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LETTER 11 – Mara Suchy and Mark Saigh 
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Response to comments from Mara Suchy and Mark Saigh, dated June 30, 2009. 

11-1 This comment states that the commenters are opposed to having a middle school and 
high school in the neighborhood of the project area. This is noted. It will be forwarded 
to the Board of Education for their review prior to their decision regarding project 
approval. 

 This comment incorrectly states that the vast majority of middle and high schools are in 
commercial districts. In fact, it is common for middle and high schools to be located in 
residential areas, as is the case in Pasadena, Altadena, and Sierra Madre. Furthermore, 
Section 22.20.100 of the Los Angeles County Code specifically states that schools are 
allowed in residential zones. 

11-2 This comment expresses concern about busing not being available to the majority of 
the students. This comment is not related to the adequacy of the MND. No response is 
required.  

11-3 This comment states that there are no sidewalks, and that this poses a hazard to 
student pedestrians. This issue is discussed in Section 3.15(d) of the MND.  

11-4 This comment states that the boot camp program is outside of the school’s “scope,” 
and is causing noise issues for neighbors. The District is aware of the noise generated 
by Aveson Charter. To address the community’s concerns associated with noise, the 
District has included the following stipulations in the proposed Aveson Charter lease 
renewal contract: 

• Aveson Charter may use the public address system only during the following hours: 
7:45 am to 4:00 pm, Monday through Friday. 

• All requested uses of the campus by third party organizations shall contact the 
District and comply with the District’s Civic Center Act rules and regulations.  

• Aveson Charter cannot use of the campus after 6 pm or on weekends unless it 
complies with all District rules and regulations for use of school property. 

11-5 This comment states that mixing high school students with elementary school students 
is “a bad idea for the children.” This comment is not related to the adequacy of the 
MND. No response is required. It will be forwarded to the Board of Education for their 
review prior to their decision regarding project approval. 

11-6 This comment encourages the District to relocate the middle and high school 
students of Aveson Charter to an alternative location. This comment is not related to 
the adequacy of the MND and will be forwarded to the Board of Education for their 
review prior to their decision regarding project approval. 

 



 
4. Response to Comments 
 

Page 252 • The Planning Center July 2009 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 



 
4. Response to Comments 

 

Aveson Charter School Final MND and Responses to Comments Pasadena Unified School District • Page 253 

LETTER 12 – Governor’s Office of Planning and research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
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Response to Letter from the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and 
Planning Unit dated June 30, 2009 public meeting. 

12-1 The State Clearinghouse has assigned the project a Clearinghouse Number of 
2009051121. This letter states that no comments on the proposed project by state 
agencies were received by the State Clearinghouse. This letter also acknowledges that 
the proposed project has complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements 
for draft environmental documents. This comment is noted. 

 This letter included an information sheet describing the proposed project. This 
information sheet erroneously listed the City of Pasadena as the lead agency for the 
proposed project. This error has since been corrected in the State Clearinghouse’s 
database of CEQA projects. 
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Response to various verbal comments submitted during the June 10, 2009 public meeting. 

Verbal comments were submitted by various community members at the June 10, 2009 public meeting. 
These verbal comments were recorded and summarized. The following table contains the summaries of the 
comments made during the meeting on the left, and the District’s responses to corresponding comments on 
the right. 

SUMMARY OF  PUBLIC COMMENTS  DISTRICT RESPONSE 

A. Land Use   

1. Land use question 3.9(b) of the MND is 
incorrect when it says “The proposed 
project would not change the use of the 
project site or any other site. The project 
site would remain operating as a public 
charter school.” Stated that as Noyes was 
not a public charter school, it should 
describe the change from the Noyes 
program to the current Aveson program. 

 A1. The commenter has identified an error in the 
MND. The proposed project as defined in the 
MND includes the change from the noncharter 
Noyes program to the charter Aveson program. 
This section of the MND has been revised as 
follows: 

 
 The proposed project would not change the 

use of the project site or any other site. The 
project site would remain operating as a 
public charter school. 

 
 However, the MND is correct in that the use of 

the project site is not fundamentally changing. 
The land use of the site would remain 
institutional.  

B. Noise and Vibration   

1. Document improperly focused on traffic 
noise. It should have analyzed more 
stationary sources, particularly noise 
caused by students and after-school 
programs and events. Noise section 
needs to be redone. 

