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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This Final EIR incorporates information from the Draft EIR (circulated from October 16, 2008, 
through December 10, 2008), the Revised Draft EIR (circulated from April 10, 2009 through May 
25, 2009), clarifications that were made in response to both written and oral comments received 
during either of the public review periods (see Section 8.0 Addenda Errata/Comments and 
Responses), as well as some updates to setting information.  To assist the reader in identifying 
changes, this final EIR includes all of the Draft EIR sections with new information is shown in 
underline format and deleted information is shown in strikethrough format throughout this 
document. 
 
This section summarizes the characteristics of the proposed project, alternatives, environmental 
impacts associated with the proposed project, recommended mitigation measures, and the level 
of significance of project impacts after mitigation.   
 
A revised Draft EIR was prepared pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines § 15088.5.  The recirculation requirements and process are discussed in greater detail 
in Section 1.0, Introduction.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(c), the Revised Draft EIR 
included only the sections of the Draft EIR that were changed in response to new information.  
The following sections of the original Draft EIR are included in the Revised Draft EIR.   
 

Section 0.0 Executive Summary 
Section 1.0 Introduction 
Section 2.0 Project Description 
Section 4.5 Traffic 
Section 6.0 Alternatives 

 
PROJECT SYNOPSIS 
 
Project Applicant 
IDS Real Estate Group 
515 S. Figueroa Street, 16th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 91105 
 
Project Description 
The proposed project involves the demolition of existing improvements, excavation for a six-level 
subterranean garage, and the subsequent construction of a 159,971 square foot, five-story 
commercial office building with 522 subterranean spaces.  On the ground floor, the building would 
have 14,407 square feet of retail use.  The remainder of the building would contain 145,564 square 
feet of office use.  Loading would be accomplished from an internal bay, accessed on El Molino 
Avenue.  Vehicular access to the subterranean parking structure would also be from El Molino 
Avenue.  
 
The project incorporates a pedestrian corridor or paseo between the Pasadena Playhouse and the 
Arcade Lane Building.  The paseo provides for future pedestrian line-of-sight between the historic 
Pasadena Playhouse and the Arcade Lane Building, which is not currently designated, but is 
eligible for protection as a historical resource.  The upper floors of the proposed project would be 
reserved for office uses.  The project will be constructed with techniques consistent with Leadership 
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in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certification pursuant to the requirements of 
Municipal Code 14.90.040.  The LEED program is designed to assign credits for environmentally-
friendly design features and construction practices, so that projects may have less impact on the 
environment than standard construction would.    
 

Summary of Project Characteristics 
Lot Size 1.3 acres (57,762 square feet) 

Total Floor Area 
 159,971 square feet total 

• 14,407 SF of retail use 
• 145,564 SF of office use 

Floor Area Ratio * 2.8 

Maximum Building Height 75’-0” 

Number of Levels Above Grade 5 levels 

Number of Levels Below Grade 6 levels 

Parking Spaces  522 ** 

Source: .Gensler. Plan Set, June 2008 
*  The project site contains separate zones with floor area ratios of 2.0 and 3.0.  The floor area 
ratio presented here is an average based on the total square footage proposed as allowed in 
each zone and the total area of the site.  
** 156 155 of these spaces are proposed to serve the Playhouse District as public parking spaces 

 
Areas of Public Concern 
 
Two scoping meetings were held for this project, the first of which occurred on July 18, 2007 and 
the second of which occurred at a Planning Commission meeting on September 26th, 2007.  Issues of 
public concern included design considerations, historic preservation and traffic.  Areas of concern 
with respect to public agencies included the following. 
 

1) Solid waste generation and recycling pursuant to the County of Los Angeles Public Works 
Department.  

2) Air Quality analysis and identification of impacts from both construction and operation 
pursuant to the concerns of the South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

3) Impacts as a result of wastewater generation and flow to the Sewerage System pursuant to 
the concerns of the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County.  

4) Cultural resources impacts and mitigation measures pursuant to the concerns of the Native 
American Heritage Commission.  

5) Traffic impacts and mitigation measures pursuant to the concerns of Caltrans.  
 
Concerns with respect to solid waste, wastewater and cultural resources were addressed in the 
initial study that was prepared for the project.  Concerns regarding air quality and traffic were 
addressed within the body of the EIR.  In addition, general areas of public concern throughout 
California include the topics of water and global climate change, both of which have been added to 
the EIR.   
 
ALTERNATIVES 
 
Five alternatives to the proposed project were selected for consideration, as described below. 
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Alternative 1 - No Project.  This alternative assumes that the proposed project would 
not be developed and that the two-story commercial retail building would not be 
demolished.  Thus the existing building would be preserved along with the 36 surface 
parking spaces and 28 trees.  In addition, the visual character of the Playhouse District 
would remain in its current state. 
 
Alternative 2 –Off-Site Parking Alternative.   This alternative explores providing a 
portion of the proposed parking at two alternative locations.  The two distinct off-site 
locations are both within one block of the project site and would divert a portion of the 
project generated traffic off of El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and 
Playhouse Alley, where a significant street segment impacts occurs. 
 
Alternative 3 – Dual Access.  This alternative explores the provision of split access from 
both Green Street and El Molino Avenue as a method of diverting a portion of the 
project generated traffic off of El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and 
Playhouse Alley where a significant street segment impacts occurs. 
 
Alternative 4 – 100% Floor Area Ratio (FAR).  This alternative explores project impacts 
without the requested 10% FAR increase pursuant to Section 17.30.050(C) of the City’s 
Municipal Code, which contains provisions that allow for exceedance of the FAR by 10% 
within the Central District Specific Plan area. 
 
Alternative 5 – 80% Reduced Project.   This alternative would involve reducing the 
overall square footage of the development from 159, 971 SF to 31,471 SF as an office use 
and is the only alternative that would eliminate the significant and unavoidable street 
impacts on the segments of El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and 
Playhouse Alley and between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard.   
 
Alternative 6 – Height Averaging Alternative.  This alternative maintains the same 
square footage and uses of the proposed project (145,564 SF of office use plus 14,407 SF 
of retail use) but changes the massing of the project to include six stories adjacent 
Colorado Boulevard.  The Height Averaging Alternative shifts the project massing such 
that the building tapers or steps down as it transitions from Zone 1 to Zone 3 (see Figure 
6-2) through height averaging per Municipal Code §17.30.050.  Under this alternative, 
30% of the proposed fifth floor area would be relocated to create a sixth floor on the 
northern most portion of the property adjacent Colorado Boulevard (see Figure 6-2).  
The maximum building height would be 88 feet at the top of the sixth floor, 75 feet at the 
top of the fifth floor, 63 feet at the top of the fourth floor, 50 feet at the top of the third 
floor, 35 feet at top of the second floor, and about 25 feet at the top of the parking garage 
canopy.   This alternative would require findings by the Design Commission. This 
alternative would have all of the same impacts as the proposed project.  

 
Alternative 5 is environmentally superior overall since it would eliminate the Class I unavoidably 
significant impacts to El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley and 
between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard.   None of the other alternatives, including the No-
Project Alternative, would reduce the impact to this these de-emphasized street segments for which 
physical mitigation measures are not allowed.   The Reduced Project Alternative would not provide 



680 East Colorado Boulevard Commercial Project EIR  
Executive Summary 
 
 

City of Pasadena 
ES-4  

an economically viable project for the applicant and would not meet the objective of providing a 
viable commercial project within the Playhouse District.   
 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Table ES-1 lists the environmental impacts of the proposed project, proposed mitigation 
measures, and residual impacts.  Impacts are categorized by classes.  Class I impacts are defined 
as significant, unavoidable adverse impacts, which require a statement of overriding 
considerations pursuant to Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines if the project is approved. 
Class II impacts are significant adverse impacts that can be feasibly mitigated to less than 
significant levels and which require findings to be made under Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines.  Class III impacts are adverse, but less than adopted significance thresholds.  Class 
IV impacts are beneficial. 
 

Table ES-1   
Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significance After Mitigation 

Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After 
Mitigation 

AESTHETICS 
Impact AES-1  The proposed project 
could result in indirect aesthetic impacts 
on adjacent historic landmarks and 
landmark-eligible structures due to 
potential incompatibility of design and 
scale.  However, because the project 
requires review by the City’s Design 
Commission, these impacts are Class 
III, less than significant. 

None required. Less than significant. 

Impact AES-2  The proposed project 
would introduce a new 72-foot tall 
structure plus 15-feet of appurtenances 
to a site currently occupied by a two-
story building.  This change would 
substantially alter the visual character of 
the site and its surroundings.  However, 
by complying with the Design Review 
process and adhering to adopted City 
design guidelines, impacts would be 
Class III, less than significant. 

None required. Less than significant. 
 

Impact AES-3  The proposed project 
would result in new sources of light and 
glare and create new shadows on and 
around the project site.  This would be 
due to the increased height and scale of 
development, as well as the larger 
proportion of glazing and potentially 
reflective metal materials, in contrast 
with the existing development on the 
site.  This is a Class II, significant but 
mitigable impact. 

AES-3 Building Material Specifications.  Prior to 
the issuance of any building permits, the applicant 
shall submit plans and specifications for all building 
materials to the Planning Division for review and 
approval. All structures facing any public street or 
neighboring property shall use minimally reflective 
glass and all other materials used on the exterior of 
buildings and structures shall be selected with 
attention to minimizing reflective glare. The use of 
glass with over 25% reflectivity shall be prohibited 
except as expressly approved by the Design Review 
Commission. 
 
 
 

Less than significant. 
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Table ES-1   
Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significance After Mitigation 

Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After 
Mitigation 

AIR QUALITY 
Impact AQ-1  Air pollutant emissions 
generated by construction of the 
proposed project would not exceed 
SCAQMD thresholds for NOx, CO, 
SO2, or PM10 or PM2.5.  However, 
ROG emissions would exceed 
SCAQMD thresholds.  This is a Class 
II, significant but mitigable impact. 

