grove Street.  

I88-9  The comment provides concluding remarks that do not raise new or additional environmental issues 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I89 
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Response to Comment Letter I89 

Individual 

Alexander Arrieta 

October 4, 2021 

I89-1 This comment requests the following comments (Comments I89-2 through I89-66) be included in the 

responses to comments of the Final EIR. As shown, the commenter’s request has been recorded as 

part of this Final EIR.  

I89-2 The comment expresses general opposition for the project. The comment does not raise any specific 

issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no further response is required or provided. 

I89-3 The comment states that the proposed project is inconsistent with the City of Sierra Madre General 

Plan as well as the Municipal Code. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I89-4 The comment is concerned with the range of reasonable alternatives considered in the Draft EIR. 

Please refer to Response to Comment I26-10. 

I89-5 The comment expresses general opposition for the project. The comment does not raise any specific 

issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required or provided. 

I89-6  The comment references an attachment to the comment letter. This comment is an introduction to the 

ones that follow and does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I89-7 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise any specific issue concerning the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response to Comment I89-1. 

I89-8 The comment and expresses general opposition to the project. The comment does not raise any issue 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required or provided. 

I89-9  The comment is concerned with the project’s consistency with the City of Sierra Madre General Plan as 

well as the Municipal Code. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I89- 10 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow and is not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I89- 11  The comment reiterates information about existing wildfire risk conditions. This information can be 

found in Draft EIR Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The comment does not raise any 

specific issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required or provided. 

I89-12  The comment asks why the impact is less than significant and why no mitigation would be required for 

project implementation. Please refer to Global Response GR-3. As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.9 and 

Section 4.20, Wildfire, the project would be required to adhere to the design measures provided in the 

FPP (see Draft EIR Appendix F2). The purpose of the FPP is to assess potential impacts and identify 

ways to mitigate those impacts for the specific project area. The FPP includes measures such as using 

ignition resistant construction materials and fuel modification around homes. There is no mitigation 

required as impacts would be less than significant.  
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I89-13 The comment discusses general fire history in the City and California as a whole and notes that many 

of the homes destroyed in the fires were constructed with the same fire-retardant materials that are 

suggested for the proposed project. As discussed in the FPP (Appendix F2), there are no guarantees that 

a given structure will not burn during extreme fire conditions.  

I89-14  This comment restates information about fire being expected within 5 miles of the project site on a 

regular basis as well as an increased wildfire hazards near the project. The City notes this information 

on fire history. The comment is not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I89-15  The comment is concerned with potential conflicts between the project and City Policy Hz7 from the 

Draft Safety Element Update (now the adopted Hazard Prevention Element). Please refer to Global 

Response GR-3. 

I89-16 The comment is concerned with potential conflicts between the project and Policy R3.2 from the 

Draft Safety Element Update (now the adopted Hazard Prevention Element). Please refer to Global 

Response GR-3. 

I89-17 The comment expresses concern about homes being built in a fire prone area and asks how the project 

intends to protect existing homes and residents. Please refer to Global Response GR-3. 

I89-18  The comment expresses concern related to decrease in groundwater supplies, availability of water to 

be purchased under the project’s net-zero water impact and impacts to the City’s water supply under 

extreme drought. It should be noted that the SMWD has determined that there would be adequate 

water supply and water is available for purchase. Please refer to Global Response GR-1. In addition, 

the project’s impact to groundwater was addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.10.5, Impacts Analysis, in 

Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality. As discussed in this section, the project would not 

substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge. Therefore, 

impacts associated with groundwater supplies and recharge would be less than significant.  

I89-19  The comment is concerned with the project’s inconsistency with Goal 4 of the General Plan. Please refer 

to Global Response GR-7. Regarding inconsistency with Goal 4, use of local sources groundwater rather 

than imported water, the project would not result in a significant environmental impact on water supplies 

(see Global Response GR-1). Therefore, this inconsistency would not result in a significant environmental 

impact (see Final EIR Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning). Regarding the availability of water to be 

purchased under the project’s net-zero water impact, please refer to Global Response GR-1.  

I89-20  The comment is concerned with the project’s consistency with Policy Hz2.4 of the General Plan. The 

commenter also asks how water would be secured if water is not available for purchase under the 

project’s net-zero water impact. Please refer to Global Response GR-1. As discussed in Final EIR 

Section 4.19.5, f supplemental water is not available for purchase, the applicant would provide funds 

to the City to support the creation of a lawn retrofit program or improvements to existing water 

infrastructure, which achieve a commensurate level of water reduction. In addition, it should be noted 

that in Final EIR Section 4.11.5, Impacts Analysis, in Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, in 

Table 4.11-1 it was determined that the project is consistent with this policy as the proposed project 

would achieve a net-zero impact on local water supplies through the purchase of supplemental water 

in order to offset the demand placed on existing supplies and provide supplemental water to the City, 

available to serve the public; creation of a lawn retrofit program; or improvements to existing water 
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infrastructure, such as pipe leakage fixes (see PDF-UTL-1 in Final EIR Section 4.19.4, Project Design 

Features). As determined in Draft EIR Section 4.19 (with clarifying revisions made in the Final EIR 

Section 4.19), there would be adequate water availability to meet the demand of the proposed project. 

Additionally, the proposed project would include a new water system within the planned roadways 

consisting of a network of mainlines for potable water delivery to the site.  

I89-21 The comment refers to Objective R14 of the General Plan and asks how water would be secured if 

water is not available for purchase under the project’s net-zero water impact. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-1, and Response to Comment I89-20. 

I89-22  The comment refers to Objective R15L of the General Plan asks how the City plans to conserve water 

in time of drought with the addition of 42 homes. Please refer to Global Response GR-1. In addition, as 

concluded in Table 4.11-1, in Final EIR Section 4.11.5, the project would be consistent with this policy 

through the purchase of supplemental water to offset additional demand.  

I89-23  The comment is concerned with the viability of the project’s net-zero water impact solution. Please refer 

to response to Global Response GR-1 and Response to Comment I89-20.  

I89-24  The comment is concerned with the potential for Sierra Madre residents to have to conserve more 

water as a result of the project. However, residents will not be forced to conserve more water as a result 

of this project. The comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or 

analysis of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required or provided. 

I89-25  The comment is concerned with the sufficiency of fire service. As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.15.5, 

Impacts Analysis, in Section 4.15, Public Services, payment of development fees by the project 

applicant would be used to offset the cost of increased personnel or equipment that could be required 

to maintain service levels. SMFD reviewed the Draft EIR and determined that impacts would be less 

than significant.  

I89-26  The comment refers to Policy Hz2.5 and asks how new homes in a new development with limited space 

for firetrucks would be serviced effectively. As concluded in Table 4.11-1, in Draft EIR Section 4.11.5, 

the project would be consistent with this policy. In addition, SMFD has reviewed the project and has 

determined that it would not have a significant effect on service demands. Through payment of 

appropriate development fees by the project applicant, the proposed project would ensure adequate 

service levels of fire protection. Please refer to Global Response GR-4. 

I89-27  The comment asks how the SMFD would be able to effectively and safely handle the increased 

demand of the 42 homes in a VHFHSZ. Please refer to Global Response GR-3 and Draft EIR 

Section 4.15, Public Services. 

I89-28  The comment refers to Policy L6.2 of the General Plan. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. In 

addition, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11.5, Impact Analysis, of Section 4.11, Land Use and 

Planning, the project would be consistent with Policy L6.2, as the proposed project is designed in a 

manner that is sensitive to scenic viewpoints and/or viewsheds through building design, site layout, 

and building heights. 
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I89-29   The comment refers to Objective L17 from the General Plan and is concerned with potential impacts 

to scenic vistas. Please refer to Response to Comment I76-16. 

I89-30  The comment is concerned with potential impacts to private views of hills and meadows as well as 

scenic vistas. Please refer to Response to Comment I76-16 and I77-7. 

I89-31  The comment is concerned with the project’s inconsistency with the site’s existing zoning designation. 

The commenter is correct that the project would require a zoning designation change. Please refer to 

Global Response GR-7. 

I89-32  The comment is concerned with the project’s need for zoning designation change. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-7.  

I89-33  The comment asks what mitigation measures would be implemented to mitigate Impact AQ-2, related 

to TAC health risks. As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Air Quality, MM-AQ-1, which includes requirement 

of Tier 4 construction equipment, would reduce Impact AQ-2 to less than significant levels.  

I89-34  The comment expresses concern about the exemption within mitigation measure MM-AQ-1. 

MM- AQ-1 states: 

An exemption from this requirement may be granted if: (1) the Applicant documents 

equipment with Tier 4 Interim engines are not reasonably available, and (2) 

functionally equivalent diesel PM emission totals can be achieved for the project from 

other combinations of construction equipment (Tier 3 with level 3 diesel particulate 

filter, electric, compressed natural gas, hydrogen, etc.). For example, if a Tier 4 Interim 

piece of equipment is not reasonably available at the time of construction and a lower 

tier equipment is used instead (e.g., Tier 3), another piece of equipment could be 

upgraded to a Tier 4 Final or replaced with an alternative-fueled (not diesel-fueled) 

equipment to offset the emissions associated with using a piece of equipment that 

does not meet Tier 4 Interim standards. Before an exemption may be granted, the 

Applicant’s construction contractor shall: (1) demonstrate that at least two 

construction fleet owners/operators in Los Angeles County were contacted and that 

those owners/operators confirmed Tier 4 Interim equipment could not be located 

within Los Angeles County during the desired construction schedule; and (2) the 

proposed replacement equipment has been evaluated using the California Emissions 

Estimator Model (CalEEMod) or other industry standard emission estimation method, 

and documentation provided to the Planning Division confirms that necessary project-

generated functional equivalencies in the diesel PM emissions level are achieved. 

The exemption would not be granted if the contractor only demonstrates that one of 

these conditions are met. If the exemption was granted, diesel PM emission levels 

would need to be reduced below the same threshold as the emissions produced if 

Tier 4 Interim engines were available. Therefore, given that diesel PM levels would 

be functionally equivalent with implementation of this exemption, impacts would 

remain less than significant with the implementation of this mitigation measure. 
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I89-35  The comment asks why off-site emissions from vendor trucks, haul trucks, and worker vehicle trips are 

not included in the LST analysis. As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.3.5, Impacts Analysis, according to 

the SCAQMD’s Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology “off-site mobile emissions from the 

project should not be included in the emissions compared to the LSTs.”11 As SCAQMD is the regional 

agency responsible for regulation and enforcement of air quality policy and regulations, SCAQMD 

methodology was used.  

I89-36 The comment is concerned with the project’s consistency with the City’s tree protection policies and 

regulations of the General Plan, Municipal Code, and Forest Management Plan. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-2.  

I89-37 The comment expresses concern over how the project would impact special status species 

protected under the Federal/California Endangered Species Act. As concluded in Draft EIR 

Section 4.4.5, Impacts Analysis, of Section 4.4, Biological Resources, impacts to special status 

species would be less than significant.  

I89-38  The comment is concerned with the project’s consistency with General Plan policies regarding 

neighborhood compatibility. As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.11, the project is consistent with 

Objective L6 and Policy L20.1 of the General Plan through development regulations and design 

guidelines to be compatible with the surrounding development and natural landscape. The project 

would be designed to be sensitive to scenic viewpoints with site layout and building heights. It should 

be noted that impacts to private views are not considered environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA. 

Nonetheless, design guidelines for the proposed project specifically are designed to protect the privacy 

of adjacent neighbors and would avoid balconies with overlooking views into adjacent properties. 

I89-39  The comment expresses concern regarding inconsistency with Policy L51.8, as the project would not 

implement bicycle facilities. Policy L51.8 prioritizes alternative forms of transportation to eliminate 

need for expansion of roadways, the project would not impact existing bicycle facilities, but would 

ultimately expand roadways and not provide bicycle facilities. Not constructing bicycle facilities, as 

required to be consistent with Policy L51.8, would not result in significant environmental impacts. 

Explanations as to why the project is consistent or inconsistent with certain polies can be found in Final 

EIR Table 4.11-1. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I89-40  The comment asks for a comprehensive geologic assessment to be conducted for the project site. A 

geologic assessment was performed for this project site and can be found in Appendix E. As stated in 

Draft EIR Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, with the implementation of PDF-GEO-1 through PDF-GEO-15 

and MM-GEO-1, seismic risks would be reduced to less than significant level. 