 B1. See also response to Comment 10-52. Since the 
environmental analysis commenced in 2009 
school year of the Aveson Charter School, the 
baseline environmental setting in the noise 
section includes operation of the site as an 
elementary school, complete with existing noise 
sources. While traffic noise modeling was used 
to establish the baseline ambient noise setting, 
page 50 of the Initial Study. Clearly states that 
the school also generates noise from stationary 
sources “including: on-site athletic fields and 
play areas, mechanical sources (e.g., bells, 
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning units, 
etc.), landscaping equipment, and parking lot 
noise.” As shown in this table, noise levels from 
roadway traffic at the school are less than 60 
dBA CNEL, which is characteristic of a residential 
neighborhood. The impact analysis on pages 52 
through 53 of the Initial Study analyzes changes 
in the traffic noise levels, while pages 53 through 
54 analyzes changes in stationary-source noise 
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level.  
 
 Consequently, the commenter is incorrect that 

these noise sources are not evaluated. As stated 
in the Initial Study, because the project 
generates a negligible increase in transportation 
and stationary noise sources above existing 
conditions, no significant impacts were 
identified. 

 
2. The existing PA system impacts the 

neighborhood with noise during school 
hours and during evenings and 
weekends. 

 B2. This comment is noted. These noise sources are 
part of the baseline environmental setting. The 
project would not change the type of activities 
conducted at the school site, but would only 
increase the number of students at the campus 
from existing conditions. Also, it should be noted 
that the Aveson Charter School Lease 
agreement restricts Aveson Charter from use of 
the PA system outside school hours (7:45 am to 
4:00 pm, Monday through Friday). 

 
3. The school is in a residential area, and 

the school generates too much noise for 
a residential area. 

 B3. This comment is noted. However, schools are 
typically considered compatible in residential 
areas. The school is a conditionally acceptable 
land use in residential areas. Furthermore, the 
project site has operated as a school since 1972. 

 
4. Noyes program had one evening event 

and one weekend event every semester. 
Aveson has more. 

 B4. Information about the number of weekly/annual 
events held at the Noyes Elementary School is 
no longer available. Consequently, a direct 
comparison between the number of events held 
at the Noyes Elementary School and the Aveson 
K–10 Charter School cannot be made. However, 
events held at the Aveson Charter School are 
typical of school operations. 

 
5. Noyes students were mostly bused. 

Aveson students take public 
transportation, and spend more time in 
the neighborhood after class. 

 B5. This comment is noted.  

6. The Aveson program is louder than the 
Noyes program. 

 B6. This comment is unsubstantiated. The Noyes 
Elementary School was a 500-student school 
while the Aveson Charter school operates as a 
400-student school. Based on the number of 
students in attendance, noise levels are similar. 
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7. “Noise NOISE NOISE” 6  B7. Comment noted. 

C. Transportation and Traffic   

1. How will the district ensure that the 
maximum number of students will be 
bused? Proposed busing of 20 percent of 
students is too low. 

 C1. As required by Mitigation Measure 1 in the traffic 
section of the IS/MND, the school would 
implement a bus service program whereby 
students would be picked up at centralized 
locations that would be established based on the 
addresses of the interested students. While this 
service would be available to all interested 
students, usage would not be mandatory and 
the percentage utilization cannot be guaranteed. 

 
2. Expressed concern that students who 

use school buses would be charged. 
 C2. While the issue of having fees for busing has not 

yet been finalized, it is possible that the bus 
patrons would be charged a nominal fee to help 
offset the costs associated with the service. 

 
3. Asked for more information about 

pedestrian safety, expressed concern 
about lack of sidewalks on Alto Loma 
Drive and elsewhere. 

 C3. It is acknowledged in the IS/MND that many of 
the streets in the vicinity of the school site do not 
have sidewalks and that pedestrians would, 
therefore, walk along the roadway. This is a 
situation that has existed for many years and is a 
common occurrence in hillside communities 
such as Altadena. The report indicates that the 
increase in pedestrian activity on these local 
streets associated with the addition of grades 11 
and 12 would be minor and that the impacts 
associated with pedestrian safety would be less 
than significant. 

 
4. Where were traffic trip meters placed?  C4. The traffic counts were conducted manually at 

the study area intersections. Machine counts 
with tubes were not conducted because that 
type of count cannot quantify the intersection 
turning movements, which are required to 
conduct the level of service analyses. 

 
5. What is the time and date traffic counts 

were taken? 
 C5. As stated in the IS/MND, the traffic counts were 

taken on Tuesday, April 14, 2009, during the 
morning peak period from 6:30 to 8:30 a.m. 

 

                                                      
6 Comment submitted on comment card at scoping meeting. 
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6. Traffic analysis did not analyze areas 
west of Tanoble Drive. 