AQ-1(a)  ROG Control.  The following shall be 
implemented to minimize daily ROG emissions 
related to the application of architectural coatings: 
 
• Low VOC architectural and asphalt coatings shall 

be used on site and shall comply with AQMD Rule 
1113-Architectural Coatings. 

 
AQ-1(b) Ozone Precursor Control.  The following 
shall be implemented during construction to minimize 
emissions from construction equipment: 
 
•  Equipment engines should be maintained in good 

condition and in proper tune as per manufacturer’s 
specifications;  

•  Lengthen construction periods during the smog 
season so as to minimize the number of vehicles 
and equipment operating simultaneously; and 

•  Use new technologies to control ozone precursor 
emissions as they become available.  

 
AQ-1(c) Fugitive Dust Control.  The following shall 
be implemented during construction to minimize 
fugitive dust emissions: 
 
•  Water trucks shall be used during construction to 

keep all areas of vehicle movements damp 
enough to prevent dust from leaving the site.  At a 
minimum, this will require twice daily applications 
(once in late morning and once at the end of the 
workday).  Increased watering is required 
whenever wind speed exceeds 15 mph.  Grading 
shall be suspended if wind gusts exceed 25 mph. 

 
•  Soil with 5% or greater silt content that is 

stockpiled for more than two days shall be 
covered, kept moist, or treated with soil binders to 
prevent dust generation.  Trucks transporting 
material shall be tarped from the point of origin or 
shall maintain at least two feet of freeboard. 

 
•  All material excavated or graded shall be treated 

with soil binders or shall be sufficiently watered at 
least twice daily with complete coverage, 
preferably in the late morning and after work is 
done for the day.   

 
•  All clearing, grading, earth moving, or excavation 

activities shall cease during periods of high winds 
(i.e., greater than 20 mph averaged over one 
hour) so as to prevent excessive amounts of dust.   

 
• All material transported off-site shall be securely 

covered to prevent excessive amounts of dust. 

Less than significant. 



680 East Colorado Boulevard Commercial Project EIR  
Executive Summary 
 
 

City of Pasadena 
ES-6  

Table ES-1   
Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significance After Mitigation 

Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After 
Mitigation 

 
•  Face masks shall be used by all employees 

involved in grading or excavation operations 
during dry periods to reduce inhalation of dust 
which may contain the fungus which causes San 
Joaquin Valley Fever. 

 
Impact AQ-2  Operation of the 
proposed project would generate air 
pollutant emissions, but emissions 
would not exceed SCAQMD 
operational significance thresholds.  
Therefore, the project’s operational 
impact to regional air quality would be 
Class III, less than significant. 

None Required. Less than significant. 

Impact AQ-3  Long-term mobile 
emissions associated with the 
proposed project would incrementally 
increase carbon monoxide (CO) 
concentrations at heavily congested 
intersections in the area.  However, 
because CO levels would remain 
within state and federal standards, and 
the LOS at affected intersections 
would be D or better, such impacts are 
considered Class III, less than 
significant. 

None required. Less than significant. 

NOISE & VIBRATION 
Impact N-1  Project construction 
would temporarily generate intermittent 
high noise levels and could generate 
groundborne vibrations on and 
adjacent to the site.  However, 
construction generated noise levels 
and vibrations would be less than 
significant due to adherence to 
municipal code requirements and an 
excavation plan for shoring.  This is a 
Class III, less than significant impact.   

None Required Less than Significant 

Impact N-2  Project-generated traffic 
would incrementally increase noise 
levels on area roadways.  However, 
the change in noise levels would be 
less than 1 dBA.  Therefore, the effect 
of increased traffic noise on existing 
uses would be Class III, less than 
significant. 

None Required  Less than Significant 

Impact N-3  Operation of the 
proposed project would generate noise 
levels that may periodically be audible 
to existing uses near the project site.  
Such noise sources include stationary 
equipment, such as rooftop ventilation 
and heating systems, trash hauling, 

N-3  Rooftop Ventilation.  Parapets shall be 
installed around all rooftop ventilation systems.   

Less than significant 
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Table ES-1   
Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significance After Mitigation 

Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After 
Mitigation 

and parking garage operation, and 
general commercial activities. This is 
considered a Class II, significant but 
mitigable, impact. 
Impact N-4  The proposed project 
would be constructed in an 
environment where ambient noise 
levels may be disturbing to employees 
unless the building is designed with 
closed windows and fresh air supply 
systems.  This is a Class II, significant 
but mitigable impact. 

N-4  Noise Exposure.  The proposed project shall 
incorporate closed windows and a fresh air supply 
via a mechanical ventilation system so that 
windows may remain closed.  Exterior glass shall 
be capable of attenuating noise of 20 decibels.   

Less than significant 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
Impact GEO-1  Seismically-induced 
ground shaking could destroy or 
damage proposed structures, resulting 
in a loss of property and risk to human 
health.  However, the proposed project 
would be required to comply  

None required 
 

Less than significant. 

Impact GEO-2  The proposed project 
includes construction of a five story 
building atop six levels of subterranean 
parking.  Various design considerations 
are necessary to ensure that the project 
is constructed in manner that reduces 
the potential for adverse effects from 
differential settlement, corrosive soils, 
and collapsible soils.  The project site is 
suitable for the proposed development 
with incorporation of recommendations 
contained in the geotechnical report.  
This is a Class II, significant but 
mitigable impact. 

GEO-2  Adherence to Geotechnical 
Recommendations.  The applicant shall implement, 
adhere to, and comply with, all recommendations 
contained in the Geologic and Soils Engineering 
Report prepared for the project site by MacTec, 2006 
or as superseded by any subsequent updates, 
including the excavation plan included in Appendix D.  
The plans shall be reviewed by the Building 
Department for conformance with the 
recommendations.   

 Less than significant. 

Impact GEO-3 The proposed project 
involves excavation for six levels of 
subterranean parking and is estimated 
to require 63,000 cubic yards of cut, 
which would be exported.  Excavation 
and soil transport could result in 
dispersal of soil by air and water.  This is 
a Class II, significant but mitigable 
impact.   

AQ-1(c) Fugitive Dust Control.  The following shall 
be implemented during construction to minimize 
fugitive dust emissions: 
 
•  Water trucks shall be used during construction to 

keep all areas of vehicle movements damp 
enough to prevent dust from leaving the site.  At a 
minimum, this will require twice daily applications 
(once in late morning and once at the end of the 
workday).  Increased watering is required 
whenever wind speed exceeds 15 mph.  Grading 
shall be suspended if wind gusts exceed 25 mph. 

 
•  Soil with 5% or greater silt content that is 

stockpiled for more than two days shall be 
covered, kept moist, or treated with soil binders to 
prevent dust generation.  Trucks transporting 
material shall be tarped from the point of origin or 
shall maintain at least two feet of freeboard. 

 

Less than significant. 
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Table ES-1   
Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significance After Mitigation 

Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After 
Mitigation 

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 
Impact TC-1  The proposed project 
would incrementally increase traffic 
levels at study area intersections.  The 
increased traffic levels would not cause 
an exceedance of adopted significance 
criteria at 12 of the 13 intersections.  
However, project-generated traffic would 
cause the El Molino Avenue/Colorado 
Boulevard intersection to operate at an 
unacceptable level of service during the 
PM peak hour.  Thus, the proposed 
project’s traffic impacts would be Class 
II, significant but mitigable. 

TC-1(a)  Prohibited Left-Turns.  Left-turn 
movements at the northbound and southbound 
approaches on El Molino Avenue at the Colorado 
Boulevard Intersection shall be prohibited. 
 
TC-1(b)  Left-turn Pocket Installation on El 
Molino Avenue at Union Street Intersection.  A 
left-turn pocket shall be installed at the northbound 
approach on El Molino Avenue at the Union Street 
intersection.  The northbound and southbound 
approaches on El Molino Avenue shall be restriped 
to accommodate the installation of the northbound 
left-turn pocket.  The resultant lane configurations at 
the northbound approach to the intersection would 
be one exclusive left-turn lane and one through 
lane.  The traffic signal at the El Molino 
Avenue/Union Street Intersection shall be modified 
to provide northbound left-turn phasing. 
 
TC-1(c)  Left-turn Pocket Installation on El 
Molino Avenue at Green Street Intersection.  
The northbound and southbound approaches on 
El Molino Avenue shall be restriped and a 
southbound left-turn pocket shall be installed.  
The re-striping would necessitate 
reconstruction/modification of the existing catch 
basin on the northeast corner to accommodate 
safe movement of vehicles traveling northbound 
on El Molino Avenue.  The resultant lane 
configurations at the southbound approach to the 
intersection would be one exclusive left-turn lane 
and one through lane.  The traffic signal at the El 
Molino Avenue/Green Street intersection shall be 
modified to provide southbound left-turn phasing.     
 
TC-1(d)   Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM).  The project shall comply with the City's 
Trip Reduction ordinance.  Upon submittal of a 
TSM Program for review and approval, the 
owner/developer shall place a deposit based on 
the current General Fee Schedule with the 
Department of Transportation prior to the 
issuance of a building permit. This deposit is 
subject to a refund or an additional billing in the 
event that the deposit amount is not sufficient to 
cover the cost of the review. The developer shall 
pay an annual Transportation Demand 
Management status report review fee based on 
the current General Fee Schedule, in compliance 
with the requirements of the Trip Reduction 
Ordinance. 
 
The TSM program shall encourage a mix of tenants 
with varying start/stop times to help reduce AM/PM 

Less than significant 
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Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significance After Mitigation 

Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After 
Mitigation 

peak-hour traffic.  The TSM shall also require the 
use of marketing materials and website design that 
directs site visitors to the site via the City’s arterials 
and traffic corridors, instead of using de-
emphasized streets like El Molino and Glenarm. 
 