I89-41  The comment expresses concern about the trips generated by construction vehicles and how the 

increase in trips would impact traffic, air quality and noise. The construction emissions associated with 

the proposed project, including vehicle trips related to construction, have been addressed in Draft EIR 

Section 4.3.5. Similarly, noise impacts associated with construction, including vehicle trips related to 

construction, have been addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.13.5, Impacts Analysis, in Section 4.3, Noise. 

As discussed in both sections, air quality and noise impacts associated with the project would be less 

than significant. Regarding traffic, please refer to Global Response GR-6.  

 
11 SCAQMD. 2009. Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology. Revised July 2009. 
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I89-42  The comment asks that tribes that have not yet responded to the notification of the project to be sent 

additional communication for them to have an opportunity to respond. The time frames for invitations 

to consult, responses to invitations to consult, and the closing of the formal consultation process is set 

by state statute. As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.18, Tribal Cultural Resources, the NAHC provided the 

City with a list of eight Native Americans who should be contacted pursuant to SB 18 and AB 52 

because of their cultural affiliation to the project site and surrounding area. In compliance with AB 52, 

the City contacted all tribal representatives that have requested formal project notification on 

March 30, 2021. In compliance with SB 18, the City contacted all NAHC-listed traditionally 

geographically affiliated tribal representatives on March 30, 2021. One Native American Contact, 

Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation, responded to the City’s notification letter on April 5, 

2021, and indicated that the project site is within the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation 

ancestral territory and requested to engage in formal consultation. The City has engaged in consultation 

with the tribe, the details of which are provided in Draft EIR Section 4.18.  

I89-43  The comment is concerned with the level of environmental analysis performed for the project 

alternatives. Please refer to Response to Comment I26-10 and Chapter 8, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR 

for detailed analysis of each alternative. 

I89-44  The comment states that the open space has not been defined, asks what the benefit is to the 

community, and asks if open space would be available to the public. The open space has been defined 

in Figure 3-4 of the Draft EIR. Project Objective 5 describes the benefits of the open space easement, 

which include in preservation of a portion of Bailey Canyon and the Bailey Canyon Trail, which would be 

used by wildlife for movement up and down slope; preservation of native vegetation communities and 

drainages; and preservation of land adjacent to the Bailey Canyon stream (see Final EIR Section 3.2, 

Project Objectives). This open space area would not be open to the public. Also, please refer to 

response I85-6 which discusses that, because no development is proposed in this area, and because 

the area would be conserved in perpetuity, comprehensive environmental review of the open space 

conservation easement is not required.  

I89-45  This comment requests clarification on the open space areas within the project. Specifically, the 

commenter asks where the remaining 0.35 acres of open space would be located on the project site. 

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.3.2, Neighborhood Park and Open Space, the development of an 

approximately 3.04-acre neighborhood public park at the southernmost portion of the project site as 

well as development of approximately 0.35 acres of passive open space located to the east of North 

Sunnyside Avenue and west of Carter Avenue, adjacent to Streets A and B (Please refer to Figure 3- 2, 

Conceptual Site Plan). This comment also states that the name Colby Canyon is incorrectly used. 

Please refer to Response to Comment I42-26. In addition, Draft EIR Figure 3-4 shows the 

approximately 35 acres of open space hillside land to be conserved, located north of the existing 

Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center. Lastly, Final EIR Chapter 3 includes a few additional clarifications 

related to the project description, including a few errors correcting the open space deduction from 

30 acres to 35 acres. These revisions do not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

I89-46  This comment identifies that the name Colby Canyon is incorrectly used. Please refer to Response to 

Comment I42-26. The comment also asks what community benefit would be provided by the open 

space. As stated in Draft EIR Section 3.2, the open space would be used for wildlife movement, preserve 

native vegetation communities and drainages, and preserve land adjacent to Bailey Canyon Stream. 
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I89-47  The comment restates information included in the Draft EIR related to community benefits and asks 

for clarification about the dedicated funding source for the long-term park maintenance. Please refer 

to response I85-11.  

I89-48  The comment states that net-zero water is not a community benefit. However, the net-zero water 

solution minimizes the project’s burden on existing City infrastructure and further reduces the impact 

on the environment. Please refer to Global Response GR-1, for additional information related to net-

zero water impact.  

I89-49  The comment is concerned about project description details, including the proposed range of home 

sizes and home stories (both one- and two-story homes). Please refer to response I85-12.  

I89-50  The comment requests that Objective 5 be removed as the reference to Colby Canyon is incorrect. 

Please refer to Response to Comment I42-26. 

I89-51  The comment asks how the project would facilitate safe and efficient access outlined in Objective 6 

and expresses concern about the lack of improvements to streets outside of the project. The comment 

expresses concern about Carter Avenue being used as ingress and egress to the project site and notes 

that the current state of West Carter Avenue needs improvement if it will be used as an ingress and 

egress before the implementation of the project and should be a cost paid by the development. Please 

refer to Global Response GR-5. It should be noted that the project applicant is proposing off-site 

widening to Carter Avenue, between the southeastern portion of the project site boundary and Lima 

Street, including a 6-foot wide sidewalk along the northern portion of Carter Avenue (see Final EIR 

Section 3.3.12 and Global Response GR-5 for details). 

I89-52  The comment is concerned with whether the enhanced connectivity to Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park 

would provide a community benefit given that there is already public access to the park. Although public 

access to Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park already exists, pedestrian access to the Bailey Canyon 

Wilderness Park and trail would be enhanced through a pedestrian path in the southeast corner of the 

project site as well as a sidewalk along the northern side of Carter Avenue just outside of the proposed 

project site, which would provide pedestrian access to the entrance/parking lot of the Bailey Canyon 

Wilderness Park, off of Carter Avenue (see Final EIR Section 3.3.12, Neighborhood Park and Open 

Space for details). The comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section 

or analysis of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required or provided. 

I89-53  The comment express concerned with the proposed PDFs related to aesthetics. Please refer to 

response I85-21. 

I89-54 The comment request that the Draft EIR apply SCAQMD thresholds of significance as the performance 

standard for MM-AQ-1, as suggested by MIG as part of the third-party independent review process. 

Please refer to responses I85-22 through I85-25, above. Dudek and MIG coordinated on the approach 

of what threshold to use and ultimately decided to mass based standards. The mitigation measure is 

in place to reduce PM10, PM2.5, and DPM emissions from project construction. The mitigation measure 

is not solely in place to reduce DPM emissions and health risk impacts. As such, the functional 

equivalent must reduce the same mass emissions to ensure the PM10 and PM2.5mass thresholds for 

LSTs are not exceeded.  
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I89-55  The comment asks what General Plan policies have been removed because they are not the 

responsibility of the project to implement and what is the responsibility of the City and not the project. 

Please refer to Response to Comment I85-26. 

I89-56  The comment expresses concern over the feasibility of the net-zero water solution. Please refer to 

Global Response GR-1and Response to Comments I85-27 and I89-18.  

I89-57  The comment is concerned with the project’s inconsistency with the project site’s existing Zoning Code 

and General Plan land use designations. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I89-58  The comment expresses concern regarding how payment of development fees would be used to 

mitigate impacts to fire services. Please refer to Response to Comment I89-25.  

I89-59  The comment states that the FPP should be more project specific and that the FPP places responsibility 

on individuals for fire planning. The comment is concerned with the sufficiency of the “Ready, Set, Go!” 

approach outlined in the FPP. The FPP is general and relies on what is required by code because the 

purpose of the regulations is to help reduce fire hazards. Based on the analysis of the fire environment 

(which is provided in the FPP), it was determined that with the planned approach for wildfire protection, 

which includes fuel modification zones, ignition resistant structures, access providing primary and 

secondary alternatives, water and fire flow to the code, etc., the project would have all the necessary 

protections such that wildfire risk is reduced to acceptable levels. This is evidenced by the fire marshal 

agreeing with the FPP’s conclusions and accepting the document. The responsibility of implementing 

these policies does not fall on individuals. See response I85-34 regarding the “Ready, Set, Go!” approach. 

I89-60  The comment expresses concern about the adequacy of Carter Ave being used for ingress and egress 

in the case of evacuation. Please refer to Global Response GR-4 and Global Response GR-5. 

I89-61  The comment expresses concern with the project’s potential inconsistency with Policy Hz7 and R3.2 

from the Draft Safety Element Update (now the adopted Hazard Prevention Element). Please refer to 

Global Response GR-3. 

I89-62  The comment states that the project is inconsistent with policies and objectives relating to 

transportation in the general plan. Please refer to Global Response GR-7, Final EIR Section 4.11, Land 

use and Planning, and Final EIR Section 4.17, Transportation. 

I89-63  The comment states that the project would result in significant traffic impacts and would be 

inconsistent with Objective L53 of the general plan. Please refer to Global Response GR-6 and Global 

Response GR-7. 

I89-64 The comment states that the project is inconsistent with policies and objectives relating to 

transportation and safety in the general plan, specifically related to walking and bicycling. Please refer 

to Global Response GR-7 as well as Final EIR Section 4.11, Land use and Planning, and Final EIR 

Section 4.17, Transportation.  

I89-65 The comment expresses general concern about safety and traffic on neighboring streets by focusing 

roadway improvements within the boundaries of the project site. Please refer to Response to 

Comment I85-52, Global Response GR-5. More specifically, in order to address concerns related to 

safety issues along Carter Avenue and outside of the boundaries of the proposed project site, the 
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project applicant is proposing off-site widening to Carter Avenue, between the southeastern portion 

of the project site boundary and Lima Street, which would ensure that Carter Avenue would comply 

with existing code within and outside of the project site (see Final EIR Section 3.3.12 and Global 

Response GR-5 for details).  
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Comment Letter I90 
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Response to Comment Letter I90 

Individual 

John Clark 

October 4, 2021 

I90-1 This comment requests the following comments (Comments I90-2 through I90-11) be included in the 

responses to comments of the Final EIR. As shown, the commenter’s request has been recorded as 

part of this Final EIR.  

I90-2 The comment expresses concern over the compatibility of the project with the current neighborhood. 

As analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, the project is consistent with Goal 2 

and 3 of the General Plan through development regulations and design guidelines to be compatible 

with the surrounding neighborhood. In addition, the design guidelines of the Specific Plan establish site 

planning and design, architectural design, and landscape design standards that would address and 

protect visual character, privacy, and the quality of public and private views. See also Draft EIR 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics, for a detailed analysis of the project’s potential for visual impacts, which were 

determined to be less than significant. It should be noted that although the project would result in 

removal of trees on site, the proposed landscape plan would result in an increase of trees on site as 

compared to existing conditions.  

I90-3  The comment expresses safety concerns related to increased traffic and safety issues with cars 

speeding, running stop signs, and sharing the roads with pedestrians. Regarding an increase in 

traffic, please refer to Global Response GR-6. Please refer to Response to Comment I85-52, related 

to safety concerns.  

Concerns about illegal activity, such as speeding and running stop signs is not within the scope of the 

required environmental analysis under CEQA. As such, no response is required. 

I90-4  The comment states that the streets surrounding the project, specifically Carter Avenue by Bailey 

Canyon would not be able to accommodate cars, pedestrians, emergency vehicles and construction 

equipment. Please refer to Global Response GR-5. 

I90-5  The comment states that the project is within a VHFHSZ and that the City’s general plan states to avoid 

building in this zone. Please refer to Global Response GR-3. 

I90-6  The comment expresses concern regarding Carter Avenue being used as the second means of egress/ 

ingress for emergency vehicles and evacuation. Please refer to Please refer to Global Response GR-4 

and Global Response GR-5. 

I90-7  The comment expresses concern over the ability for residents to be able to get homeowners insurance 

in the foothills. Ability to obtain insurance is not within the scope of the required environmental analysis 

under CEQA. As such, no response is required.  

I90-8  The comment suggests that fire within the 42 homes would put other residents in danger. Please refer 

to Global Response GR-3 and the language below from the FPP (Appendix F2 of the Draft EIR): 
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As determined during the analysis of this site and its fire environment, the project site, in its current 

condition, may include characteristics that, under favorable weather conditions, could have the 

potential to facilitate fire spread. Under extreme conditions, wind-driven wildfires from nearby 

undeveloped land could cast embers onto the property. Once the project is built, the project’s on-site 

fire potential will be much lower than its current condition due to conversion of wildland fuels to 

buildings, parking areas, managed landscapes, fuel modification areas, improved accessibility for fire 

personnel, and structures built to the latest ignition and ember resistant fire codes. 