 C6. The traffic section of the IS/MND states that an 
estimated 5 percent of the project-generated 
traffic would be distributed to Loma Alta Drive 
west of the school site, which includes the area 
west of Tanoble Drive. As the proposed 
expansion project is estimated to generate 49 
additional vehicle trips, the project would add 2 
to 3 vehicles to Loma Alta Drive west of the 
school site and west of Tanoble Drive. This level 
of traffic increase does not warrant a detailed 
analysis of traffic conditions. 

 
7. 95 percent of students were bused in and 

75 percent were bused out for the Noyes 
program. Aveson buses fewer students. 

 C7. Comment noted, although the busing 
percentages cited in the comment appear to be 
high. Aveson School is planning to implement a 
busing program. As required by Mitigation 
Measure 1 in the traffic section of the IS/MND, 
the school would implement a bus service 
program whereby students would be picked up 
at centralized locations. 

 
8. What if each bus carried 20 or 50 

children? 
 C8. While the bus service cited above in the 

response to Comment 7 would be available to all 
interested students, usage would not be 
mandatory and the percentage utilization or 
passenger volumes cannot be guaranteed. The 
program would aggressively encourage students 
to use the bus service. 

 
9. Can mitigation measures for traffic be 

implemented even though CEQA does 
not ID traffic as a significant impact? 

 C9. The school would not be required to implement 
mitigation measures if a significant impact is not 
identified in the environmental document. The 
school is committed, however, to working with 
the students, staff, and parents as well as the 
nearby residents to improve school-related traffic 
conditions where feasible. 

 
10. Figures 6–10 are misleading in their 

depiction of the street layout. For 
example, graphics depict Skyview Drive 
intersecting with Pinecrest Drive at a right 
angle, when it is not a right angle. 

 C10. Figures 6–10 are schematic renderings of the 
study area street network that are provided for 
the purpose of showing the traffic volumes and 
traffic controls at the most directly affected 
intersections. They are not intended to be at-
scale drawings or to depict the geographic 
design of the streets and intersections. 

 
11. Analyzing peak-hour traffic only doesn’t 

give the full picture. Traffic issues occur 
 C11. Los Angeles County’s guidelines for traffic 

impact analyses indicate that traffic studies 
should address the peak hour- periods, as these 
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throughout the day. are the times when traffic volumes are at their 
highest. While it is acknowledged that traffic 
issues occur throughout the day, the primary 
impacts occur during the peak periods and the 
morning peak period, in particular, for schools 
because the school’s morning peak hour 
coincides with the morning peak hour of 
commuter traffic. The philosophy is that if the 
peak period impacts are addressed and 
mitigated where needed, then the impacts at 
other times of the day when traffic volumes are 
lower would also be accommodated. The 
methodology of focusing a traffic analysis on the 
peak periods is an accepted industry standard. 

 
12. Traffic study should consider car traffic, 

pedestrian traffic, and skateboard traffic. 
Traffic issues should be revisited. 

 C12. The traffic study addresses vehicular traffic in 
detail by showing the traffic volumes and levels 
of service for the “without project” and “with 
project” conditions. Pedestrian issues are 
discussed in Subsection (d) of the 
Transportation/Traffic section. While not 
specifically discussed, skateboard activity is 
considered to be pedestrian traffic, so the issues 
cited in the pedestrian discussion are applicable 
to skateboarders. 

 
13. “When establishing the Noyes 

Elementary baseline, how did you 
account for local students who walked 
versus others who were bused? If you 
used Noyes Elementary School as a 
baseline, why did you only consider 
future traffic and not the already 
increased traffic?”7 

 C13. The trip generation rates that were used to 
estimate the volumes of traffic that would have 
been generated by the former Noyes school are 
from the Trip Generation manual and were 
developed from sample data taken at schools 
that had busing as well as pedestrians. The trip 
rates already incorporate the assumption that 
busing is in place and that students would have 
been walking to and from the school. The study 
addressed two baseline scenarios:  one when 
Noyes Elementary School was in operation and 
the other for the current 400-student Aveson 
School. The detailed “before-and-after” traffic 
impact analysis used the current Aveson School 
operation as the baseline scenario. 

 

                                                      
7 Comment submitted on comment card at scoping meeting. 
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14. “High School students are adding to 
pedestrian/foot traffic at Allen/Altadena 
intersection. Altadena Drive is not a safe 
route for students to access public 
transportation at Lake Avenue. 
Elementary school students would not be 
adding to pedestrian traffic.”* 

 C14. The project could potentially result in an increase 
in pedestrian activity at the Allen 
Avenue/Altadena Drive intersection. The 
increases would be minor, however, because the 
additional 75 students that would attend the 
school would be drawn from throughout the 
District, most of which is well beyond a 
reasonable walking distance from the school. 
The conditions along Altadena Drive are existing 
off-site conditions that would not be substantially 
affected by the proposed project. And it is 
agreed that the expansion of the school to 
include grades 11 and 12 would not result in an 
increase in the number of elementary school 
pedestrians. 