TC-1(e)  Traffic Reduction and Transportation 
Improvement Fee.  The City’s Traffic Reduction 
and Transportation Improvement Fee (TR-TIF) 
program funds key intersection improvements, 
completes roadway extension projects identified in 
the Mobility Element, funds improvements to 
manage traffic on designated multimodal corridors 
and funds public transit improvements to encourage 
non-automobile travel in the City.  The TR-TIF 
program is applicable to new industrial, office, retail 
and residential development. The current fee 
schedule for the land uses are as follows: 
 
•   Industrial use:  $3.20 per square-foot of net new 

space 
•   Office use:  $3.84 per square-foot of net new 

space 
•   Retail use:  $8.89 per square-foot of net new 

space 
•   Residential use:  $2,556.88 per net new 

residential unit the proposed  
 
The applicant shall make the required payment 
based on the fees in affect at the time of 
payment, prior to the issuance of building 
permits.  It should be noted that as the existing 
commercial building which would be removed to 
accommodate the proposed project is currently 
vacant, existing use trip credits will not be applied 
in the TR-TIF program fee calculation. 

 
Impact TC-2  The proposed project 
would incrementally increase traffic 
levels along study area roadways.  
The projected increases are less than 
exceed the City’s adopted thresholds 
on four of the five six of the ten study 
area road segments.  However, 
because the projected increase in 
traffic on one of the five road 
segments exceeds the City’s 
thresholds, impacts would be Class I, 
unavoidably significant.  Impacts to 
four of the six street segments are 
Class II, significant but mitigable. 
However, there are two segments of 
El Molino Avenue for which impacts 
would be Class I, unavoidably 
significant, because no physical 
improvements can be made to this 

TC-2  Street Segment Mitigation.  The following 
measures are recommended conditions by 
PASDOT:  
 
• Contribute funds toward a pedestrian safety study 

in the vicinity of the project. The plan shall study 
measures such as mid-block signals, curb 
extensions, pedestrian countdown signals, 
enhanced crosswalks etc to improve walking 
safety and convenience to and from parking 
structures/businesses in the area. 

• Provide wayfinding signage between the parking 
garage and the Pasadena Playhouse, directing 
patrons to utilize designated crosswalks at Green 
Street or Colorado Boulevard.  The sign program 
and format is subject to the review and approval 
of the Planning Division and the Department of 
Transportation.  

• Provide pedestrian lighting to and from the project 

Unavoidably 
Significant 
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de-emphasized street.   
 

to the nearest transit stops within a quarter mile 
radius. 

• Offer unbundled parking option with lease. 
• Contribute funds to the Pasadena ARTS 

program. 
• Provide Metro Corporate Transit Passes to 

employees of this project site. 
 

Impact TC-3  The proposed project 
would provide 522 parking spaces, of 
which 366 367 would be project-only 
spaces and 156 155 would be public 
spaces to serve the Playhouse District.  
The proposed parking spaces would 
meet the City’s parking requirements. 
Therefore, impacts to parking supply 
would be Class III, less than significant.    
 

None necessary  Less than significant 

Impact TC-4  The proposed project 
would not generate trips exceeding 
CMP criteria at CMP locations.  Thus, 
impacts to CMP routes are 
considered Class III, less than 
significant. 
 

None necessary  Less than significant 

Impact TC-5   The proposed project 
would incrementally increase demand for 
public transit service.  However, it is 
anticipated that the existing transit 
system could accommodate the project’s 
increase in demand and impacts would 
be Class III, less than significant. 
 

None necessary  Less than significant 

Impact TC-6  Access to the 
subterranean parking structure would 
be provided by a two-way 
driveway/ramp from El Molino Avenue.  
This driveway is consistent with City 
requirements to provide adequate site 
access; therefore, impacts relating to 
site access and circulation are 
considered Class III, less than 
significant. 
 

None necessary  Less than significant 

WATER SERVICE 
Impact W-1  The proposed project 
would generate increased demand for 
water.  The PWP would be able to 
supply the projected demand based on 
existing entitlements provided the 
proposed project incorporates 
conservation.  Impacts to water supply 
are considered Class II, significant but 
mitigable. 

W-1  LEED Water Efficiency Credit 3.1  Employ 
strategies that in aggregate use 20% less water than 
the water use baseline calculated for the building (not 
including irrigation) after meeting the Energy Policy 
Act of 1992 fixture performance requirements. 
Calculations are based on estimated occupant usage 
and shall include only the following fixtures (as 
applicable to the building): water closets, urinals, 
lavatory faucets, showers and kitchen sinks. 

Less than significant 
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Initial Study Mitigation Measures 
CUL-1 Archaeological Resources.  If 
archaeological resources are encountered during 
project construction, all construction activities in the 
vicinity of the find shall halt until an archaeologist 
certified by the Society of Professional 
Archaeologists examines the site, identifies the 
archaeological significance of the find, and 
recommends a course-of-action.  Construction shall 
not resume until the site archaeologist states in 
writing that the proposed construction activities will 
not significantly damage archaeological resources.   

Less than significant.As discussed in the Initial Study that is 
included in Appendix A of this EIR, the 
project site is completely developed.  
There are no known cultural resources; 
however, there is potential to adversely 
affect as yet undiscovered cultural 
resources.  The impact is mitigated 
through application of mitigation 
measures CUL-1and CUL-2, which are 
standard City conditions.   

CUL-2 Paleontological Resources.  If 
paleontological resources are encountered during 
project construction, all construction activities in the 
vicinity of the find shall halt until a paleontologist 
meeting the satisfaction of the Natural History 
Museum of Los Angles County identifies the 
paleontological significance of the find, and 
recommends a course of action.  Construction shall 
not resume until the site paleontologist states in 
writing that the proposed construction activities will 
not significantly damage paleontological resources.   

Less than significant.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
This document evaluates the environmental effects of the 680 East Colorado Boulevard 
Commercial Project, which involves the demolition of existing improvements, excavation for a 
six-level subterranean garage, and the subsequent construction of a 159,971 square foot five-
story commercial office building with ground floor retail space and 522 subterranean spaces.  
 
This section describes the purpose and legal authority of the EIR, the scope and content of the 
document, agencies with approval authority over the project, and the intended uses of the EIR.  It 
also provides an overview of the environmental review process under CEQA.  Section 2.0, Project 
Description, describes the proposed project in detail. 
 
A Draft EIR for the 680 East Colorado Boulevard Commercial Project EIR was circulated for a 45-
day public review period of October 16, 2008, through December 1, 2008.  In addition, the public 
review period was informally extended to December 10, 2008 to receive additional oral 
comments of the Planning Commission and public.  During this time written and oral 
comments were received and responses to comments were formulated.  During consideration of 
the comments, it was determined that additional analysis of street segments along El Molino 
Avenue would be undertaken to further evaluate the extent of traffic additions to this de-
emphasized street north and south of the project site.  The traffic analysis revealed that the 
impacts identified in the Draft EIR extended further to the north and south along El Molino 
Avenue.  Therefore, though the Draft EIR evaluated the most affected portion of this de-
emphasized street, the revised Draft EIR evaluated additional segments.  The revised Draft EIR 
incorporated revisions resulting from the additional street segment analysis as well as some 
clarifications made in response to comments on the original Draft EIR.  The Revised Draft EIR 
and supporting documents were also available for review over a period of 45 days in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5 at the Planning and Development Department 
Public Counter (located at 175 North Garfield Avenue, Pasadena CA 91109) and on the City’s 
website at 
http://www.ci.pasadena.ca.us/planning/environmental/PlayhousePlaza/PlayHousePlaza_H
ome.asp.   
 
The public review period for the Revised Draft EIR extended from April 10, 2009 through May 
25, 2009.  Written responses were prepared for the written and oral comments received during 
both public review periods and at the City initiated Public Meetings held between November 
2008 and May 2009.  Each comment received by the City of Pasadena has been included within 
the EIR.  Responses to all comments have been prepared to address the concerns raised by the 
commenters and to indicate where and how the EIR addresses environmental issues. Responses 
to comments are contained in Section 8.0 Addenda Errata/Comments and Responses.  
 
During the public review periods, written comments may be were forwarded to: 
 
Lead Agency:  City of Pasadena 
Contact Person: John Steinmeyer, Senior Planner 
   Planning Division 
Address:  175 N. Garfield Avenue (Hale Building) 
   Pasadena, California 91101-1704 
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Phone:   (626) 744-6880 
E-mail:   jsteinmeyer@cityofpasadena.net 
 
The Draft EIR and supporting documents are were also available for review at the Planning and 
Development Department Public Counter located at 175 North Garfield Avenue, Pasadena CA 
91109, and on the City’s website at 
http://www.ci.pasadena.ca.us/planning/environmental/PlayhousePlaza/PlayHousePlaza_H
ome.asp.   
 
1.1  PURPOSE AND LEGAL AUTHORITY 
 
This EIR has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
and the State CEQA Guidelines.  In accordance with Section 15121 (a) of the State CEQA Guidelines 
(California Administrative Code, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3), the purpose of an EIR is to serve 
as an informational document that: 
 

“will inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the significant 
environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant 
effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.” 

 
This EIR has been prepared as a Project EIR pursuant to Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines.  
A Project EIR is appropriate for a specific development project.  As stated in the CEQA 
Guidelines: 
 

This type of EIR should focus primarily on the changes in the environment that would 
result from the development project.  The EIR shall examine all phases of the project, 
including planning, construction, and operation. 

 
This EIR is to serve as an informational document for the public, and decision-makers of the 
City of Pasadena.  The process will culminate with Planning Commission and City Council 
hearings to consider certification of a Final EIR and approval of the project. 
 
1.2  SCOPE AND CONTENT 
 
This EIR addresses the issues determined to be potentially significant pursuant to the initial 
study, input from neighbors in the community, and responses to the Notice of Preparation 
(NOP), which was circulated for 30 days from July 6, 2007 to August 6, 2007 in accordance with 
Article 7, Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines. This EIR addresses these issues and identifies 
potentially significant environmental impacts of the project and cumulative development in the 
City in accordance with provisions set forth in the CEQA Guidelines.  The EIR also recommends 
feasible mitigation measures, where possible, that would reduce or eliminate adverse 
environmental effects. 
 