I90-9  The comment expresses concern over the Net Zero Water Impact. Please refer to Global Response 

GR- 1 and Response to Comment I2-13. 

I90-10  The comment states that the project failed to discuss the alluvial fan and the benefit it has to 

groundwater recharge. Please refer to Response to Comment I32-2. 

I90-11  The comment expresses general opposition for the project. The comment does not raise any issue 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.   
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Comment Letter I91 
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Response to Comment Letter I91 

Individual 

Pat Alcorn 

October 4, 2021 

I91-1 The comment expresses general concern about the project. The comment does not raise any issue 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I91-2  This comment expresses concern about the removal and replacement of trees from the project site. 

The comment specifically is concerned about mature trees being more fire resistant, having more 

shade, and require less water to maintain. As stated in Draft EIR Section 3.3.4, the Conceptual 

Landscape Plan would use fire resistant and drought tolerant tree species. The comment also states 

that the developer has told them that the developer plans to replace the trees that have been cut down. 

Relocation of existing protected and non-protected trees is being evaluated and will be determined in 

the final design phase of the project and will be based on the existing conditions of the trees. Please 

refer to Global Response GR-2. 

I91-3  The comment states that the project should include a ban of lawns and swimming pools in addition 

to the Net Zero Water Impact to reduce water usage. Impacts to water supply is less than significant 

with the inclusion of PDF-UTL-1 and no mitigation, such as a prohibition on lawns or pools, would 

be required.  

I91-4  The comment states that there is no water available to be purchased and there can be no mitigation 

or replacement of water available. Please refer to Global Response GR-1. 

I91-5  The comment expresses concern about evacuation in the case of a wildfire, specifically at the entrance 

to the project on Carter Avenue. Please refer to Global Response GR-4 and Global Response GR-5. 

I91-6  The comment suggests a mitigation measure in the form of a fire road to be integrated into park plans 

to be utilized in the case of an emergency. Please refer to FPP (Appendix F2 of the Draft EIR) and Global 

Response GR-4. 

I91-7  The comment provides concluding remarks that do not raise new or additional environmental issues 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I92 
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Response to Comment Letter I92 

Individual 

Christopher Spensley 

October 4, 2021 

I92-1 This comment requests the following comments (Comments I92-2 through I92-7) be included in the 

responses to comments of the Final EIR. As shown, the commenter’s request has been recorded as 

part of this Final EIR.  

I92-2  The comment expresses general opposition for the project. The comment does not raise any issue 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I92-3  The comment expresses concern regarding tree removal and incompatibility with the Sierra Madre 

Forest Management Plan. Please refer to Global Response GR-2.  

I92-4  The comment asks how removal of trees will impact wildlife and rock and landslides. As concluded in 

Draft EIR Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, the project site is located outside of any potential landslide 

zone; therefore, impacts associated with landslides would be less than significant. Regarding wildfire, 

please refer to Global Response GR-3. 

I92-5  The comment expresses opposition to the proposed change in zoning and regulations. As stated in 

Draft EIR Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning:  

Implementation of the project would require amendments to the General Plan, 

Zoning Code, Zoning and Land Use maps, and approval of the Specific Plan. The 

General Plan and Zoning Code amendments would primarily change this land use 

designation from Institutional to Specific Plan. The approval of the Specific Plan 

would provide guidelines and standards for the implementation of future 

development of the project. 

The comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I92-6  The comment asks for another institutional alternative to be provided and states that the Draft EIR is 

not presenting all options to citizens. Please refer to Response to Comment I26-10. 

I92-7  The comment asks how the project will have no increased fire risk and is concerned that the project is 

not consistent with elements of the proposed Draft Safety Element (now the adopted Hazard Prevention 

Element). Please refer to Global Response GR-3 and Response to Comment I90-8. 
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Comment Letter I93 
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Response to Comment Letter I93 

Individual 

Scott Hood 

October 4, 2021 

I93-1 This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter and does not provide a critique or comment 

specific to any component or issue of the Draft EIR; however, please refer to Responses to 

Comments I93-2 through I93-19, below, for responses relative to specific environmental issues 

raised by the commenter. 

I93-2  The comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  

I93-3  The comment expresses concern about the use of a 5-mile radius of fire history around the site and 

suggests that a 1-mile radius around the site would provide a better idea of how close fires have gotten 

to the site. A 5-mile radius is a more conservative approach which includes an assessment of multiple 

fires over a larger area and provides a greater understanding of fire behavior in the project vicinity. A 

fire history map has been provided in the FPP (Appendix F2) which shows fire history in the site vicinity.  

I93-4  The comment suggests that the Draft EIR should include analysis on the proximity of fires as well as 

the direction the fire has come from. This analysis can be found in the FPP (Appendix F2) under the 

Fire Behavior Modeling that was performed using BehavePlus software. This analysis provides 

information about the type and intensity of fire given the topography, vegetation, and weather of the 

site. Information about fire history is also found in Section 2.2.4 of the FPP (see Appendix F2). 

I93-5  This comment expresses concern over the responsibility placed on the City of Sierra Madre’s resources 

and the project being located in a VHFHSZ. Please refer to Global Response GR-3. As stated in Draft EIR 

Section 4.15.5, Impacts Analysis, in Section 4.15, Public Services, the Sierra Madre Fire Department 

would provide fire protection services to the project site and impacts would be less than significant.  

I93-6  This comment expresses concern about the tree removal and replacement that will happen as a result 

of this project. The commenter’s concerns about tree removal include tree resistance to drought and 

wildfire, impacts to plants and wildlife, the removal of non-protected trees with their own unique 

qualities, and release of carbon dioxide. Please refer to Global Response GR-2. Mitigation measure 

MM-BIO-3 would replace protected trees and the proposed Conceptual Landscaping Plan includes the 

planting of an increased number of trees at the project site, as compared to existing conditions. The 

commenter’s concern related to carbon dioxide generation is not a topic that is within the scope of the 

environmental analysis required by CEQA. Nonetheless, the amount of tree reduction proposed is not 

significant enough to result in any loss of carbon dioxide. As such, no response is required.  

Additionally, the comment expresses concern about the trees that will be replacing the trees removed 

as a result of the project. The comment is specifically concerned with sudden oak death being 

introduced to the area, survival of replacement trees, and genetic diversity reduction of the species. 

Nurseries inspect trees and make sure that they are pest and disease free before sale and planting. In 

addition, implementation of MM-BIO-3, Protected Tree Replacement, would be implemented to reduce 

the impacts to the City’s protected trees to less than significant by requiring the 1:1 replacement of 

those protected trees impacted by development and conducting a 5-year monitoring program to ensure 

their continued viability. All tree replacement would comply with City of Sierra Madre regulations outline 

in Chapter 12.20 of the SMCC.  
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Comment Letter I94 
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Response to Comment Letter I94 

Individual 

Carol Parker 

October 4, 2021 

I94-1 The comment expresses general opposition to the project. The comment does not raise any issue 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I94-2  The comment expresses concern regarding the feasibility of the purchase of future water. Please refer 

to Global Response GR-1.  

I94-3  The comment expresses concern regarding speeding on the narrow streets of Lima Street and 

Sunnyside Avenue and expresses that the streets are already overcrowded. Concerns about illegal 

activity, such as speeding is not within the scope of the required environmental analysis under CEQA. 

Regarding traffic conditions, please refer to Global Response GR-6.  

I94-4  The comment expresses concern over the tree removal. Please refer to Global Response GR-2.  

 The commenter also expresses frustration about residents being ignored when trees need to be cut 

down or trimmed. The comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR; 

therefore, no further response is required or provided. 

I94-5  The comment expresses concern over global warming impacts. Please refer to Draft EIR Section 4.8, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, for information about greenhouse gas emissions and climate change.  

I94-6  The comment expresses general opposition to the project. The comment does not raise issues 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I95 
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Response to Comment Letter I95 

Individual 

Glenn Hickman 

October 4, 2021 

I95-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. This comment requests the following 

comments (Comments I95-2 through I95-14) be included in the responses to comments of the Final 

EIR. As shown, the commenter’s request has been recorded as part of this Final EIR.  

I95-2  The comment expresses concern about the project not being completed leading to community blight. 

The comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. As discussed in 

Section 3.3.13, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to be completed in February 2025.  

I95-3  The comment expresses concern about certain responsible agencies not being identified in the 

application. Responsible Agencies are agencies that hold discretionary approval as part of the project 

implementation. Discretionary actions for this project are listed in Draft EIR Section 3.4 and responsible 

agencies are listed in Draft EIR Section 3.5. The Los Angeles County Flood Control District and Los 

Angeles Department of Public Works received the NOA for the Draft EIR. The California Department of 

Parks and Recreation and the California Department of Water Resources Division of Safety of Dams do 

not have any discretionary approvals required for this project and are not considered a responsible 

agency under CEQA.  

I95-4  The comment suggests that a bond alternative to purchase the property for a conservation park should 

have been included amongst the alternatives. Please refer to Response to Comment I26-10. The City 

appreciates the commenter’s recommendation. However, the bond alternative would not meet most of 

the project objectives and given that the project does not result in any significant and unavoidable 

impacts, the bond alternative would not reduce or eliminate any significant and unavoidable impacts 

associated with the project. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, an EIR need not consider every 

conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 

alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation. An EIR is not required to 

consider alternatives which are infeasible. The lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of 

project alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those 

alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed 

other than the rule of reason. Draft EIR Chapter 8, Alternatives, considers four feasible alternatives, 

including the no project alternatives, that were considered by the City. In addition, the City notes that 

this comment includes economic issues associated with the suggested bond alternative that do not 

appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment.  

The comment also suggests that Alternative 2, considered in Draft EIR Chapter 8, Alternatives, would 

not be feasible given the faults near the property. Is should be noted that the proposed project would 

take place on the same side as Alternative 2. Impacts related to geology and soils, including potential 

impacts associated with faults have been addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.7, Geology and Soils. A 

comparison of these impacts with Alternative 2 was included in Draft EIR Chapter 8.  

I95-5  The comment expresses concern about the geologic hazards on the project site. The comment states 

that Appendix E only appears to be a preliminary soils report. It should be noted that Appendix E of the 



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-710 

Draft EIR is a geotechnical report that includes analysis of the geologic conditions and constraints on 

the site. It should be noted that the excerpt from 4.7.2 that was provided in the comment states the 

definitions of Late Quaternary and Quaternary faults as defined by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 

Zoning Act, it does not state that there are Late Quaternary faults on the site. Please refer to Response 

to Comment I36-7. 

I95-6  The comment states that the geological history of the site was not complete and suggests that a 

detailed exploration be performed to rule out an on-site fault hazard. Information about the local 

geologic setting can be found in Appendix E of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response to 

Comment I42-19 and I50-7. 

I95-7  The comment states that the developer should be forced to secure earthquake insurance. As stated in 

Draft EIR Section 4.7, the impacts of seismic hazards have been reduced to less than significant levels, 

and no additional mitigation would be required. Requirement to obtain insurance is not within the scope 

of the required environmental analysis under CEQA. As such, no response is required. 

I95-8  The comment suggests that there should be no accessory dwelling units permitted on the project site 

and states that additional ADUs should be specifically addressed through the CEQA process. Please 

see Response to Comment I28-5. 

I95-9  The comment provides the following suggestions for the proposed neighborhood park: exclusive use 

for the City’s residents; a mature landscaping installation; an-ADA compliant toilet facility; vertical grade 

separation above existing residential development; an incorporation of an 8-foot high fence. 

Additionally, the comment states that the park is not a community accessible park and has inadequate 

parking. The comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Final EIR 

Section 3.3.2 provides details regarding the proposed neighborhood park.  

I95-10  The comment provides the following suggestions related to transportation: no gates; no access through 

Crestvale Drive; and no use of North Grove Street. It should be noted that access through Crestvale 

Drive will not occur as a result of the project. The comment does not raise any issue concerning the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required or provided. 

I95-11  The comment expresses concern about Carter Avenue being used as a secondary ingress and egress 

to the project site and notes that the current state of West Carter Avenue needs improvement if it will 

be used as an ingress and egress before the implementation of the project and should be a cost paid 

by the development. Please refer to Global Response GR-5. 