 
15. “Traffic – not appropriately analyzed.”*  C15. The traffic impacts were analyzed in a 

methodology that is consistent with Los Angeles 
County’s guidelines for traffic impact studies. 

D. Land Use   

1. Aveson students smoke, and the area is 
sensitive for fires. 

 D1.  A majority of the school site is in a “very high fire 
hazard severity zone,” while the southern tip and 
southward of the site is in a “high fire hazard 
severity zone”. Although underaged smoking is 
illegal, project implementation, regrettably, may 
result in students smoking in the project area. In 
an effort to address this potential concern, 
Section 3.7(h) of the MND has been revised and 
a new mitigation measure has been added, as 
follows: 

 
No Less Than Significant Impact With 
Mitigation. Wildland areas are undeveloped and 
undisturbed land containing unmaintained 
vegetation. They are prone to severe fires due to 
the presence of vegetation and the lack of 
infrastructure necessary to fight fires, such as 
roads and water. Wildlands have been 
designated approximately 300 feet north of the 
project site and could pose a potential concern 
to the project site. The proposed project would 
not develop any new land. The increase of 75 
students associated with the change from the 
current Aveson program to the proposed Aveson 
program is relatively small, and would not result 
in statistically significant increase in fire risk. As 
the proposed project would not create any new 



 
4. Response to Comments 

 

Aveson Charter School Final MND and Responses to Comments Pasadena Unified School District • Page 263 

SUMMARY OF  PUBLIC COMMENTS  DISTRICT RESPONSE 

structures expand the school campus, or 
otherwise result in increased exposure to wildfire 
risks, risks associated with wildland files would 
not be exacerbated by the proposed project. No 
Although no significant impacts would occur, the 
below mitigation measure has been included to 
address potential community concerns with 
wildland fires and no mitigation is required. 

Mitigation Measures 

5. Aveson Charter shall educate the 
occupants of the school about the wildfire 
safety in the project area. The designation 
of the school site as a "Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone" shall be made 
known to school occupants. The methods 
for distributing this information shall 
include, but not be limited to, mailings and 
flyers posted on bulletin boards and in 
visible areas of the campus.  

E. CEQA Compliance   

1. The MND referenced some letters from 
the community. Why were all 
communications sent to the District from 
the community not described in the 
MND? 

 E1. Section 1.4 of the Draft MND states that the 
District had received comments on the CEQA 
process for the proposed project and included 
the comment letters in Appendix A of the report. 
CEQA does not require that comment letters 
submitted prior to the release of a MND be 
discussed in the MND. Therefore, as a matter of 
public disclosure, the District included them in 
the report. 

 
2. Was The Planning Center told that the 

neighbors were promised that they would 
be consulted before the MND was 
created? 

 E2. The environmental review process for 
preparation of a Negative Declaration, 
established by CEQA, provides ample 
opportunities for the public to participate through 
public notice and public review of Negative 
Declaration (Guidelines Section 15072), public 
hearings, and by requiring agencies to respond 
to public comments in Final EIRs (Guidelines 
Sect. 15088).  

 
 Although not required, the District held a public 

comment meeting during the 30-day review 
period of the Draft MND and responded to all 
written comments.  
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 The Planning Center received comments from 
neighbors prior to the preparation of the MND 
and was told that a scoping meeting was 
requested. Scoping meetings are required if an 
Environmental Impact Report is prepared and if 
the project is of regional significance. As the 
proposed project does not require preparation of 
an EIR and the project is not of regional 
significance, it was determined that a public 
comment meeting would suffice. 

 
 Additionally, The Planning Center was able to 

review the archived Board Meetings where the 
community commented on the Aveson Charter 
project. Community concerns expressed during 
those board meetings were considered during 
the preparation of the MND.  

 
3. A CEQA analysis was not performed 

when the Aveson program began 
operating. Is this acceptable? 

 E3.  CEQA has identified a 180-day statute of 
limitation for projects without formal 
environmental decision, i.e., when no Notice of 
Exemption or Notice of Determination has been 
filed (Guidelines 15112(c)(5)). 

 
4. The traffic and noise sections are not 

easily understandable. 
 E4. The traffic and noise analyses used accepted 

terminology for the transportation and noise 
professions. To the extent possible, the MND has 
been written in plain language. Additionally, 
graphics were used to illustrate points made.  