The issues addressed in this EIR include: 
 

• Aesthetics • Geology and Soils 
• Air Quality  • Transportation and Circulation 
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• Noise and Vibration • Water Service 
 
In preparing the EIR, pertinent City policies and guidelines, existing EIRs and technical reports 
prepared by the applicant and peer reviewed by the City were used.  A full reference list is 
contained in Section 7.0, References and Preparers. 
 
The level of detail contained throughout this EIR is consistent with the requirements of CEQA 
and applicable court decisions.  The CEQA Guidelines provide the standard of adequacy on 
which this document is based.  The Guidelines state: 
 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with 
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of 
environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of the proposed project 
need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is 
reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but, the 
EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have 
looked not for perfection, but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full 
disclosure. 
 

1.3  LEAD, RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES 
 
The CEQA Guidelines define "lead," "responsible" and "trustee" agencies.  The City of Pasadena 
is the lead agency for the project because it has the initial responsibility for approving the 
project. 
 
A “responsible agency” refers to a public agency other than the “lead agency” that has 
discretionary approval over the project.  A "trustee agency" refers to a state agency having 
jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by a project.  There are no responsible or 
trustee agencies associated with this project.   
 
1.4  ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 
 
The environmental impact review process, as required under CEQA, is summarized below and 
illustrated on Figure 1-1.  The steps are presented in sequential order. 
 

1 . Notice of Preparation (NOP) Distributed.   Immediately after deciding that an EIR 
is required, the lead agency must file a NOP soliciting input on the EIR scope to 
"responsible," "trustee," and involved federal agencies; to the State Clearinghouse, if 
one or more state agencies is a responsible or trustee agency; and to parties 
previously requesting notice in writing.  The NOP must be posted in the County 
Clerk's office for 30 days.  A scoping meeting to solicit public input on the issues to 
be assessed in the EIR is not required, but may be conducted by the lead agency. 
 

2. Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Prepared.  The DEIR must contain: a) 
table of contents or index; b) summary; c) project description; d) environmental 
setting; e) significant impacts (direct, indirect, cumulative, growth-inducing and  
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CEQA Environmental Review Process 

      Lead agency (City of Pasadena) 
prepares Initial Study 

City sends Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) to responsible agencies 

City prepares Draft EIR 

Public Review Period 
(45 day minimum) 

City files Notice of Completion and gives 
public notice of availability of Draft EIR 

City prepares Final EIR, including 
responses to comments on the Draft EIR 

City prepares findings on the  
feasibility of reducing significant  

environmental effects 

City makes a decision 
on the project 

City files Notice of Determination 
with County Clerk 

City solicits comment from agencies & 
public on the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

Responsible agency decision-making bodies 
consider the Final EIR 

City solicits input from agencies & public 
on the content of the Draft EIR 
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unavoidable impacts); f) alternatives; g) mitigation measures; and h) irreversible 
changes. 
 

3. Public Notice and Review.  A lead agency must prepare a Notice of Availability of 
an EIR.  The Notice must be placed in the County Clerk's office for 30 days (Public 
Resources Code Section 21092) and sent to anyone requesting it.  Additionally, 
public notice of DEIR availability must be given through at least one of the following 
procedures: a) publication in a newspaper of general circulation; b) posting on and 
off the project site; and c) direct mailing to owners and occupants of contiguous 
properties.  The lead agency must consult with and request comments on the DEIR 
from responsible and trustee agencies, and adjacent cities and counties.  The 
minimum public review period for a DEIR is 30 days.  When a DEIR is sent to the 
State Clearinghouse for review, the public review period must be 45 days, unless a 
shorter period is approved by the Clearinghouse (Public Resources Code 21091). 
Distribution of the DEIR may be required through the State Clearinghouse. 

 
4. Notice of Completion. A lead agency must file a Notice of Completion with the 

State Clearinghouse as soon as it completes a DEIR. 
 

5. Final EIR (FEIR).  A FEIR must include: a) the DEIR; b) copies of comments received 
during public review; c) list of persons and entities commenting; and d) responses to 
comments. 

 
6. Certification of FEIR.  The lead agency shall certify: a) the FEIR has been completed 

in compliance with CEQA; b) the FEIR was presented to the decision-making body 
of the lead agency; and c) the decision-making body reviewed and considered the 
information in the FEIR prior to approving a project. 

 
7. Lead Agency Project Decision.  A lead agency may: a) disapprove a project because 

of its significant environmental effects; b) require changes to a project to reduce or 
avoid significant environmental effects; or c) approve a project despite its significant 
environmental effects, if the proper findings and statement of overriding 
considerations are adopted. 
 

8. Findings/Statement of Overriding Considerations. For each significant impact of 
the project identified in the EIR, the lead or responsible agency must find, based on 
substantial evidence, that either: a) the project has been changed to avoid or 
substantially reduce the magnitude of the impact; b) changes to the project are 
within another agency's jurisdiction and such changes have or should be adopted; or 
c) specific economic, social, or other considerations make the mitigation measures or 
project alternatives infeasible. If an agency approves a project with unavoidable 
significant environmental effects, it must prepare a written Statement of Overriding 
Considerations that set forth the specific social, economic or other reasons 
supporting the agency's decision. 
 

9. Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program.  When an agency makes findings on 
significant effects identified in the EIR, it must adopt a reporting or monitoring 
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program for mitigation measures that were adopted or made conditions of project 
approval to mitigate significant effects. 
 

10.  Notice of Determination.  An agency must file a Notice of Determination after 
deciding to approve a project for which an EIR is prepared. A local agency must file 
the Notice with the County Clerk. The Notice must be posted for 30 days and sent to 
anyone previously requesting notice. Posting of the Notice starts a 30-day statute of 
limitations on CEQA challenges. 
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2.0  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
This section provides a detailed description of the proposed project, including the project 
applicant and location, a description of the major project characteristics, project objectives, and a 
listing of discretionary approvals needed for the project.  The focus is on those characteristics 
and activities associated with the project that could cause physical changes to the environment. 
 
2.1 PROJECT APPLICANT 
 
IDS Real Estate Group 
515 S. Figueroa Street, 16th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 91105 
(213) 362-9319 
 
2.2 CITY OF PASADENA CENTRAL DISTRICT SPECIFIC PLAN 
 
As part of the Land Use Element of the City’s General Plan, the Central District Specific Plan 
(CDSP) was adopted in 2004.  A specific plan is a tool used by cities to guide development in a 
defined geographic area.  It is an effective approach to implementing the General Plan, and 
provides a bridge between the goals and policies of the General Plan and individual 
development projects.  Therefore, a specific plan shall be consistent with the General Plan. 
 
The City’s Land Use Element of the Comprehensive General Plan establishes an overall pattern 
of development that directs growth “into specific areas in order to protect residential 
neighborhoods and create mixed-use urban environments.”  The Central District is one of seven 
areas throughout the City requiring preparation of a specific plan to implement this goal.  These 
areas are based on a concept of higher density, mixed-use environments that support transit- 
and pedestrian-oriented mobility strategies. 
 
The downtown goals of the CDSP are: 
 

• Carefully consider the types, location and mix of new development to lessen impacts, 
especially traffic, in residential neighborhoods and on residential streets. 

• Require new buildings to respect and enhance their surroundings. 
• Encourage and provide inviting, interesting, and well-landscaped streetscapes and 

public spaces. 
• Provide for new development consistent with the scale, density, and urban design 

features of the historic districts. 
• Strengthen Downtown’s economic vitality by nurturing existing business and 

providing opportunities for supportive new development. 
• Preserve and create pleasant ways where one can walk and bike between Sub-districts 

of the Downtown. 
• Provide the opportunity to park once and visit many destinations 
• Maximize the use of transit and transit corridors. 
• Provide a wide variety of housing options in Downtown in terms of type, location 

size, and price. 
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Within the Central District, the project site is located in the Pasadena Playhouse Sub-district, 
and in the D-1 Precinct.  This Sub-district is often envisioned as a cultural and intellectual center 
for the Downtown, with a particular focus on the arts.  This character is best exemplified by the 
Pasadena Playhouse—the State of California Historic Theater; located at the heart of the Sub-
district, the Playhouse is both an architectural and cultural landmark.  This Sub-district is also 
key to the transformation of Colorado Boulevard into a vibrant and grand, ceremonial street.  
The objective of this Sub-district is to provide for a vibrant, mixed-use environment focused on 
Colorado Boulevard and the Playhouse that functions as a cultural and arts center for the 
community. 
 
Further, within the D-1 Precinct, Colorado Boulevard through the Pasadena Playhouse Sub-
district is marked by concentration of commercial activity and period landmark structures, such 
as the First Trust National Bank building.  However, the lack of continuity should be remedied 
through more intense, mixed-use development; orientation to the street is critical.  Connections 
to areas north are compromised by the relatively disjointed development pattern of Union 
Street, where there are a number of surface parking lots.  This also makes for a rather 
unattractive streetscape leading up to the Civic Center; infill development is recommended. 
 
2.3 PROJECT LOCATION 
 
The project site is located in the central portion of Los Angeles County, in the City of Pasadena. 
Figure 2-1 illustrates the regional location of the project site.  The project site is situated at the 
southeast corner of El Molino Avenue and Colorado Boulevard in the Pasadena Playhouse sub-
district of the Central District Specific Plan Area.  Figure 2-2 shows the project’s location within 
downtown Pasadena.  The project site is regionally accessible from Interstate 210.  The site 
consists of a single parcel totaling approximately 57,762 square-feet (1.3 acres).  The site address 
is 680 East Colorado Boulevard.  
 