The comment also brings up issues not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, such as who would 

pay for development of Lima Street. The comment also provides a brief summary of the project’s 

proposed stormwater plan. However, this comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR.  

I95-12  The comment requests traffic flow modeling results that show project impacts on streets such as Grove 

Street, Fairview Avenue, Grandview Avenue, Carter Avenue, Lima Street, and Sunnyside Avenue. 

Appendix K, Traffic Conditions Analysis, of this Final EIR has been provided in response to public 

comments on surrounding street segments. It should be noted that Appendix K has been provided for 

informational purposes only and does not constitute new information under CEQA, nor does it change 
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or modify the findings of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Appendix K of this Final EIR for additional 

information on surrounding roadway segments and intersections analyzed and taken into consideration 

as part of the proposed project. Please refer to Global Response GR-6. 

I95-13  The comment expresses concern about the performance of the stormwater retention storage gallery 

and how it would impact existing infrastructure connected to it. Additionally, the comment expresses 

concern about debris basin failure. As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems, 

through the implementation of the drainage plans, impacts to drainage facilities would less than 

significant levels. In addition, the northeastern portion of the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center, located 

north of the site, flows to the Bailey Canyon Debris Basin to the east and discharges into Arcadia Wash. 

The project site does not flow towards the Bailey Canyon Debris Basin.  

The comment raises economic issues related to the proposed storm drain system that do not appear 

to relate to any physical effect on the environment. In addition, the comment misquotes the 

information presented on Draft EIR page 4.19-14 and states that the new 24-inch surface culvert 

would result in inundation. As discussed on page 4.19-14 of the Draft EIR, a 24-inch RCP would be 

located in the southeastern portion of the project site and would run in the east to west direction into 

the proposed retention gallery, within the proposed park. The proposed retention storage gallery 

would be approximately 24 inches below ground and will promote water quality treatment through 

infiltration. Stormwater that is not retained in the underground storage gallery retention system or 

infiltrated into the ground would be routed to the southeast corner of the proposed park and exit to 

Crestvale Drive via a 24-inch surface culvert to the MS4 downstream to Arcadia Wash. Flows would 

then be conveyed via the MS4 to the receiving waters of Arcadia Wash, an open concrete lined 

channel located approximately 1 mile southeast of the project site. Therefore, this proposed feature 

would not result in inundation.  

Regarding impacts on the project associated with Bailey Canyon Debris Basin failure or inundation, it 

should be noted that this would be considered an impact on the project from the environment and not 

vice versa. Therefore, this would not be considered a CEQA issue.  

I95-14  The comment states that the references section for Draft EIR Section 4.7 does not include references 

about site-specific geological hazards. Please refer to Appendix E of the Draft EIR for references for 

geotechnical report and Chapter 9 for additional references used to prepare Draft EIR Section 4.7.  
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Comment Letter I96 
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Response to Comment Letter I96 

Individual 

Lynne Collman 

October 4, 2021 

I96-1 This comment requests the following comments (Comments I96-2 through I95-71) be included in the 

responses to comments of the Final EIR. As shown, the commenter’s request has been recorded as 

part of this Final EIR.  

I96-2  The comment is introductory in nature and expresses the commenter’s opinion that the project will 

result in significant impacts.  

I96-3  The comment states that the project does meet Project Objective 1 because the development would 

be one phase, the project is not compatible with the current zoning and design standards, and the 

project is not compatible with the existing community character. Please refer to Global Response GR- 7. 

In addition, as concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.11 the project would work in harmony with 

neighborhood character through regulations and design guidelines which would be compatible with 

existing neighborhoods. In addition, as discussed in Section 4.1.5, Impact Analysis, of Section 4.1, 

Aesthetics, the project’s impacts to aesthetics would be less than significant. 

I96-4  The comment states that the project does meet Project Objective 4 because it adds development to 

the site and does not provide information regarding traffic impacts to adjacent streets. Please refer to 

Global Response GR-6. 

I96-5  The comment states that the project does meet Project Objective 5 because portions of the land do 

not belong to the Monastery Property and Colby Canyon is not located near the property. Please refer 

to Response to Comments I42-15 and I42-26.  

I96-6  The comment states that the project does meet Project Objective 6 because it does not provide safe 

and efficient access at North Sunnyside Avenue, south of the project. This objective is met because the 

project will construct roads that comply with SMMC standards. As discussed in Draft EIR 

Section 3.3.6.1, the proposed project would include reconfiguration of North Sunnyside Avenue, located 

within the western portion of the site, which would be moved farther to the west. North Sunnyside Avenue 

would transition from a width of 40 feet at its existing terminus to a varying 54- to 56.5-foot right-of-way 

within the project site, with curbs and gutters, parking and planting areas on both sides, a landscaped 

parkway and sidewalk on the west side, and tree plantings on the east side of the street. These is no 

evidence that these improvements would result in a safety impact. Final EIR Section 4.17 details 

consistency with existing General Plan policies and objectives highlighting the need for safety. Impacts 

associated with transportation, including roadway safety, were found to be less than significant.  

I96-7  The comment states that the project does meet Project Objective 7. Please refer to Global Response GR-1. 

I96-8  The comment requests that the Planning Commission and City Council request missing supporting 

details and information before making a decision. The City acknowledges this comment, and notes that 

it is not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Additional information has been provided throughout 

Responses to Comments I96-1 through I96-71. 
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I96-9  The comment states that the project would have impacts on scenic vistas because it would impact 

views from neighboring homes. Please refer to Response to Comment I77-7. 

I96-10  The comment expresses concern about the timing of biological surveys for the project, specifically as it 

relates to impacts to bats. Please refer to Response to Comment A1-7. The commenter is correct that 

the filed visit occurred on May 29, 2020.  

I96-11  The comment states that chemical spraying occurred on the site in 2019 and impacted wildlife and 

plants on the site. However, the City is unaware of any record of such spraying or evidence that such 

spraying changed the baseline conditions on the project site. Regardless, surveys for biological 

resources were conducted May 29, 2020 (as described in Appendix C1 of the Draft EIR) and determined 

the project site does not contain suitable habitat or connections to other large undeveloped areas to 

support wildlife corridors. Additionally, as described in Appendix C1 to the Draft EIR, the United States 

Fish and Wildlife Service does not designate the site as a critical habitat nor is the project site not 

located within any habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. As discussed in 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)(a), generally, the lead agency should describe the physical 

conditions as they exist at the time the notice of preparation (NOP) is published. The NOP for the 

proposed project was published June 24, 2020. Therefore, the baseline conditions and environmental 

setting for biological resources were accurately described.  

I96-12  The comment states that the survey did not address seed banks or lasting roots of native plants. 

The project site has been historically removed of native vegetation and depleted the native seed 

bank. The current seed bank is expected to be composed of the current vegetation, which consists 

of non-native vegetation.  

I96-13  The comment expresses concern about impacts to wildlife corridors, general biological resources 

concerns, and human interactions with mountain lions/bears. Please refer to Response to 

Comment I67- 1 for a discussion related to wildlife corridors and Response to Comment A1-17 for 

discussion related to human interactions with mountain lions/bears. In addition, as discussed in Draft 

EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, impacts to biological resources would be less than significant with 

mitigation.  

I96-14  The comment expresses concern related to impacts to bat habitat and suggests implementation of bat-

specific mitigation measures. Please refer to Response to Comment A1-7 and A1-9. A project-level 

biological resources survey, mentioned by the commenter, has been prepared and included as Draft 

EIR Appendix C1.  

I96-15  The comment expresses concern related to impacts to nesting bird species and states that MM-BIO-1 

would not be sufficient. Please refer to Response to Comments A1-20 and A1-22. 

I96-16  The comment provides conclusionary remarks about how impacts to biological resources were not 

adequately evaluated. Please refer to Response to Comment A1-22.  

I96-17  The comment expresses concern about the removal of trees with project implementation. Please refer 

to Global Response GR-2.  
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I96-18  The comment states that the project is inconsistent with the Los Angeles County Sustainability Plan. 

The LA County Sustainability Plan12 applies only to unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County, and 

does not apply within the incorporated City of Sierra Madre.  

I96-19  The comment states that the project would have a cumulative impact on biological resources due as 

the project site is the largest parcel of land left in the City. as discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.4, impacts 

to biological resources would be less than significant with mitigation. Please refer to Draft EIR 

Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, which states that no cumulatively-considerable impacts related to 

biological resources would occur.  

I96-20  The comment states that there is potential for cultural resources to be found on the project because of 

the site characteristics and that cumulative impacts would occur. Please refer to Draft EIR 

Section 5.4.5, Cultural Resources, which determined that impacts to cultural resources would be less 

than significant with mitigation. In addition, please refer to Draft EIR Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, 

which states that no cumulatively-considerable impacts related to cultural resources would occur.  

I96-21  The comment states that the project fails to incorporate high performance building standards beyond 

the current LEED Gold Standard and meets the minimum standards. The project would comply with 

building code standards which include energy efficiency requirements. As stated in Draft EIR Section 

4.6, Energy, the project would result in less than significant impacts related to inefficient, wasteful, or 

unnecessary consumption of energy resources. 

I96-22  The comment states that the project would conflict with the Los Angeles County Sustainability Plan’s 

greenhouse gas requirements. Please refer to Response to Comment I96-18. 

I96-23  The comment states that the region must invest in an up-to-date water system that can meet water 

requirements and mimic the natural water cycle. The City acknowledges this comment, and it does not 

pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I96-24  The comment expresses concern related to the project’s impacts on groundwater recharge, given that 

the site is located in an alluvial fan. Please refer to Response to Comment I32-2. 

I96-25  The comment expresses concern about impacts to erosion as they relate to the alteration of the 

drainage pattern and the project’s net-zero water impact. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.10, with 

implementation of project design features, impacts associated with substantial erosion or siltation on 

or off site would be less than significant. Regarding the project’s net-zero water impact, please refer to 

Global Response GR-1. 

I96-26  The comment states that the project would physically divide the community due to creation of buffers, 

and lack of pedestrian and bicyclist linkages to the project site. The concerns mentioned by the 

commenter would not result in division of the community. As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Land 

Use and Planning, the project would not physically divide a community. It should also be noted that, the 

project applicant is proposing off-site widening to Carter Avenue, between the southeastern portion of 

the project site boundary and Lima Street, which would include a 6-foot sidewalk along the northern 

portion of Carter Avenue (see Final EIR Section 3.3.12 and Global Response GR-5 for details). 

 
12 County of Los Angeles. 2019. Los Angeles Countywide Sustainability Plan. https://ourcountyla.lacounty.gov/plan 
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I96-27  The comment expresses concern about emergency access from Carter Avenue. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-4 and Global Response GR-5. 

I96-28  The comment provides background information related to wildfire, flood, extreme heat, and sea level 

rise that do not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment also states that the project is 

inconsistent with Objective Hz7 and the LA County Sustainability Plan. Please refer to Global Response 

GR-3 and I96-18. Lastly, the comment expresses concern related to the use of the site as an emergency 

landing site. Please refer to Response to Comment I10-1. 

I96-29  The comment states that the project is likely to be a victim of flooding or landslides after a fire has 

destroyed the hillsides. As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.20, Wildfire, impacts associated with 

downslope and downstream flooding post- fire would be less than significant. 

I96-30  The comment states that the project would have a cumulative impact on wildfire risks because the 

project would provide a gateway for fire to flow into the neighborhood. As stated in Chapter 5, the 

project would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to wildfire. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-3. 

I96-31  The comment states that the project has more inconsistencies than what is stated in Draft EIR 

Section 4.11. The City acknowledges this comment, and notes that it is an introduction to the 

comments that follow. Please see Responses to Comments I96-32 through I96-70.  

I96- 32  The comment states that the project is inconsistent with Goal 2 of the General Plan as it is inconsistent 

with adjacent land uses and design of nearby residences; because of the limited two-story homes in 

the area; and neighborhood characteristics such as larger setbacks, no sidewalks, and mature trees. 

See Global Response GR-7. In addition, as concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.11 the project would work 

in harmony with neighborhood character through regulations and design guidelines which would be 

compatible with existing neighborhoods. In addition, as discussed in Section 4.1.5, Impact Analysis, of 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics, the project’s impacts to aesthetics would be less than significant. It should be 

noted that, once the project is complete, the proposed landscape plan would result in an increase in 

trees on site, as compared to existing conditions. Lastly, related to the size of the proposed residences 

and their compatibility with nearby uses, please refer to Response to Comment I76-9.  