  
5. Key references are not available, in 

particular the ITE 7th edition trip 
generation manual. This should be 
included in the document. 

 E5.  Preparation of CEQA documents is dependent 
upon information from many sources, including 
engineering project reports and many scientific 
documents relating to environmental features. 
According to Guidelines Section 15148, these 
documents should be cited but not included in 
the CEQA document. The CEQA document shall 
cite all documents used in its preparation.  

 
 Chapter 4, References, of the MND lists all of the 

sources used to support statements made in the 
Initial Study/MND. 

 
6. There were 314 students at the school in 

the last year. There should be a baseline 
of 314 students. 

 E6. When Noyes Elementary School closed, it had a 
total seating capacity of 500 seats.  
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7. Document does not discuss alternate 
locations for the school. Although 
alternatives to the proposed project are 
not required for MNDs, they are 
appropriate. 

 E7. The commenter is correct that MNDs do not 
include analysis of alternatives. Guidelines 
Section 15071 states that a Negative Declaration 
shall include (a) A brief description of the project, 
including a commonly used name for the project, 
if any; (b) The location of the project, preferably 
shown on a map, and the name of the project 
proponent; (c) A proposed finding that the 
project will not have a significant effect on the 
environment; (d) An attached copy of the Initial 
Study documenting reasons to support the 
finding; and (e) Mitigation measures, if any 
include in the project to avoid potentially 
significant effects.  

 
 CEQA Guidelines Section 15120(c) states that 

Draft EIRs shall contain the information required 
by Sections 15122 through 15131. Specifically, 
Section 15126.6 addresses consideration and 
discussion of alternatives to the proposed 
project. 

 
 Therefore, because the proposed project did not 

require the preparation of an EIR, no alternatives 
were included in the analysis. 

 
8. Someone needs to be responsible and 

accountable for implementing the busing 
mitigation, and all mitigation in the MND. 

 E8. As the lead agency is the District, it would be the 
monitoring and enforcing agency responsible 
and accountable for implementing the busing 
mitigation requirement, as well as all mitigation 
measures adopted for the MND. A Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program has also 
been prepared as a part of the CEQA process 
and is included in Appendix H of the Final MND. 

 
9. Project approval has been predecided.  E9. The proposed project cannot be acted upon until 

the Board of Education considers the adequacy 
of the MND. 

 
10. We have heard at the public meeting that 

there are significant impacts. What is 
going to be done about significant 
impacts? 

 E10. The MND does not identify any significant 
impact. Those areas identified as having 
potentially significant impacts have been 
reduced to a level below significance with 
implementation of mitigation measures or project 
design features. All impacts are less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated, and no 
residual significant impacts remain. 
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F. General   

1. The document should be completely 
rewritten and recirculated. 

 F1. The MND complies with the requirements of 
CEQA. Neither the responses to comments nor 
changes to the Draft MND resulted in substantial 
revisions to the MND. No new, avoidable 
significant effect was identified, and no new 
mitigation measures or project revisions were 
added in order to reduce the effect to 
insignificance. The mitigation measures 
identified in the Draft MND will reduce potential 
effects to less than significant and no new 
measures or revisions are required. The new 
information included in the Final MND merely 
clarifies and makes insignificant modifications to 
the MND. Additionally, no substantial evidence 
has been provided by commenters that show 
that the project may have a significant effect on 
the environment which cannot be mitigated or 
avoided. Therefore, preparation of an EIR is not 
required. Moreover, none of the material 
included in the Final MND indicates that there 
would be a substantial increase in the severity of 
a previously identified environmental impact that 
would not be mitigated, or that there would be 
any of the other circumstances requiring 
recirculation described in Section 15073.5. 

 
2. Commenter states that they would like 

the school to be an elementary school. 
After 6th grade, students litter, break 
items, and pick flowers. 

 F2. Comment noted. 

3. High schools should not be located in 
residential areas. 

 F3.  Comment noted. 

4. What are the prospects of bringing back 
the Noyes program? 

 F4. It is unknown if and when the subject site would 
be converted back to a public elementary school 
program. 

5. The residential neighbors of the school 
should have been consulted earlier, and 
should have greater input on the MND. 

 F5.  The Planning Center reviewed the archived 
Board Meetings where Aveson Charter School 
neighbors expressed concerns about the 
campus. Community concerns expressed during 
those board meetings were considered during 
the preparation of the MND. 

 
6. Parent of Aveson Charter School student 

states that Aveson is a positive place for 
the students. 

 F6. Comment noted. 