2.4 EXISTING SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
 
The project site is currently developed with a two-story commercial retail structure totaling 
approximately 66,000 square-feet (SF) with 36 surface parking spaces.  The building was 
constructed in 1945, but is not historically significant pursuant to the City’s Central District 
Historic Resources Survey of 2003.  There are 11 ornamental street trees along El Molino and 
Colorado Boulevard, with 17 additional trees onsite in landscaped areas within and adjacent to 
the existing parking lot at the rear of the building.  The land use designation is Central District 
Specific Plan, and the site is zoned CD-4, Pasadena Playhouse Subdistrict. This subdistrict is 
intended to provide for a vibrant mixed-use environment focused on Colorado Boulevard and 
the playhouse that functions as a cultural arts center for the community.   
 
The project site is bordered by the following uses. 
 

• North – Commercial and Residential (mixed-use) 
• East – Historic Arcade building (commercial) followed by residential (mixed-use) 
• South – Commercial and Residential 
• West – Historic Pasadena Playhouse State Theater, followed by commercial 
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2.5 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 
 
The proposed project involves the demolition of existing improvements, excavation for a six-
level subterranean garage, and the subsequent construction of a 160,000 square foot five-story 
commercial office building with 522 subterranean spaces.  On the ground floor, the building 
would have 14,407 SF of retail use.  The remainder of the building would contain 145,564 SF of 
office use.  Loading would be accomplished from an internal bay, accessed on El Molino 
Avenue.  Vehicular access to the subterranean parking structure would also be from El Molino 
Avenue (see Figure 2-3).   Table 2-1 summarizes project characteristics.   
 

Table 2-1 Summary of Project Characteristics 

Lot Size 1.3 acres (57,762 square feet) 

Total Floor Area 
 159,971 square feet total 

• 14,407 SF of retail use 
• 145,564 SF of office use 

Floor Area Ratio * 2.8 

Maximum Building Height 75’0” 

Number of Levels Above Grade 5 levels 

Number of Levels Below Grade 6 levels 

Parking Spaces  522 ** 

Source: .Gensler. Plan Set, June 2008 
*  The project site contains separate zones with floor area ratios of 2.0 and 3.0.  The 
floor area ratio presented here is an average based on the total square footage 
proposed as allowed in each zone and the total area of the site.  
** 1556 of these spaces are proposed to serve the Playhouse District as public 
parking spaces 

 
The project incorporates an east to west pedestrian corridor to replace existing spaces between 
the Pasadena Playhouse and the Arcade Building.  The 8,600 square foot paseo will serve as 
public open space and provides for future pedestrian line-of-sight between the historic 
Pasadena Playhouse and the Arcade Building, which are included in the National Register 
Historical District.  The Playhouse is a local landmark and is listed individually in the National 
Register.  The upper floors of the proposed project would be reserved for office uses and Figure 
2-4 shows a typical office floor.  Project elevations are shown on Figures 2-5 and 2-6.  Figure 2-7 
shows how the building will be viewed from Colorado Boulevard and Figure 2-8 shows the 
pedestrian corridor as viewed from the Arcade Lane Building looking at the Pasadena 
Playhouse.   
 
The project will be constructed with techniques consistent with Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) certification pursuant to the requirements of Municipal Code 
14.90.040.  The LEED program is designed to assign credits for environmentally-friendly design 
features and construction practices, so that projects may have less impact on the environment 
than standard construction would.    
 
The applicant is seeking a Central District Floor Area increase in accordance with Section 
17.30.050(C) of the City’s Municipal Code, which contains provisions that allow for exceedance 
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of the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) within the Central District Specific Plan by up to 10%.  The 
increase is contingent upon Commission approval under select circumstances and provided 
that certain required findings can be made.  The intent is to allow sufficient flexibility and 
facilitate development where unique factors are involved; including but not limited to:  
 

a. Unusual parcel size and configuration; 
b. A project that facilitates preservation of a historic structure, or sets aside publicly 

accessible outdoor space; and/or  
c. A project eligible for a density bonus as provided by State law. 

 
Findings required to approve an increase in the FAR by the Commission include the following: 
 

a. The additional floor area allows development that would otherwise be economically 
infeasible;  

b. The additional floor area will not be injurious to adjacent properties or uses, or 
detrimental to environmental quality, quality of life, or the health, safety, and welfare 
of the public;  

c. The additional floor area will promote superior design solutions and allow for public 
amenities that enhance the property and its surroundings; and  

d. The additional floor area is consistent with the objectives and policies of the Central 
District Specific Plan and the General Plan.  

 
The Commission may impose additional mitigation measures or conditions of approval per the 
subsection including specification for additional architectural design, additional public amenities 
or additional traffic demand management measures. Applications for the FAR increase are 
required to be filed in accordance with Section 17.60 of the Municipal Code and the application 
shall provide evidence in support of the required findings.   
 
The proposed project has several notable goals and objectives, which could potentially benefit 
the Playhouse Sub-district and the Central District at-large: 
 

• Construct a substantial commercial building at a prominent corner location and infill 
a relatively under-utilized site. 

• Increase employment and provide job opportunities in a Transit Oriented District. 
• Provide a subterranean parking facility for shoppers, visitors, and entertainment-

related venues. 
• Enhance the architectural and urban character of Colorado Boulevard. 
• Provide a public plaza that creates a linkage to the Playhouse building. 
• Support the City’s environmental sustainability goals by constructing a LEED 

certified building. 
 
The proposed project is intended to complement and promote the preservation of the two 
adjacent historically significant structures, with a view corridor connection between the open 
spaces of the Arcade Lane Building and Pasadena Playhouse that promotes pedestrian 
connectivity.  The project likewise provides additional 156 public parking spaces to serve the 
Central District and Pasadena Playhouse.  Through strategic massing and architectural 
expression, the proposed five-story structure establishes an architectural language compatible  
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Second Floor Plan Figure 2-4a
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Drawing Source: Gensler, June 2009.
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Third Floor Plan Figure 2-4b
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Drawing Source: Gensler, June 2009.
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Fourth Floor Plan Figure 2-4c
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Drawing Source: Gensler, June 2009.
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Fifth Floor Plan Figure 2-4d
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Drawing Source: Gensler, June 2009.
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Colorado Boulevard Frontage
Image Source:  Gensler, April 2008.
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with the diverse character of its surroundings.  By creating this common architectural language, 
Playhouse Plaza’s compatible, but unique, character will cohesively establish the traditional 
context of the Playhouse District.  The proposed architectural design is discussed in detail in 
Section 4.1 Aesthetics. 
 
The proposed project includes an Adjustment Permit to average density based on the allowable 
density of three different zones that compose the project site.  Adjustment Permits are 
established and governed by Section 17.61.070 of the City’s municipal code and aim to promote 
and encourage quality development that would not normally occur under standard district 
development requirements.  Approval of the Adjustment Permit would require an application 
to be filed in compliance with Chapter 17.60 and shall include adequate evidence in support of 
the findings required by Subsection D of Section 17.61.170. 
 
2.6 PROJECTED CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 
 
It is anticipated that construction of the project would commence in 2008 or 2009.  The site 
preparation phase is anticipated to last about four months.  Building completion is estimated for 
2010 or 2011.  However, the construction schedule could be extended depending on weather 
conditions and their effect on development.  It is anticipated that the project would be 
constructed in a single phase.   
 
The excavation for the subterranean parking structure will require a shoring system.  The 
shoring system is comprised of soldier beams (vertical structural steel beams) with tie-backs (a 
sloped horizontal hole filled with steel and concrete to support the soldier beams) with wood 
lagging (wood that spans between the soldier beams to hold back the dirt).  This system will 
reduce the potential for adverse vibratory and noise effects to adjacent historical and residential 
structures. Additionally, the buildings department and City Engineer will review the shoring 
and basement construction plans to ensure that the structures on adjacent properties would not 
be adversely affected. 
 
2.7 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
 
The applicant’s objective for the project is to construct a viable commercial complex in the 
Playhouse District.  
 
2.8 REQUIRED APPROVALS 

The proposed project would require the discretionary approval of the City of Pasadena.  
Because the project includes a Central District Specific Plan FAR increase and Adjustment 
permit, decisions would be made by the City Council.   
 

• Certification of the Final EIR 
• Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC) because of the traffic segment impacts on 

North and South El Molino Avenue that cannot be adequately mitigated  
• Design Review 
• Adjustment Permit (AP) for allowable adjustments from the Zoning Code standards 

• (a) To exceed FAR  in one  FAR district 
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• (b) To Exceed Height in two different height districts 
• (c) To provide only two loading spaces (5 are required for 145,000 s.f. office + 15,000 s.f. 

of retail) 
• (d) To not have a 0’ building setback on South El Molino Avenue and East Colorado 

Boulevard 
• Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for a new construction project exceeding 25,000 s.f. 
• Minor Conditional Use Permit (MCUP) for a new construction project exceeding 15,000 

square feet in the Transit-Oriented District (TOD) 
• Minor Conditional Use Permit (MCUP) to establish a commercial parking facility (155 

commercial public parking spaces for use by Playhouse District) 
• Central District FAR Increase of 10%(15,983 s.f. for a total of 159,829 s.f.) 
• Public Art Approval 
• Tree Removal Permit 

• (a) Private Tree Removal to remove one protected specimen tree [Ethrythrina caffra (Coral 
tree)] from the private property 

• (b)Public Street Tree Removal to remove and/or relocate three public street trees (Mexican 
fan palms) on North El Molino Avenue as approved by the Urban Forestry Advisory 
Committee on March 2, 2009 

• Building and Demolition Permits 
• Any other incidental discretionary approvals needed for the construction and operation of the 

proposed project. 
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3.0  ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 

 
3.1 REGIONAL SETTING 
 
Pasadena is located approximately 12 miles to the north and east of downtown Los Angeles.  
The City itself is located within the West San Gabriel Valley, at the base of the San Gabriel 
Mountains.  The City is world renowned for several of its architectural landmarks, arts, 
institutions and events.  The city's popular shops and restaurants blend comfortably with tree-
lined streets, distinctive neighborhoods, historic buildings and a vibrant cultural scene. 
 