I96-33  The comment states the project is not compatible with Goal 3 because the project would not preserve 

scenic views and states that the project is isolated using buffer zones. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-7. In addition, as discussed in Final EIR Section 4.11.5, the proposed project includes 

development regulations and design guidelines for the project site created to be compatible with the 

surrounding neighborhood. The proposed project is designed in a manner that is sensitive to scenic 

viewpoints and/or viewsheds through building design, site layout and building heights. Therefore, the project 

would be consistent with Goal 3 of the General Plan.  

I96-34  The comment states that the project is inconsistent with Goal 4 of the of the General Plan and 

expresses concern that there is no water available for purchase. Please refer to Global 

Response GR- 1 and Global Response GR-7. In addition, as discussed in Final EIR Section 4.11.5, 

the proposed project would comply with City regulations per Goal 4 and would incorporate green 

infrastructure into the project design to promote water conservation; thus, the proposed project 

would be consistent with this goal.  
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I96-35  The comment provides background information related to net-zero water use and states that the 

project’s net-zero water impact fails to implement the strategies for Net Zero Water Requirement and 

is not consistent with General Plan Policies L1.6, L4.3, and L8.3. See Global Response GR-1, and Global 

Response GR-7. As discussed in Final EIR Section 4.11.5, the proposed project would incorporate water 

conservation strategies and water conservation measures guided by the development regulations and 

design guidelines of the Specific Plan into the project design to reduce and minimize the proposed 

project’s impact on the City’s water supply. As such, the proposed project would be consistent with 

General Plan Policies L1.6, L4.3, and L8.3. 

I96-36  The comment stats that the project is not consistent with General Plan Goal 8 and Goal 9. See Global 

Response GR-7.  

More specifically, regarding Goal 8 of the General Plan, the comment expresses concern that open 

space is being defined as individual balconies. The project’s proposed open space can be found in 

Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project Description. Open space on private balconies is not included in the total 

acres of designated open space. The proposed project would include the incorporation of a 

neighborhood park and the conservation of approximately 35 acres of protected open space to the 

City. Therefore, As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Table 4.11-1, the proposed project would 

comply with the City’s goal of providing additional constructed open space and would be consistent 

with Goal 8 of the General Plan. The comment also expresses concern that the proposed open space 

is owned by the City of Sierra Madre and within the boundary of Pasadena. Please refer to Response 

to Comment I42-15.  

Regarding Goal 9, the comment expresses concern about the designated open space being on a 

property that is not buildable being used to create balance. As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.11, the 

conservation of this area in perpetuity would be consistent with this goal. In addition, it should be noted 

that the project is not located in a hillside area, as outlined by the City’s General Plan.13 Therefore, 

consistency with this goal was not provided in Draft EIR Section 4.11.5. Nonetheless, the project would 

preserve the 35-acre open space hillside area through a conservation easement. No development 

would occur within this area. In addition, this goal calls for a balance between developed areas and 

hillside wilderness. The proposed project would be surrounded by similar development and therefore 

would not conflict with the existing balance between developed areas and hillside wilderness.  

The comment further expresses concern about the preservation of Colby Canyon when there is no 

relation of Colby Canyon and the project site. Please refer to Response to Comment I42-26. 

I96-37  The comment states that the project is inconsistent with Objective L1, L4, Policy L4.2, L5, L5.1, L6, 

L6.2, L7. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.1, the proposed project’s potential to substantially 

degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings would 

be less than significant. The proposed project would include project design that is sensitive to the 

scenic viewsheds and/or viewpoints of the City and would result in the development of low-density 

residential and open space land uses similar to those surrounding the project site. The proposed project 

would also result in the creation of through streets A. B. and C. Furthermore, the project would 

incorporate mitigation measures to reduce all potentially significant impacts to less than significant 

 
13 City of Sierra Madre. 2015. City of Sierra Madre General Plan. https://www.cityofsierramadre.com/cityhall/ 

strategic_planning/general_plan. 
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Thus, as concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Table 4.11-1, the proposed project would be consistent 

with Objectives L1 and L4, and Policies L4.2, L5, L5.1, L6, L6.2, and L7. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-7.  

I96-38  The comment states that the project fails to implement a water impact fee (Policy L8.3) for the project. 

Please refer to Response to Comment I74-3 and Global Response GR-1. 

I96-39  The comment states that the project does not protect existing views as required by Policy L17. Please 

refer to Response to Comment I89-30 and Global Response GR-7. 

I96-40  The comment states that the project is not consistent with Policy 17.2, L20, and L 20.1, which all are 

policies that have to do with compatibility with current property characteristics. As concluded in Draft 

EIR Section 4.11, Table 4.11-1, the project would be consistent with these policies through compliance 

with the design guidelines and the creation of tiered building pads to blend in with the existing landform. 

See Global Response GR-7. 

I96-41  The comment states that the project is inconsistent with General Plan policies regarding the 

preservation of open spaces. Please refer to Response to Comment I96-36. 

I96-42  The comment states that the project is not consistent with housing policies from the General Plan. The 

comment states that the project does not fit the neighborhood character, creates higher density 

housing that exceeds local standards, and only meets the above moderate range of housing needs. As 

concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.11 the project would work in harmony with neighborhood character 

through regulations and design guidelines which would be compatible with existing neighborhoods. 

Furthermore, the project would comply with all local and state building standards and would not exceed 

density standards. Please refer to Response to Comment I65-3. 

Additionally, the comment expresses concern about analysis for additional units in residential zones. 

Please refer to Response to Comment I28-5. 

I96-43  The comment states that the project does not promote the use of solar panels and is therefore 

inconsistent with General Plan Policy 5.3. Please refer to Response to Comment I87-3.  

I96-44  The comment states that the project is inconsistent with general plan policy 5.4 from the Housing 

element and Goal 1 of the Circulation Element of the General Plan because there are no bike lanes 

proposed and there are no pedestrian linkages because there are no sidewalks on surrounding streets. 

Please refer to Response to Comment I47-5 regarding bike lanes. The project would include sidewalks 

along the proposed streets to promote pedestrian safety and mobility within the project site and local 

vicinity as well as a 6-foot sidewalk between the southeastern portion of the project site boundary and 

Lima Street, which includes a 6-foot sidewalk on the north side of Carter Avenue (see Final EIR 

Section  3.3.12). See Global Response GR-7. 

I96-45  The comment states that the project is not consistent with Circulation Goal 2 and 3 of the General Plan 

and expresses concern about traffic and the Carter Avenue ingress/egress. As concluded in Final EIR 

Section 4.11, Table 4.11-1, the proposed project would be consistent with these goals through 

providing improvements to the City’s circulation system by extending public access along North 

Sunnyside Avenue, the construction of Streets A, B, and C, and improvements to Carter Avenue. In 

addition, please refer to Global Response GR-4, Global Response GR-5, and Global Response GR-7 . 
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I96-46  This comment states that the project is not consistent with Objective L51 because the project fails to 

address a transportation system for pedestrians and cyclists. As concluded in Final EIR Section 4.11, 

Table 4.11-1, the proposed project would be consistent with Objective L51 through the incorporation 

of the proposed sidewalks along the northern side of Carter Avenue, which would promote the use of 

non-automobile travel and provide access to existing transit facilities. Please refer to Responses to 

Comments I47-5 and I46-8 and Global Response GR-7. 

I96-47  This comment states that the project is inconsistent with Policy L51.2 because it builds new roadways. 

As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.11, the project would be consistent with this policy because the 

project would not build any new roadways beyond the project site and would only include the 

reconfiguration of North Sunnyside Avenue and improvements to Carter Avenue.  

I96-48  This comment states that the project is inconsistent with Policy L51.5, L51.6, and L51.8 because the 

project does not support pedestrian and bike connectivity. Due to the scope of the proposed project, 

bike facilities would not be included. As discussed in Final EIR Section 4.11.5, the proposed project 

would be consistent with Policies L51.5, L51.6. The proposed project would be inconsistent with Policy 

L51.8. However, not constructing bicycle facilities, as required to be consistent with Policy L51.8, would 

not result in significant environmental impacts. See Global Response GR-7. Please refer to Response 

to Comment I96-46.  

I96-49  The comment states that the project is inconsistent with Objective L52 of the General Plan and further 

expresses concern about increased traffic, traffic safety, and sites standards and data from the LA 

County Sustainability Plan. It should be noted that it was concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.11, 

Table  4.11-1, that the project was consistent with this policy through the proposed improvements to 

North Sunnyside Avenue and Carter Avenue, and the development of Streets A, B, and C. Please refer 

to Global Response GR-6 and Responses to Comments I85-14 and I96-18. 

I96-50  The comment states that the project is inconsistent with Policy L52.8. As concluded in Draft EIR 

Section 4.11, Table 4.11-1, due to the size and scope of the proposed project, bike facilities would not 

be required. Please refer to Response to Comment I47-5 and Global Response GR-7. 

I96-51  The comment states that the project is inconsistent with Policy L52.9. It should be noted that it was 

concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Table 4.11-1, that the project was consistent with this policy by 

providing sidewalks throughout the proposed project site and along the northern side of Carter Avenue. 

Please refer to Response to Comment I46-8. 

I96-52  The comment states that the project is inconsistent with Policy L53. Please refer to Response to 

Comment I85-45. 

I96-53  The comment stated that the project is inconsistent with Goal 3 of the Resource Management Goals of 

the general plan because it does not provide access to the San Gabriel Mountains. As concluded in 

Draft EIR Section 4.11 that the project is consistent with this policy because it does not hinder public 

access to the San Gabriel Mountains, and it connects to Bailey Canyon Wilderness Park.  

I96-54  The comment stated that the project is inconsistent with Goal 3 of the Resource Management Goals of 

the general plan because it does not comply with more stringent LEED building standards. See Global 

Response GR-7 and Response to Comment I96-21. It should be noted that Goal 3 of the Resource 

Management Chapter of the General Plan relates to public access to the San Gabriel Mountains. As 

discussed in Final EIR Section 4.11.5, the project would be consistent with this goal.  
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I96-55 The comment states that the project is inconsistent with General Plan policies that involve tree 

preservation. Please refer to Global Response GR-2 and Draft EIR Section 4.11.5, Impact Analysis, of 

section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, regarding the project’s consistency with the goals, objectives, 

and policies listed by the commenter 

I96-56 The comment states that the project is inconsistent with General Plan policies that involve water 

resources, specifically Goal 1, 3, and 4, and Objectives R12, R14, and R15. The comment specifically 

expresses concern about water supply, the viability of the Net Zero Water Impact, the ability to purchase 

water, and water conservation. As concluded in Final EIR Section 4.11.5, the proposed project would 

be consistent with these goals and objectives aside from Goal 4. Please refer to Global Response GR- 1, 

and Global Response GR-7. 

I96-57  The comment states that the project is inconsistent with General Plan Policy 22.2 and Objective R23 

and sites the LA County Sustainability Plan standards as the reason why these are inconsistent with 

the General Plan. The proposed project’s vehicular emissions are addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, 

Air Quality and 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, in addition to Final EIR Section 4.17, Transportation. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-7 and Response to Comment I96-18. 

I96-58  The comment states that the project is inconsistent with General Plan Policy Hz2.5 and Draft Safety 

Element Update (now the adopted Hazard Prevention Element) Objective Hz7. Please refer to Response 

to Comment I45-3 regarding Objective Hz7. The comment further expresses concern about impacts to 

fire protection services, the project being located in a VHFHSZ, and that Carter Avenue would not be 

able to accommodate emergency vehicles. It should be noted that it was concluded in Draft EIR 

Section  4.11, Table 4.11-1, that the project is consistent with this General Plan policy as the Sierra 

Madre Fire Department (SMFD) has reviewed the proposed project and determined no significant 

impacts to service demands would occur.. Please refer to Response to Comment I4-26, I10-9, and 

I12- 4, and Global Responses GR-3 and GR-4. 

The comment further cites the Los Angeles County Sustainability Plan as stating that development 

should be limited in high climate-hazard areas. Please refer to Response to Comment I96-18.  

I96-59  The comment states that the project is inconsistent with General Plan Policy Hz6.2 and expresses 

concern about the increase in impervious surfaces to the project site. As discussed in Draft EIR 

Section  4.11, Table 4.11-1, although the proposed project would result in an increase in impervious 

surfaces, the proposed project would also include a new stormwater drainage system to reduce runoff 

velocities as well as a proposed neighborhood park and landscaping which would allow percolation of 

water into underlying soils; thus, the proposed project would not be inconsistent with this policy. Please 

refer to Global Response GR-7 and Response to Comment I32-2. 

I96-60  The comment states that the project lies within the Sierra Madre earthquake fault zone. Please refer 

to Response to Comment I36-7. 

I96-61  The comment states that the project is inconsistent with General Plan Policy Hz 14.2 because the Draft 

EIR does not address the additional noise generated from increased traffic levels in the area. Please 

refer to Response to Comment I5-2. 



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-751 

I96-62  The comment states that the project is inconsistent with General Plan Policies C1.2 and C4.3 because 

the project does not provide analysis of response times and service ratios and does not provide any 

passive prevention measures. As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.11, the project applicant would be 

required to provide payment for development fees that would be used to offset any costs required to 

maintain emergency services. Thus, the proposed project would not be inconsistent with these policies. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-7 and Response to Comment I74-4. 

I96-63  The comment states that the project is inconsistent with General Plan policies about recreation 

services, specifically Objective C6 and Policies C8.1, C8.3, and C11.2. The comment expresses concern 

about the size of the park, the lack of leisure and social programs provided, and the future maintenance 

of parks. As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.16.5, Impacts Analysis, in Section 4.16, Recreation, the 

project is required to provide 0.5 acres of parkland on site to be compliant with the State’s Quimby Act 

and the SMMC. The project contributes 3.04 acres of parkland and exceeds the minimum standard. 

The project would create recreation through the dedication of the park, specific leisure and social 

programs are not required to comply with Objective C6. Please refer to Response to Comment I4-18 

about park maintenance and Global Response GR-7. 

I96-64  The comment states that the project is inconsistent with General Plan transit service policies, 

specifically Objective C30, and Policies C30.2 and C30.3. The comment expresses concern about 

traffic hazards around the project site and specifically near the project entrances. As concluded in Final 

EIR Section 4.11, Table 4.11-1, the proposed project would be consistent with these policies by 

including circulation improvements along Carter Avenue and implementing street sections to slow 

traffic and create a safe environment within the neighborhood. Please refer to Response to Comment 

I85-14 through I85-16 and Global Response GR-7. 

I96-65  The comment states that the project is not consistent with Policy C31.5 regarding capturing 

stormwater. As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description of the Draft EIR, off-site flows would be 

directed to the two proposed catch basins located northeast of the project site. In addition, the project 

would include two storm drain networks located at the eastern and western portion of the project site 

for on-site runoff. In addition, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11.5, the project would be consistent 

with this policy.  

I96-66  The comment states that the project is inconsistent with General Plan policies that involve tree 

preservation. Specifically, Goal 1 and 2, and Policies R10 and R10.2. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-2 and Response to Comment I96-55.  

I96-67  The comment states that the Draft EIR failed to address impacts related to biological resources. 

This information can be found in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, and Chapter 5, 

Cumulative Effects. 

I96-68  The comment states that the project failed to address the property’s connection to the alluvial fan. 

Please refer to Response to Comment I32-2.  

I96-69  The comment states that the Water Conservation Authority identifies the site as high in conservation 

value. The comment and notes that it does not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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I96-70  The comment states that the project should be in light with the Paris Climate Agreement. The project 

is not required to comply with this requirement. The comment and notes that it does not raise new or 

additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I96-71  The comment and notes that it provides concluding remarks and general opposition to the project that 

do not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I97 
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Response to Comment Letter I97 

Individual 

MaryAnn MacGillivray 

October 4, 2021 

I97-1 The comment states that the project is not meeting the goals of the General Plan. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-7. 

I97-2  The comment expresses general opposition to the project. The comment does not raise any issue 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I97-3 The comment expresses concern about insurance cost and coverage for homes in the area. According 

to the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064(e) “economic and social changes resulting from a project 

shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.” Therefore, the comment does not 

contain specific concerns related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR.  

I97-4 The comment expresses general opposition to the proposed land use designation change for the 

project site. The comment does not raise any specific issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

  



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-756 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-757 

Comment Letter I98 
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Response to Comment Letter I98 

Individual 

Connor Murphy-Boyd 

October 4, 2021 

I98-1 The comment expresses general opposition to the project. The comment does not raise any specific 

issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I98-2  The comment expresses general concern about an increase in traffic. Please refer to Global Response GR-6. 

I98-3 The comment expresses general concern about impacts to the water supply as a result of project 

implementation. As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.11.5, Impacts Analysis, in Section 4.11, Land Use 

and Planning, impacts to groundwater supply would be less than significant.  

I98-4 The comment expresses concern about the project being located in a VHFHSZ. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-3.  

I98-5  The comment expresses concern that the process has felt rushed and that there was not an opportunity 

for comments to be heard. Please refer to Response to Comment I74-2 regarding public meetings held. 
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Comment Letter I99 
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Response to Comment Letter I99 

Individual 

Ally Arrieta 

October 4, 2021 

I99-1 Please refer to Response to Comment I77-1.  

I99-2  Please refer to Response to Comment I77-2. 

I99-3 Please refer to Response to Comment I77-3. 

I99-4  Please refer to Response to Comment I77-4. 

I99-5  Please refer to Response to Comment I77-5. 

I99-6  Please refer to Response to Comment I77-6 

I99-7  Please refer to Response to Comment I77-7. 

I99-8  Please refer to Response to Comment I77-8. 

I99-9  Please refer to Response to Comment I77-9 

I99-10  Please refer to Response to Comment I77-10. 
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Comment Letter I100 
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Response to Comment Letter I100 

Individual 

Susan Neuhausen 

October 4, 2021 

I100-1 This comment requests the following comments (Comments I100-2 through I100-6) be included in the 

responses to comments of the Final EIR. As shown, the commenter’s request has been recorded as 

part of this Final EIR.  

I100-2  The comment expresses general opposition to the project and expresses concern regarding the 

project’s inconsistency with the General Plan and lack of alternatives. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-7. Draft EIR Chapter 8, Alternatives, provides a discussion of four proposed alternatives, 

including the No Project Alternative.  

I100-3  The comment expresses concern about a lack in alternatives provided in the Draft EIR and suggests that 

keeping the site institutional would be more appropriate. The comment also includes an excerpt from the 

2015 General Plan Draft Subsequent EIR. It should be noted that the excerpt is from the 2015 General 

Plan EIR and not from the Draft EIR prepared for the proposed project. The alternatives provided for the 

project are provided in Draft EIR Chapter 8, Alternatives, not the Subsequent EIR. Per CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.6, an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must 

consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making 

and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. The lead 

agency is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must publicly 

disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or 

scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason. Draft EIR Chapter 8, Alternatives, 

considers four feasible alternatives, including the no project alternatives, that were considered by the 

City. The comment also provides calculations related to home sizes as related to potential school sizes. 

An Existing Zoning and Land Use Designation: Private School Alternative (Alternative 3) was analyzed as 

an alternative to the proposed project (see Draft EIR Section 8.6.2).  

I100-4  The comment states that community surveying was not done appropriately for the project and the 

presentations about development of the project site gave limited alternatives. Any project- specific 

information, including maps of the proposed project site, were provided for during the scoping meeting 

for informational purposes only to provide the public with general intent and scope of the project. The 

information, materials, map, and analysis provided in the public review Draft EIR dated July 2021 

contains the project specific information associated with the project details being proposed and will be 

included as part of the design package for consideration by the City of Sierra Madre as part of any 

discretionary action and decision- making process. Please refer to Response to Comment I100-3, 

above, regarding the concern related to limited alternatives.  

I100-5  The comment states that an institutional project that is smaller in scale would be more appropriate and 

would have less of an environmental impact. As stated in Draft EIR Chapter 8, a reduced intensity 

institutional alternative (Alternative 3) was considered but ultimately rejected because it would not 

have substantially lessened one or more of the significant effects of the projects as compared to the 

alternatives that were included. 
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I100-6 The comment states that there needs to be a completed alternatives analysis performed. The 

completed alternatives analysis of the Draft EIR can be found in Chapter 8. Please refer to Response 

to Comment I100-3, above. 
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Comment Letter I101 
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Response to Comment Letter I101 

Individual 

Ellen Munoz 

October 3, 2021 

I101-1 The comment expresses general opposition to the project. The comment does not raise any issue 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 

I101-2  The comment provides information about previous fires and debris removal that has occurred in the 

City. The comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Global 

Response GR-4 for a discussion related to wildfire.  

I101-3  The comment expresses concern related to traffic on Sunnyside, Carter, Grove, Lima, and Baldwin. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-6. 

Additionally, the comment expresses concern about the narrow portion of Carter before the entrance 

to the project site. Please refer to Global Response GR-5. It should be noted that the project applicant 

is proposing off-site widening to Carter Avenue, between the southeastern portion of the project site 

boundary and Lima Street, which includes a 6-foot sidewalk along the northern portion of Carter Avenue 

(see Final EIR Section 3.3.12 and Global Response GR-5 for details). 

Lastly, the comment expresses concern related to emergency evacuation. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-4.  

I101-4  The comment states that additional traffic would create more air pollution. Impacts to air quality were 

analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Air Quality. As discussed in this section, impacts to air quality would 

be less than significant with mitigation.  

I101-5  The comment provides information about previous earthquakes that has damaged the Monastery 

building and expresses economic concerns related to earthquake damage that do not pertain to the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR. It should be noted that, due to the age of the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center, 

this existing building was not constructed to current building code standards. The proposed project 

would be required to adhere to the most current CBC standards to minimize the effects of 

earthquakes and other geotechnical hazards.  

I101-6  The comment expresses concern about the destruction of habitat and loss of trees as a result of the 

project. Please refer to Response to Comment I65-17 and Global Response GR-2.  

I101-7  The comment states that there is a water shortage in California and with drought can increase risk to 

fires. As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.20, Wildfire, impacts related to wildfire would be less than 

significant. The comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, 

no further response is required. 

I101-8  The comment expresses concern about landslides, as they relate to wildfire. Please refer to Response 

to Comment I45-7. In addition, as discussed in Section 4.20.5, Impact Analysis, of Section 4.20, 

Wildfire, through implementation of measures outlined in the FPP (see Draft EIR Appendix F2), impacts 

associated with slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, that would cause the project to exacerbate 

wildfire risks would be less than significant. 
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I101-9  The comment expresses concern about additional need for water for the 42 homes. Please refer to 

Global Response GR-1. 

I101-10  The comment expresses concern regarding police and fire protection being impacted by the project. As 

discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.15.5, Impacts Analysis, in Section 4.15, Public Services, with payment 

of development fees, impacts to fire and police protection services would be less than significant.  

I101-11  The comment expresses that the project will not improve the housing crisis. The comment expresses 

the opinions of the commenter and does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I101-12  The comment expresses general opposition to the project and notes that it raises political issues that 

do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment. The comment does not raise an issue 

related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft EIR. 

I101-13  The comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further 

response is required.  
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Comment Letter I102 
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Response to Comment Letter I102 

Individual 

Deb Sheridan 

October 4, 2021 

I102-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow and notes that it expresses general opposition 

for the proposed project and does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No 

further response is required.  

I102-2 The comment raises concern regarding the project site’s location within a VHFHSZ. Additionally, the 

comment states that the project would be inconsistent with objectives of the General Plan associated 

with fire safety. Please refer to Global Response GR-3 and Global Response GR-7. 

I102-3 The comment includes information regarding the Sierra Madre Earthquake of 1991 and expresses 

concerns related to the proximity of an earthquake fault. It should be noted that, due to the age of the 

Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center, this existing building was not constructed to current building code 

standards. The proposed project would be required to adhere to the most current CBC standards to 

minimize the effects of earthquakes and other geotechnical hazards. No further response is required. 

I102-4 The comment expresses concern associated with the net-zero impact on the water supply and 

inconsistencies with General Plan Objective R12 and Policy L1.6 (incorrectly cited as policy L4.3). For 

information regarding the proposed project’s net-zero water impact, please refer to Global 

Response GR-1. For information regarding General Plan consistency, please refer to Global 

Response GR-7. As discussed in Final EIR Section 4.11, the project would be consistent with Policy L1.6 

and R12. 