The City of Pasadena is approximately 23 square miles in area.  The City also has a designated 
sphere of influence area adjacent to the southeastern boundaries of the City (generally north of 
Huntington Drive and west of Rosemead Boulevard) which is about 883 acres in size.  
According to the 2000 Census, Pasadena’s population was 133,936.  According to the California 
Department of Finance, the City’s population in 2007 is estimated to be 147,262, which is an 
increase of 13,866 from 2000 (Department of Finance, May 2007).  
 
Pasadena is roughly bounded by two open space corridors along the eastern and western 
perimeters of the City.  The open space corridors are situated along two drainages, Arroyo Seco 
Stream and Eaton Wash.  Residential areas bound each of these areas of open space and extend 
along the northern and southern boundary of the City, surrounding the City’s commercial core. 
 
The City enjoys a subtropical and semi-arid climate.  The average daytime and nighttime 
temperatures are 77 degrees and 52 degrees Fahrenheit, respectively, with summer highs 
typically in the 80s and winter lows in the 40s.  Pasadena receives an average annual rainfall of 
about 20 inches, which primarily falls between the winter months of November and March. 
 
Regional access to Pasadena is provided by the 110 Freeway, State Route 134, and the 210 
Freeway.  The 110 Freeway connects the City to Downtown Los Angeles, Pasadena, and other 
areas of the southern California region.  The SR-134 and 210 Freeway serve as an east/west 
corridor, providing access to Ventura and Riverside Counties.  The Metro Gold Line provides 
regional rail access throughout Los Angeles County.  Arroyo Parkway, Colorado Boulevard, 
and Los Robles Avenue are major arterials with Fair Oaks Avenue and Lake Avenues minor 
arterials that provide for local circulation throughout the City.   
 
3.2 PROJECT SITE SETTING 
 
The project site is located at the southeast corner of Colorado Boulevard and El Molino Avenue.  
The project site is located within the Central District Specific Plan Area and also within the 
Pasadena Playhouse sub-district.  The project site encompasses 57,762 square-feet, or about 1.3 
acres.  The northern portion of the property is developed with a two-story commercial building  
that is currently vacant.  The southern portion of the property is developed with surface 
parking for the furniture store.  The building was built in 1916, added onto in 1927, and 
substantially altered in 1945.  The building is not historically significant pursuant to the City’s 
Central District Historic Resources Survey of 2003.  There are 11 ornamental street trees along El 
Molino and Colorado Boulevard, with 17 additional trees onsite in landscaped areas within and 
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adjacent to the existing parking lot at the rear of the building.  The project site is located 
between two historic resources: the Arcade Lane building is located adjacent the eastern project 
boundary, while the Pasadena Playhouse is located opposite the project site to the west across 
El Molino Avenue.  The project site is bounded by Colorado Boulevard on the north and by a 
strip of land that is associated with the Arcade building on the south.  Green Street is located 
about 64 feet south of the southern property boundary.   
 
El Molino Avenue abuts the western boundary of the site and is a de-emphasized street 
pursuant to the City’s Mobility Element.  This classification is intended to limit future street 
improvements that would allow for increased traffic loading on El Molino Avenue in an effort 
to protect the residential character of neighborhoods abutting the street throughout the City.   
 
The area surrounding the project site is highly urbanized, containing a mix of uses that include 
commercial uses such as a retail stores, cafes and restaurants; theatre uses including the 
Pasadena Playhouse and the Laemmle movie theatre opposite the site on the north side of 
Colorado.  The Playhouse District retains many of the original buildings constructed during the 
1920s and 1930s.  Building styles range from 1920s period revival architecture to contemporary 
commercial and residential buildings.  Building heights range from one to 10 stories.  Most 
structures in the immediate project vicinity are one and two stories in height, with some 
exceptions such as churches and the Playhouse tower.  Several taller buildings are nearby on 
Colorado Boulevard, including the five-story Trio Apartments on the northwest corner of 
Colorado Boulevard and El Molino, and the seven-story Bank of the West building further to 
the west on Colorado Avenue.  The three-story Arcade Lane building, dating from 1927, is 
directly east of the project site.   
 
3.3 CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT 
 
Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more individual events that, when evaluated 
together, are significant or would compound other environmental impacts.  Cumulative 
impacts are the changes in the environment that result from the incremental impact of 
development of the proposed project and other nearby projects.  For example, traffic impacts of 
two nearby projects may be inconsequential when analyzed separately, but could have a 
substantial impact when analyzed together.    
 
Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of cumulative impacts.  The 
discussion of related or cumulative projects may be drawn from either a “list of past, present, 
and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts” or a “summary of 
projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document or in a prior 
environmental document which has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated 
regional or area wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact.” 
 
Planned and pending developments in the site vicinity are listed in Table 3-1.  As indicated, 
projects within a ½ mile radius of the project site include approximately 1,256 dwelling units 
and 461,687 square feet of commercial development.   
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Table 3-1 
Planned and Pending Projects in the Site Vicinity 

Address Residential 
(DU) 

Commercial 
(SF) Description 

44 S Madison Ave. 22 8,000 
22 Condo Units and 8,000 sq ft retail with 
338 parking spaces replacing 113 space 
surface lot 

301 E Colorado Blvd. 56 8,000 8,000 SF retail, 56-unit luxury condos 
(Montana) 

556 E Colorado Blvd.  0 111,830 10,910 SF retail, 1,550 SF restaurant, and 
99,370 SF medical office 

592 E Colorado Blvd.  16 3,500 
Demo 1,440 SF retail shoe repair and 400 
SF take out restaurant, construct 3,500 
SF retail and 16 condos 

621 E Colorado Blvd.  304 14,602 304-unit residential; 14,602 SF retail, 420 
public parking and 456 residential parking 

1010 E Colorado Blvd.  0 18,236 
Demo 2,434 SF rental car office and 
14,000 SF bank and construct new 
18,236 SF bank (Citizen’s Bank) 

62 N El Molino Ave.  104 n/a 

(Part of Mill Creek Project at 686-717 E 
Union, 44-48 N El Molino) Demo 3,207 
SF office and construct 104 apts and 
ground floor retail office  

747 E Green St. 30 13,000 Construct 30 condo & 13,000 SF TV 
Studio  

936 E Green St. 46 7,700 Remove 11,000 SF and construct 46-unit 
Condominiums and 7,700 SF retail  

141 S Hudson Ave. 9 3,565 9-unit condo, 3,090 SF office, and 475 SF 
retail  

151 S Hudson Ave. 9 3,500 9 condominium units and 3,500 SF dental 
office  

171 S Hudson Ave. 20 9,000 Demo 6,800 SF office and construct 20 
condominiums and 9000 SF office  

251 S Hudson Ave. 17 0 17 condos 

233 N Hudson Ave. 23 0 23 condos 

85 S Lake Ave. 103 24,000 The Lofts at South Lake, 103 apartments 
and 24,000 SF retail  

203 N Lake Ave. 0 212,817 204,910 SF office, 4,236 SF bank, 3,671 
SF restaurant 

220 N Lake Ave. 106 9,200 106 condos; 9,200 SF retail 

240 N Madison Ave 180 0 180-unit student housing (138 new) 

128 N Oak Knoll Ave. 53 0 53 condos 

135 N Oakland Ave. n/a n/a Fuller Seminary Master Development 
Plan  

680 E Walnut St. 59 7,557 Construct 59 Condos and 7,557 SF retail  

712 E Walnut St. 28 3,396 Walnut Place 28 apartments, 3,396 SF 
retail 
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Table 3-1 
Planned and Pending Projects in the Site Vicinity 

Address Residential 
(DU) 

Commercial 
(SF) Description 

770 E Walnut St. 71 3,784 

Demolish one commercial building, two 
SFR, and three apartment buildings and 
construct 103,000 sq-ft mixed use, 
including 71 units, 1500 sq-ft restaurant, 
2284 sq-ft general commercial, and 144 
parking spaces 

Total 1,256 461,687  

Source: Related Projects within ½ mile radius, City of Pasadena Department of Transportation, March 
28, 2007.  
Notes:  DU = dwelling units; SF = square feet 
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4.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 
This section discusses the possible environmental effects of the proposed project for the specific 
issue areas that were identified as having the potential to experience significant impacts.  
“Significant effect” is defined by the State CEQA Guidelines §15382 as “a substantial, or 
potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected 
by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of 
historic or aesthetic significance.  An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered 
a significant effect on the environment, but may be considered in determining whether the 
physical change is significant.” 
 
The assessment of each issue area begins with a discussion of the setting relevant to that issue 
area.  Following the setting is a discussion of the project's impacts relative to the issue area.  
Within the impact analysis, the first subsection identifies the methodologies used and the 
“significance thresholds,” which are those criteria adopted by the City, other agencies, 
universally recognized, or developed specifically for this analysis to determine whether 
potential effects are significant.  The next subsection describes each impact of the proposed 
project, mitigation measures for significant impacts, and the level of significance after 
mitigation.  Each effect under consideration for an issue area is separately listed in bold text, 
with the discussion of the effect and its significance following.  Each bolded impact listing also 
contains a statement of the significance determination for the environmental impact as follows: 
 

Class I, Unavoidably Significant:  An impact that cannot be reduced to below the 
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures.  Such an 
impact requires a Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued if the project is 
approved. 
 
Class II, Significant but Mitigable: An impact that can be reduced to below the 
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures.  Such an 
impact requires findings to be made. 
 
Class III, Not Significant:  An impact that may be adverse, but does not exceed the 
threshold levels and does not require mitigation measures.  However, mitigation 
measures that could further lessen the environmental effect may be suggested if readily 
available and easily achievable. 
 
Class IV, No Impact or Beneficial:  Either the project would not alter environmental 
conditions or would reduce existing environmental problems or hazards. 

 
Following each environmental impact discussion is a listing of recommended mitigation 
measures (if required) and the residual effects or level of significance remaining after the 
implementation of the measures.  In those cases where the mitigation measure for an impact 
could have a significant environmental impact in another issue area, this impact is discussed as 
a residual effect. 
 