The comment states that implementation of the proposed project would make stormwater capture 

more difficult. As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description of the Draft EIR, off-site flows would be 

directed to the two proposed catch basins located northeast of the project site. In addition, the project 

would include two storm drain networks located at the eastern and western portion of the project site 

for on-site runoff. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems, the project 

would not result in impacts to stormwater drainage.  

I102-5 The comment expresses concern regarding traffic impacts to Carter Avenue and Sunnyside Avenue. 

Sidewalks would not be places on residents’ properties. Please refer to Global Response GR-6.  

I102-6 The comment expresses concern regarding the exact size and heigh of the proposed residences and 

states that the project would be inconsistent with Guiding Principle #5, regarding ensuring development 

is done in harmony with its neighborhood.  

Guiding Principle #5 of the City’s General Plan states: “Ensure that development is done in harmony 

with its neighborhood, while maintaining the character of the town and within unduly burdening existing 

city services and infrastructure or impacting the environment. The Specific Plan includes design details 

of the proposed project to ensure that the proposed project would not degrade the visual character of 

the community. As discussed throughout Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR, with implementation of mitigation, 

the project’s impacts on the environment would be less than significant. As concluded in Draft EIR 
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Section 4.11 the project would work in harmony with neighborhood character through regulations and 

design guidelines which would be compatible with existing neighborhoods. Please refer to Response to 

Comments I4-7 through I4-9, regarding lot sizes and number of stories. In addition, please refer to 

Global Response GR-7 for additional discussion related to consistency with the General Plan. 

I102-7 The comment expresses concern that proposed project would result in the removal of 100 trees and 

replacing them with trees that are have not yet reached maturity. Please refer to Global Response GR-2.  

I102-8 The comment provides concluding remarks on issues that have been addressed above that do not 

raise an issue related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter I103 

Individual 

Phillip, Alicia, Daniel, and Marites 

October 4, 2021 

I103-1 The comment expresses concern that the project would be inconsistent with the City’ General Plan and 

would result in irreparable damage. Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I103-2 The comment expresses concern that the project would be inconsistent with nearby development and 

therefore in violation of Land Use Goals 1 and 3. The City’s General Plan Land Use Element Goal 1 is to 

“Preserve the existing street and block patterns currently established throughout the City and provide 

additional non‐vehicular connectivity where it is currently lacking in the downtown commercial area.” This 

policy, as well as a discussion on the project’s consistency with this policy has been added to Table 4.11- 1 

in Final EIR Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning. As discussed in this section, the proposed project would 

include configurations and improvements of existing North Sunnyside Avenue and Carter Avenue as well 

as development of Streets A, B, and C, which are proposed as through streets, to connect to North 

Sunnyside Avenue and Carter Avenue. Therefore, the proposed project would maintain the general 

pattern of the existing streets and improve circulation within the project site. Regarding non-vehicular 

connectivity, this portion of the policy is related to the downtown commercial area. However, the proposed 

project would include a Mobility Plan, which provides for a circulation system using private vehicular and 

non-vehicular modes of transportation in a system of public roadways and pedestrian pathways within 

the project site. In addition, as stated in Table 4.11-1, the project would be consistent with Land Use 

Element Goal 3 as the proposed project includes development regulations and design guidelines for the 

project site created to be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and is designed in a manner 

that is sensitive to scenic viewpoints and/or viewsheds through building design, site layout and building 

heights. Please refer to Global Response GR- 7. 

I103-3  The comment expresses concern about private views, privacy, and noise levels on the commenter’s 

property. Draft EIR Section 4.13, Noise, identified potentially significant temporary noise impacts during 

construction activities and mitigation was incorporated to reduce impacts to a less than significant 

level. A significant impact would occur when construction takes place near the project boundaries, 

specifically impacting sensitive receptors such as the single-family residences to the west and south of 

the project site (See Table 4.13-5, Construction Noise Levels at Noise-Sensitive Uses, of the Draft EIR). 

However, with the incorporation of mitigation measure MM-NOI-1, the City and/or the Construction 

Contractor would be required to implement noise reduction measures during all construction activities 

which would ensure compliance with the applicable noise limits and reduce impacts to a less than 

significant level. Noise reduction measures would include administrative controls, engineering controls, 

and noise barriers. Given this, the project does address concerns related to noise impacts. For 

information about impacts to private views and privacy it should be noted that, although private views 

are not protected by CEQA, the design guidelines of the Specific Plan outline site planning and design, 

architectural design, and landscape design standards that would be implemented as a design of the 

project to ensure that visual character and quality of public and private views are not degraded. 

I103-4  The comment states that the project would remove the current natural fire break for the community 

and would likely increase fire insurance costs for the surrounding area. It should be noted that fire 

insurance raises economic issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the 

environment. Nonetheless, please refer to Global Response GR-3. 
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I103-5  The comment expresses concern about traffic and traffic safety. Please refer to Global Response GR-6 

and Response to Comment I85-14. 

I103-6  The comment expresses concern about respiratory health associated with air pollution from the 

increase in vehicles in the area. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Air Quality, with implementation 

of MM-AQ-1, impacts to air quality would be less than significant. In addition, construction and operation 

of the project would not contribute to exceedances of the NAAQS and CAAQS for NO2. Health effects that 

result from NO2 and NOx include respiratory irritation, which could be experienced by nearby receptors during 

the periods of heaviest use of off-road construction equipment. However, project construction would be 

relatively short term, and off-road construction equipment would be operating at various portions of the site 

and would not be concentrated in one portion of the site at any one time. Construction and operation of 

the project would exceed localized thresholds for PM10 or PM2.5 and may contribute to exceedances of 

the NAAQS and CAAQS for particulate matter or may obstruct the SCAB from coming into attainment 

for these pollutants. However, the project would not result in substantial DPM emissions during 

construction and operation, and therefore, would not result in significant health effects related to DPM 

exposure. Additionally, the project would implement dust control strategies and be required to comply 

with SCAQMD Rule 403, which limits the amount of fugitive dust generated during construction and 

MM-AQ-1, which requires use of California Air Resources Board (CARB)-certified Tier 4 Interim engines 

or equipment outfitted with CARB verified diesel particulate filters during construction. As shown in 

Draft EIR Section 4.3.7, Level of Significance After Mitigation, with implementation of MM-AQ_1, 

localized construction impacts and potential health effects associated with these impacts during 

construction of the project would be less than significant with mitigation. 

I103-7  The comment states that the water usage assessment is wrong because of the uses of 55 gallons of 

water per person per day and the exclusion of outdoor water usage such as landscaping and pools. SB 

606 and AB 1668 has identified 55 gallons per person per day as a target objective for urban water 

agencies to meet.14 Please refer to Global Response GR-1. In addition, please see Final EIR 

Section 4.19.5, Impacts Analysis, in Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems, for information on how 

outdoor water use was calculated and included in the water usage estimation. Although no swimming 

pools are proposed, future homeowners can potentially install swimming pools. However, any future 

installation would comply with city code requirements related to pool installation. 

  

 
14 California Water Boards. 2018. Water Efficiency Bill Fact Sheet. June 7, 2018. https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/ 

publications_forms/publications/factsheets/docs/water_efficiency_bill_factsheet.pdf 
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Comment Letter I104 
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Response to Comment Letter I104 

Individual 

Karen Rowinsky 

October 4, 2021 

I104-1 The comment expresses general opposition for the proposed project but does not raise any issue 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

I104-2  The comment expresses concern about the consistency with the General Plan Draft Safety Element 

and the project’s location in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ). Please refer to Global 

Response GR-3. 

I104-3  The comment expresses concern about fire history in the area and the increased insurance rates as a 

result of the fires. As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.20, Wildfire, impacts related to wildfire would be 

less than significant. Please refer to Global Response GR-3. In addition, insurance is not within the 

scope of the required environmental analysis under CEQA. As such, no response is required.  

I104-4  The comment expresses concern about the project’s proximity to an earthquake fault. Please refer to 

Response to Comment I36-7. 

I104-5  The comment expressed concern about the water usage of the project. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-1.  

I104-6  The comment states that the project is not consistent with the water resource policies in the General 

Plan, particularly Objective R12 Policy L1.6 (incorrectly cited as policy L4.3). Please refer to Response 

to Comment I02-4.  

I104-7  The comment states that the project site is part of an alluvial fan and expresses concern about losing 

the ability for the site to capture water. Please refer to Response to Comment I32-2. 

I104-8  The comment expresses concern about the increase in traffic, lack of sidewalks in the surrounding 

area, no plans for bicycle lanes, and the addition of delivery and service trucks. Please refer to 

Response to Comment I47-5 regarding bike lanes. Please refer to Global Response GR-6, regarding 

increases in traffic in the surrounding neighborhood; delivery and service trucks are included in the 

traffic analysis. Sidewalks will not be placed on residents’ properties.  

I104-9  The comment expresses concern about neighborhood consistency, specifically about the size of the 

proposed homes. Please refer to Response to Comment I90-2 and I85-12. 

I104-10  The comment expresses concern regarding the removal of trees on the project site, specifically the 

ability for the trees to reach maturity. Please refer to Global Response GR-2.   
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Comment Letter I105 
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Response to Comment Letter I105 

Individual 

Karin Delman 

October 4, 2021 

I105-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow and does not raise any specific issue related 

to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I105-2 The comment expresses general concern regarding traffic congestion associated with the proposed 

project. Please refer to Global Response GR-6.  

I105-3 The comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project. However, the comment does not 

raise any specific issue related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I105-4 The comment expresses concern regarding the tree removal within the project site and general wildlife 

habitat concerns. Please refer to Global Response GR-2 and Final EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources.  

I105-5 The comment expresses general concerns regarding the project site being located within a VHFHSZ. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-3. 

I105-6 The comment expresses concern regarding water supply. Please refer to Global Response GR-1.  

I105-7 The comment provides general concluding remarks and opposition to the project that do not raise new 

or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I106 
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Response to Comment Letter I106 

Individual 

Helena Karafilis Spensley 

October 4, 2021 

I106-1 This comment requests the following comments (Comments I106-2 through I106-7) be included in the 

responses to comments of the Final EIR. As shown, the commenter’s request has been recorded as 

part of this Final EIR.  

I106-2  This comment is the same as comment from I92-2. Please refer to Response to Comment I92-2. 

I106-3  This comment is the same as comment from I92-3. Please refer to Response to Comment I92-3. 

I106-4  This comment is the same as comment from I92-4. Please refer to Response to Comment I92-4. 

I106-5  This comment is the same as comment from I92-5. Please refer to Response to Comment I92-5. 

I106-6  This comment is the same as comment from I92-6. Please refer to Response to Comment I92-6. 

I106-7  This comment is the same as comment from I92-7. Please refer to Response to Comment I92-7. 
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Comment Letter I107 
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Response to Comment Letter I107 

Individual 

Matthew Bryant 

October 4, 2021 

I107-1 The comment expresses general opposition to the project and requests the following comments be 

included in the responses to comments of the Final EIR. As shown, the commenter’s request has been 

recorded as part of this Final EIR. Regarding consistency with the General Plan, please refer to Global 

Response GR-7.  

I107-2 The comment raises concerns regarding the design of the Carter Avenue and potential safety hazards 

to motorists and pedestrians. Please refer to Global Response GR-5. 

I107-3 The comment expresses concern regarding emergency evacuation relative to the ingress/egress design 

proposed for Carter Avenue. Please refer to Global Response GR-4 and Global Response GR-5. 

I107-4 The comment expresses concern regarding water availability during drought conditions and potential 

exacerbation of water supply issues with implementation of the proposed project. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-1. 

I107-5 The comment expresses concern regarding future traffic volumes on Sunnyside Avenue and potential 

degradation to the character of the street. Sunnyside Avenue is currently the primary entrance to the 

Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center and will serve as a two-way access for the proposed project. The 

comment states that Sunnyside Avenue does not have sidewalks above Algeria Avenue. Please note 

that Sunnyside has sidewalks on both sides of the street between West Algeria Avenue and Fairview 

Avenue. However, no sidewalks are present north of Fairview Avenue. The proposed project would be 

consistent with Objective L51 of the City’s Land Use Element, which states “developing a balanced and 

multi-modal transportation system to serve the needs of all roadway users, including motorists, public 

transit patrons, pedestrians and cyclists,” because the proposed project would include a landscaped 

parkway and sidewalk on the west side of North Sunnyside Avenue, and a sidewalk between 

proposed  A, B, and C Streets, enhancing pedestrian safety and mobility (Draft EIR Section 4.17.4, 

Project Design Features, in Section 4.17, Transportation). Therefore, the proposed project has a less 

than significant impact to the City’s circulation system. Please refer to Global Response GR-6 for 

information about traffic impacts. 

I107-6 The comment expresses concern regarding tree removal that would occur as part of project 

implementation. Please refer to Global Response GR-2.  

I107-7 The comment expresses concern regarding the passage of Senate Bill (SB) 9 and SB 10 and associated 

indirect effects of potential future development allowed under these senate bills. Please see Response 

to Comment I28-5for discussion regarding SB 9. Regarding the comment’s concern for SB 10, this bill 

was recently passed and signed by the Governor and will take effect in January 2022. The new law 

provides that local agencies (e.g., City of Sierra Madre) may adopt an ordinance to allow up to 10 

dwelling units on any parcel, at a height specified in the ordinance, if the parcel is located within a 

transit-rich area or urban infill site. Pursuant to SB 10, adoption of such an ordinance would not be 
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subject to CEQA.15 The proposed project does not request or benefit from the provisions of SB 10. As 

previously discussed above, the project as proposed requests the approval of a Specific Plan, which is 

subject to CEQA as shown in these Responses to Comments. As such, no change or addition to the 

Draft EIR is required.  

I107-8 The comment expresses concern regarding the project location within a high fire hazard severity zone. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-3.  

I107-9 The comment expresses concern regarding earthquake hazards and the project proximity to fault 

zones. Please refer to Response to Comment I36-7 and Response to Comment I36-7. Regarding the 

commenter’s concern about damage to the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center, it should be noted that, 

due to the age of the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center, this existing building was not constructed to 

current building code standards. The proposed project would be required to adhere to the most current 

CBC standards to minimize the effects of earthquakes and other geotechnical hazards. 

I107-10 The comment expresses concern regarding landslide hazards. As concluded in Draft EIR 

Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, the project site is located outside of any potential landslide zone 

and is not located within a seismic hazard zone, therefore, impacts associated with landslides 

would be less than significant.  

I107-11 The comment expresses concern regarding potential impacts to the California Spotted Owl and Hoary 

Bat, as well as general impacts to on-site habitat. Regarding the spotted owl, the CDFW Spotted Owl 

Viewer (CDFW 2021) does not have recent records of California spotted owl (Strix occidentalis 

occidentalis) in the local vicinity, with the nearest being a 1974 record from almost two miles to the 

northeast and there are several ridges between the project and the record location. As such, the 

potential for occurrence of the species was not assessed due to the lack of recent local records and 

the distance to the nearest record. The species is typically found in old-growth mixed conifer forest, 

often with an understory of oaks and other deciduous hardwoods. The potential habitat is most often 

found in deep-shaded canyons (canopy closure greater than 40%), on north-facing slopes, and within 

300 meters of water. The project site lacks suitable habitat for the species, so the species is not 

expected breed in the area. As with most birds, there is potential for the species to be a transient in 

the area during foraging, but project activities would not be expected to impact the species. Regarding 

hoary bat, the Biological Resources Report provided as Appendix C1 of the Draft EIR, specifically 

Appendix C of the report, Special-Status Wildlife Species Potential to Occur on the Project Site, 

determined the hoary bat is not expected to occur on site due to lack of suitable habitat. Draft EIR 

Section 4.4, Biological Resources, analyzes potential impacts to habitat and provides mitigation 

measures MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-3 which would reduce impacts to biological resources to a level 

that is less than significant.  

I107-12 The comment expresses concern regarding chemical spraying at the site by the Mater Dolorosa Retreat 

Center. The comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Activities 

undertaken by the Mater Dolorosa Retreat Center are outside the control of the project Applicant and 

serve as baseline conditions at the project site.  

 
15 Holland and Knight. 2021. SB 10 to Facilitate Upzonings, But Does Not Include CEQA Exemption for Corresponding Projects. 

September 10, 2021. https://www.hklaw.com/en/insights/publications/2021/09/sb-10-to-facilitate-upzonings. 
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I107-13 The comment expresses concern regarding private residential views being impacts by implementation 

of the proposed project. Protection of private views is not within the purview of CEQA; therefore, impacts 

to private views are not considered an environmental impact under CEQA. Impacts to public viewpoints 

or other sensitive views within the project area that would result following implementation of the project 

are analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.1, Aesthetics.  

I107-14 The comment expresses concern regarding impacts to wildlife, including deer, coyote, bobcats, falcons, 

bears and other wildlife. All potential impacts to sensitive wildlife species are analyzed in Draft EIR 

Section 4.4. Mitigation measures MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-3 would reduce impacts to biological 

resources, including wildlife, to a level that is less than significant. Additional impact analysis is 

provided in the Biological Resources Report provided as Appendix C1 of the Draft EIR. 

I107-15 The comment expresses concern regarding the land donation north of the Retreat Center. As 

discussed in Final EIR Section 3.2, Project Objectives, one of the objectives of the proposed project 

is to preserve the hillside open space area by conserving approximately 35 acres north of the Mater 

Dolorosa Retreat Center to the City in order to preserve a portion of Bailey Canyon and the Bailey 

Canyon Trail, which would be used by wildlife movement up and down slope; preserve native 

vegetation communities and drainages; and preserve land adjacent to the Bailey Canyon stream. It 

should be noted that no development is proposed within this 35-acre open space hillside 

conservation area. The comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR; 

therefore, no further response is provided. Conservation  

I107-16 The comment states that the project site currently serves as a fire protection staging area and 

expresses concern regarding emergency evacuation. Please refer to Global Response GR-4 for general 

concerns related to wildfire. Regarding the loss of the site as a fire response/helicopter landing area, 

see Response to Comment I10-1. 

I107-17 The comment expresses concern regarding the potential alternatives analyzed in lieu of the proposed 

project. Potential alternatives analyzed for the proposed project are provided in Draft EIR Chapter 8, 

Alternatives. Refer to Response to Comment I26-10. 

I107-18 The comment provides concluding remarks that do not raise new or additional environmental issues 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I108 
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Response to Comment Letter I108 

Individual 

Heather Allen 

October 4, 2021 

I108-1 The comment expresses general opposition for the proposed project and requests the following 

comments (Comments I108-2 through I108-7) be included in the responses to comments of the Final 

EIR. As shown, the commenter’s request has been recorded as part of this Final EIR.  

I108-2  This comment states that this project is not allowed in the current institutional zoning of the project 

and states that the project would not be consistent with the surrounding neighborhood characteristics. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-7. 

I108-3  The comment states that there are two late quaternary faults on site that were not identified in the 

Draft EIR. Please refer to Response to Comments I36-7 and I95-5. 

I108-4  The comment states that Bailey Canyon experiences parking problems around the park and suggests 

that the addition of a new park would exacerbate the parking issues. The proposed park would include 

a small parking lot. Additionally, the topic of parking is not an environmental issue required for 

evaluation under CEQA. Further, please refer to Response to Comment I10-17. 

I108-5  The comment expresses concern about the addition of construction and operational noise resulting 

from the project. Please refer to Response to Comments I36-6 and I65-14. 

I108-6  The comment expresses concern regarding Carter Avenue being used as an emergency ingress/egress 

for the project. Please refer to Global Response GR-4. 

I108-7  The comment expresses general opposition for the proposed project but does not raise any issue 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I109 
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Response to Comment Letter I109 

Individual 

Brian Stieler 

October 4, 2021 

I109-1 The comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project but does not raise any issue 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Comment Letter I110 
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Response to Comment Letter I110 

Individual 

Teng Hik Khoe and Kiok Gwat Khoe  

October 4, 2021 

I110-1 The comment expresses opposition for the proposed project but does not raise any specific issues 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

I110-2 The comment expresses concern regarding impacts to evacuation routes, specifically within Carter 

Avenue, and the project’s consistency with the Draft Safety Element Update. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-3, Global Response GR-4, and Global Response GR-5. 

I110-3 The comment states that the design of Carter Avenue ignores the City’s 30-feet roadway width 

requirement. Please refer to Global Response GR-5. 

I110-4 The comment raises concerns regarding the removal of trees on the project site. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-2.  

I110-5 The comment raises concerns regarding the proposed project’s impact to private views. Please refer to 

Response to Comment I77-7. 
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Comment Letter I111 
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Response to Comment Letter I111 

Individual 

Robert Gjerde 

October 5, 2021 

I111-1 The comment states that there is an inconsistency between the Specific Plan and the Draft EIR 

regarding the right-of-way of Carter Avenue. The Specific Plan has been revised to reflect this change. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-5.  
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The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-826 
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Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-827 

Comment Letter I112 



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-828 

  



Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-829 

Response to Comment Letter I112 

Individual 

Beth Kerns 

October 5, 2021 

I112-1 The comment expresses general opposition for the proposed project and includes an introduction for 

comments to follow.  

I112-2 The comment expresses general opposition to the project, particularly related to changes to the 

proposed zone and land use designation. Please refer to Global Response GR-7.  

I112-3 The comment expresses concern related to drought and the project’s water supply and net-zero impact. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-1.  

I112-4 The comment expresses concern associated with wildfires. Please refer to Global Response GR-3. 

I112-5 The comment expresses concern regarding the tree removal and tree replacement of the protected 

coast live oak located on the project site. Please refer to Global Response GR-2.  

I112-6 The comment expresses general concerns relating to traffic. Please refer to Global Response GR-6. 

I112-7 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not include other options. Project alternatives were 

analyzed in Chapter 8 of the Draft EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, all EIRs must include a “range of 

reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most 

of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 

effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives” (14 CCR 15126.6[a]). 

Four project alternatives are included in the Draft EIR. Further details of the project alternatives for the 

proposed project are discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 8, Alternatives. 

I112-8 The comment provides concluding remarks and general opposition to the project that do not raise new 

or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-831 

Comment Letter I113 
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The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-832 
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Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-833 

Response to Comment Letter I113 

Individual 

Elsa A. Saldana 

October 3, 2021 

I113-1 The comment expresses general opposition for the proposed project and includes an introduction for 

comments to follow. 

I113-2 The comment expresses concern about the removal of mature trees, increases in traffic, optimization 

of water resources, building in a high fire hazard zone, and disruption of wildlife habitat. Each of these 

issues were considered and addressed in the project EIR.  Per Final EIR Section 4.4.5, Impact Analysis, 

in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, with the implementation of mitigation measures MM-BIO-1, 

MM- BIO-2, and MM-BIO-3, impacts to biological resources would be less than significant. Please refer 

to Global Response GR-2 for information regarding tree removal; Global Response GR-6 for information 

regarding the traffic comment; Global Response GR-1 for information regarding the project’s water 

impact; and Global Response GR-3 for information regarding the project site being located within an 

area designated in the City General Plan as a VHFHSZ.  

I113-3  The comment includes an introduction for comments to follow. As requested, the commenter will be 

notified when the Final EIR is complete and available to the public. 

I113-4  The comment expresses concern about pedestrian safety from the increased traffic from the project 

site and specifically mentions concern about Carter Avenue being used as a point of ingress/egress. 

The comment further asks how these issues would be mitigated. As concluded in Final EIR 

Section 4.17, Transportation, the project would not result in significant impacts related to inadequate 

emergency access or create hazardous conditions and therefore no mitigation would be required. 

Please refer to Global Response GR-5 and Global Response GR-6, regarding traffic and safety. 
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The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 
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Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-835 

Comment Letter I114 
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The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-836 
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Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-837 

Response to Comment Letter I114 

Individual 

Amy Wasson 

September 2, 2021 

I114-1  The comment expresses concern about traffic and safety surrounding the project site. The comment 

specifically mentions the impact the project would have on Sunnyside Avenue. Please refer to Global 

Response GR-6. 

I114-2  The comment expresses concern about development in a VHFHSZ with limited access routes. Please 

refer to Global Response GR-3 and Global Response GR-4. 

I114-3  The comment expresses opposition for the proposed project but does not raise any specific issues 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 
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Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-839 

Comment Letter I115 
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The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-840 
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Responses to Comments 

The Meadows at Bailey Canyon Specific Plan EIR 13028 

February 2022 RTC-841 

Response to Comment Letter I115 

Individual 

Bobbie Hooker 

September 15, 2021 

I115-1 The comment expresses opposition for the proposed project but does not raise any specific issues 

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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February 2022 RTC-842 
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