The impact analysis concludes with a discussion of cumulative effects, which evaluates the 
impacts associated with the proposed project in conjunction with other future development in 
the area.   
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4.1  AESTHETICS 
 
4.1.1  Setting 
 

a.  Visual Character of Area.  The City of Pasadena is located in the western San Gabriel 
Valley subregion of southern California.  The northernmost portions of the City extend into the 
San Gabriel Mountains foothills, reaching a maximum elevation of 1,900 feet above mean sea 
level.  The San Rafael Hills along the City’s western border rise to about 1,600 feet.  The rest of 
the City generally slopes south from the San Gabriel Mountains, bisected in the western portion 
by the Arroyo Seco, the prominent drainage feature in the City.  The San Gabriel Mountain 
Range is the most dominant visual feature in the City, followed by the Arroyo Seco.  On clear 
days, the mountains can be viewed from many areas of the City.  The City’s major north-south 
arterials provide the most notable view corridors.  
 
Pasadena retains a rich architectural heritage and a strongly legible urban form.  Much of the 
City developed prior to World War II and, as a result, there are numerous examples of 
architectural styles throughout the City’s neighborhoods.  One of the most notable is the City’s 
extensive inventory of craftsman style architecture, for which the City is most famous.  The 
central portion of the City is generally laid out on a strongly visual north-south east-west street 
grid street network.  This provides dramatic views for northbound and eastbound motorists of 
the San Gabriel Mountains.  The City is also prominently bisected by a discontinuous freeway 
system.  Interstate 210 (the Foothill Freeway) bisects the City into north and south segments, 
and separates the Arroyo Seco and the San Rafael hill from the majority of the City.  State Route 
134 (an extension westerly of Interstate 210) bisects the Arroyo Seco and its neighborhoods, 
while an incomplete portion of Interstate 710 (Long Beach Freeway) bisects neighborhoods in 
western Pasadena. 
 
The City’s Central District, in which the project is located, includes a diverse mix of land uses, 
functioning as Pasadena’s urban core and supporting the primary business, financial, retail and 
government center of the City.   
 

b.  Visual Character of the Project Site and Surroundings.  The project site is located in 
the Pasadena Playhouse Sub-District of the Central District, which is named for the Pasadena 
Playhouse, a local landmark constructed in the mid 1920s that is individually listed in the 
National Register.  The Playhouse is a contributing structure to the Playhouse Historic District.  
The project site is directly adjacent to the Playhouse National Register Historic District, which 
includes most of the west side of El Molino Avenue across from the project site. 

 
The Playhouse District retains many of the original buildings constructed during the 1920s and 
1930s.  Building styles range from 1920s historic structures to contemporary commercial and 
residential buildings.  Building heights range from one to 10 stories; most structures in the 
immediate project vicinity are one to three stories in height, with some exceptions such as 
churches and the Playhouse Tower.  Several taller buildings are nearby on Colorado Boulevard, 
including the five-story Trio Apartments on the opposite corner from the project site and the 
nine-story (including the mezzanine floor) Bank of the West building.  The three-story Arcade 
Lane building, dating from 1927, is directly east of the project site.  Figure 4.1-1(a-c) shows 
surrounding development on Colorado Boulevard and El Molino Avenue. 



Photo 1 - View of adjacent development to the east on Colorado Boulevard.  The existing project site
structure is partially visible in the right side of the frame. The Arcade Lane building is directly adjacent.

Photo 2 - View of adjacent development to the west on the south side of Colorado Boulevard, 
across El Molino Avenue from the project site.

Figure 4.1-1a
City of Pasadena

Views of Surrounding Development
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Photo 3 - Existing development on the opposite (northwest) corner 
of Colorado Boulevard and El Molino Avenue from the project site.

Photo 4 - Existing development directly across Colorado Boulevard from the project site.

Figure 4.1-1b
City of Pasadena

Views of Surrounding Development
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Photo 5 & Photo 6 - Existing development to the west, directly across El Molino Avenue from the project site.

Photo 7 - View west from the project site, across El Molino Avenue, of the Pasadena 
Playhouse and Playhouse courtyard.

Figure 4.1-1c
City of Pasadena

Views of Surrounding Development

680 East Colorado Boulevard Commercial Project EIR
Section 4.1  Aesthetics



680 East Colorado Boulevard Commercial Project EIR 
Section 4.1  Aesthetics 
 
 

   City of Pasadena 
 4.1-5  

Clear and extensive views of the mountains through the project site from El Molino Avenue and 
Green Street are not available due to intervening vegetation and structures, including the 
existing commercial building on the site.   
 
The dominant feature on the project site is a two-story commercial retail structure totaling 
approximately 66,000 square-feet, located on the southeast corner of Colorado Boulevard and El 
Molino Avenue, with frontages on both streets (see Figures 4.1-2a and 4.1-2b).  An existing 36-
space surface parking lot is located south of the building, fronting on El Molino Avenue and 
Green Street.  The building, which is of a contemporary design and relatively free of 
architectural ornamentation, was built in 1916, added onto in 1927, and substantially altered in 
1945.  The building is not historically significant pursuant to the City’s Central District Historic 
Resources Survey of 2003.  Existing landscaping includes 11 ornamental street trees along El 
Molino Avenue and Colorado Boulevard, with 17 additional trees onsite in landscaped areas 
within and adjacent to the existing parking lot. 
 

c.  Regulatory Setting.  The City of Pasadena’s General Plan Land Use Element includes 
citywide design principles that are intended to guide development in the City by encouraging an 
identifiable and coherent city form and by encouraging architectural design compatible with the 
existing built environment, including historic structures and the unique urban context of Pasadena. 

 
The project site is within the area governed by the City’s adopted Central District Specific Plan 
(CDSP) and the Pasadena Playhouse Sub-District Design Guidelines.  These documents contain 
design guidelines, recommendations, “proposals” and design concepts intended to set forth a 
physical design character for the Central District and Playhouse Sub-district.  The northern 
portion of the project site is within the area of the Central District where the tallest building 
heights are allowed (up to 90 feet average height).  This height district, reflecting the sub-area’s 
denser and taller character, is centered generally on the Colorado Boulevard corridor between 
North Mentor Avenue and the 110 Freeway. 
 
The project is proposed on the southeast corner of Colorado Boulevard and El Molino Avenue.  
This intersection is identified in the Urban Design section of the CDSP as a Primary Focal 
Intersection.  The CDSP categorizes Colorado Boulevard as a Main Commercial Boulevard with 
Strong Pedestrian Orientation.  The site is also within an area identified as an Activity Node, 
and is adjacent to a Civic Landmark (the Pasadena Playhouse). 
 
The Pasadena Municipal Code requires design review of new construction and alterations 
throughout the City.  In the Central District, structures greater than 5,000 square feet in size, 
such as the proposed project, require review and approval by the City’s Design Commission.  
The Design Commission’s jurisdiction includes architecture, materials, scale, massing, color, 
lighting, landscaping, open space and other design concepts (Pasadena Municipal Code, Title 2, 
Chapter 2.80).  The Design Commission also receives and considers comments from the Historic 
Preservation Commission on projects which have the potential to affect historic resources 
directly, or indirectly when the Historic Preservation Commission is asked to review them. 



Photo 1 - View of project site looking southeast from the opposite (northwest) corner of Colorado Boulevard and El Molino Avenue.

Figure 4.1-2a
City of Pasadena

Existing Conditions on the Project Site

680 East Colorado Boulevard Commercial Project EIR
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Photo 2 - Views to the site looking east from the Playouse courtyard, directly across El Molino Avenue.

Photo 3 - View northeast to the project site from the southwest corner of Green Street 
and El Molino Avenue.

Figure 4.1-2b
City of Pasadena

Existing Conditions on the Project Site
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4.1.2  Impact Analysis  
 
a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds.  The assessment of aesthetic impacts 

involves qualitative analysis that is inherently subjective in nature.  Different viewers react to 
viewsheds and aesthetic conditions differently.  This evaluation measures the existing visual 
resource against the proposed action, analyzing the nature of the anticipated change.  The 
project site was observed and photographically documented, as was the surrounding area, to 
assist in the analysis.    
 
The checklist in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines suggests that significant impacts 
could occur if a project: 

 
• Has a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; 
• Substantially damages scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway; 
• Substantially degrades the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 

surroundings; or 
• Creates a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 

nighttime view in the area. 
 
It should be noted that the first of these criteria was eliminated from further consideration in the 
Initial Study, which determined that the proposed project’s impacts related to scenic vistas 
would be less than significant (see Appendix A for the Initial Study discussion). 
 

b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. 
 
 Impact AES-1 The proposed project could result in indirect aesthetic impacts 

on adjacent historic landmarks and landmark-eligible 
structures due to potential incompatibility of design and scale. 
 However, because the project requires review by the City’s 
Design Commission, these impacts are Class III, less than 
significant. 

 
The site is directly adjacent to the Playhouse National Register Historic District, which includes 
most of the west side of El Molino Avenue across from the project site.  The proposed new 
commercial building is directly across El Molino Avenue from the Pasadena Playhouse, a 
National Historic Landmark constructed in the mid 1920s.  The proposed new building is also 
adjacent to the Arcade Lane buildings, constructed in 1927, which is eligible for designation as a 
historic resource. 
 
The proposed project would not directly affect these designated or eligible existing historic 
resources.  However, the proposed commercial building would be two- to four times taller than 
the principal Playhouse structure and the other structures within the Playhouse Historic District 
across El Molino Avenue.  The project would also be two- to three times taller than the Arcade 
Lane buildings. In addition to the difference in scale and height, the project’s contemporary 
architecture departs from the Mission/Spanish Colonial Revival styles of the Playhouse Historic 
District.  Figure 4.1-3 is a conceptual rendering of the project as it would be seen from across El 
Molino Avenue looking northeast, provided by the applicant’s architect. 
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The proposed project has been designed in consideration of these two adjacent historic 
resources.  The project incorporates a paseo, linking El Molino Avenue with the Arcade Lane 
buildings.  This pedestrian corridor would provide for future pedestrian line-of-sight between 
the historic Playhouse and the Arcade.  The paseo would help to physically and visually link 
the two structures.  The proposed project would be physically and visually set back from the 
Pasadena Playhouse by El Molino Avenue.  
 
In addition to these aspects of the project that have been designed in consideration of historic 
resources, the Playhouse District Design Guidelines acknowledge a “unique design eclecticism” 
that includes “contemporary design” in the district and could accommodate differing 
architectural themes where appropriate.  Nevertheless, the proposed project could result in 
indirect aesthetic impacts on adjacent historic landmarks and landmark-eligible structures due 
to potential incompatibility of design and scale. 
 
Pursuant to Chapter 17.61 of the Pasadena Municipal Code, the project requires review and 
approval by the City’s Design Commission.  The Design Commission’s jurisdiction includes 
architecture, materials, scale, massing, color, lighting, landscaping, open space and other design 
concepts, including compatibility with surrounding development.  The Design Commission 
also receives and considers comments from the Historic Preservation Commission on projects 
which are within their jurisdiction.  Among the design guidelines and recommendations that 
the Design Commission would consider are the following, from the Pasadena Playhouse Sub-
District Design Guidelines: 
 

Guideline 1: Support Progressive Design.  Sophisticated, progressive designs will 
communicate the arts and cultural identity of the area.  These will also build 
upon the Subdistrict's unique design eclecticism. 

 
Guideline 2: Reference Historic Structures.  Although contemporary design solutions are 

encouraged, significant and noteworthy buildings in the area have qualities 
worthy of emulation.  The scale, massing, and degree of façade articulation 
of new structures should be respectful of historical buildings. 

 
Guideline 3: Add Rich Visual Detail.  An amiable pedestrian character requires buildings 

with human-scale design elements and decorative detail that modulate the 
light and invite attention. Nonetheless, details must provide evidence of 
artistry and craftsmanship. 

 
Recommendation 1: Demand a high level of design excellence that is appropriate to an 

arts-oriented district; variety within the context of a street-oriented 
development pattern is encouraged. 

 
Recommendation 2: Provide for contemporary, progressive and innovative design 

throughout the area; designs should respect their context, but not 
mimic historic styles. 



Architect’s Rendering of Project as Seen from
Colorado Boulevard and El Molino Avenue Intersection Figure 4.1-4

City of Pasadena
Image Source: Gensler, June 2008.
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Recommendation 3: Respect the scale, massing, and articulation of adjacent historic 

buildings; massing should not overwhelm or diminish historic 
structures. 

 
Recommendation 4:  Avoid large, featureless building surfaces, especially along the street 

and outdoor passages; expansive ground floor windows with 
interesting displays and special detail at entrances are 
recommended. 

 
With the required review and approval by the Design Commission, indirect aesthetic impacts on 
adjacent historic landmarks and landmark-eligible structures would be less than significant. 

 
Mitigation Measures.  As impacts would be less than significant, no mitigation is required. 
 
Significance after Mitigation.  Indirect aesthetic impacts on adjacent historic landmarks 

and landmark-eligible structures due to potential incompatibility of design and scale would be less 
than significant without mitigation. 
 
 Impact AES-2 The proposed project would introduce a new 72-foot tall 

structure plus 15-feet of appurtenances to a site currently 
occupied by a two-story building.  This change would 
substantially alter the visual character of the site and its 
surroundings.  However, by complying with the Design 
Review process and adhering to adopted City design 
guidelines, impacts would be Class III, less than significant.   

 
The proposed new commercial building would be approximately three times taller than the 
existing structure on the site.  The new building would also have a wider frontage on El Molino 
Avenue, as the new building would occupy a portion of the space that is currently utilized for 
surface parking.  The simple and unadorned existing building is not considered to be of 
especially high aesthetic value; nevertheless, due primarily to the taller facades and more 
articulated design of the proposed building, the project would result in a substantial change to 
the visual character of the site.  The existing building is shown in Figure 4.1-2 a and b, and a 
conceptual renderings of the proposed building are is shown in Figures 4.1-3 and 4.1-4.  The 
proposed site plan is shown in Figure 2-3 in Section 2.0 Project Description. 
 

Context.  Pasadena Plaza is a 158,000 sf mixed-use retail and office building situated on the 
prominent corner of Colorado Boulevard and El Molino Avenue. The district is comprised of a 
myriad of disparate architectural styles and building types and as such, lacks a cohesive 
architectural character. Although of different architectural styles, the surrounding context is of a 
common traditional language, incorporating traditional approaches to massing, proportion and 
window fenestration. 
 
Colorado Boulevard is a major vehicular artery, its character is predominantly established by four 
significant projects, the Bank of the West building, the Trio and Archstone residential projects, and 
the immediately adjacent, Arcade Lane. These structures are all of various traditional styles and 
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range in height from 3 to 9 floors. The balance of Colorado Blvd. is made up of relatively low scale 
retail buildings.  
 
In contrast, El Molino Avenue is made up of a variety of 1 story retail with the exception of the 
historically significant Pasadena Playhouse, a 3-story Mission style structure. It is vital for the 
pedestrian nature of El Molino to be enhanced to create a vibrant district for the community. 
 

Architectural Strategy.  Through strategic massing and architectural expression, the 
proposed 5-story structure establishes an architectural language compatible with the diverse 
character of its surroundings. By creating this common architectural language, Playhouse Plaza’s 
compatible, but unique, character will cohesively establish the traditional context of the Playhouse 
District. 
 

Massing Strategy.  The massing of the proposed building addresses the uniquely different 
scales and characteristics of the two frontage streets and also responds to the scale of Arcade Lane, 
immediately adjacent to the East. The main building mass is setback from all boundary property 
lines to allow base or extension elements to relate individually to unique surrounding conditions.  
 

Colorado Boulevard.  On Colorado, the upper floors recede to diminish overall height, while 
a two-story base expression creates a strong vehicular street edge and relates to the scale of the 
neighboring Arcade Lane, see Figure 4.1-4 in this section and Figure 2-7 in Section 2.0  Project 
Description for views of the Building from Colorado Boulevard.   

 
El Molino Avenue.  Along El Molino, the 5 story mass acts as a backdrop for the lower scale 

building extensions to relate to the low scale retail nature of the pedestrian street. The modulation 
of these extensions breaks the buildings overall length and creates a rhythm of lower scale 
structures with intermittent retail courtyards, enriching the vitality of the pedestrian oriented 
district. Figures 4.1-3 and 4.1-4 show views of the building along the El Molino Avenue frontage. 
 

Pedestrian Paseo.  Directly opposing the entry courtyard to the Pasadena Playhouse, a new 
pedestrian walkway  paseo connects Arcade Lane, with Playhouse Plaza and visually connects 
with the anchoring Pasadena Playhouse. With proposed enhanced street paving, the paseo is seen 
as an extension of the Playhouse courtyard. The new 8,600 square foot paseo, which will serve as 
public open space is lined with retail and courtyard amenities, creating vibrant pedestrian 
connectivity for the playhouse district.  Figure 4.1-3 in this section and Figure 2-8 in Section 2.0  
Project Description shows a views of the pedestrian plaza looking towards from the Pasadena 
Playhouse and from the Arcade Lane Building respectively.   
 

Architectural Expression.  The contemporary new building utilizes traditional architectural 
principles; these overarching principles enable the new structure to relate to diverse character of 
the surrounding contextual conditions, while still maintaining a singular unified expression. 
   

• The new structure incorporates a traditional tripartite expression of base, middle, and top, 
found extensively throughout the neighboring buildings.   

 
• The fenestration, or approach to window openings, again adopts a traditional  “punched 

window” façade treatment. In strategic locations, the facades or walls are expressed with 
depth or thickness to further address the pedestrian nature of the street. 
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• In traditional fashion, the structure is expressed or “grounded”. The structure of columns 

and overhead canopies create rhythm and visual interest, responding to the pedestrian 
nature of the retail streets. 

 
• Variation in rooflines, window fenestration and base treatments, enable the new structure 

to relate contextually to uniquely different characteristics of surrounding conditions. 
 

• The prominent corner expression creates identity for the building and announces the  
gateway to the Playhouse district. 

 
Material Quality.  Materially, the proposed building will incorporate appropriate and high 

quality materials. 
 

• The body of the new building will incorporate pre-cast architectural concrete panels, 
similar GFRC (Glass Fiber Reinforced Concrete) panels, or hard-toweled finished plaster, 
similar to the Playhouse. 

 
• To comply with current energy codes, the glazing will be high performance IG (insulated 

glass) units, allowing for high level of transparency / low level of reflectivity. 
 

• All architectural roof elements, trellises and retail canopies will be constructed of high 
quality architectural metal panels. 

 
• On the ground floor base, dimensional stone wainscots and accents will be utilized to 

enhance the quality and durability of the pedestrian experience. 
 
Although the building would be substantially larger than the existing onsite development, it 
should be noted that the City considers the portion of the Colorado Boulevard corridor that 
encompasses the project site to be potentially suitable for taller buildings.  Height limits on the 
site and immediate vicinity are among the highest allowed citywide.  In addition, although the 
building would be substantially taller than existing and immediately adjacent buildings, the 
proposed 72-foot height plus the additional 15-feet of appurtenances would not be out of 
character with the surrounding area in general, which includes a mix of building heights.  The 
proposed height is similar to that of several structures located within a block or two of the 
project site, as illustrated in Figure 4.1-1 (a and b), in which other buildings of five or more 
stories are visible.  Both the building’s height (72-feet) and the additional height of the 
appurtenance (15-feet) are within the Central District Maximum Height requirement for the 
Playhouse District established in the Pasadena Municipal Code (§17.30.030).  
 
Finally, as noted previously, the project requires review and approval by the City’s Design 
Commission.  The Design Commission’s jurisdiction includes architecture, materials, scale, 
massing, color, lighting, landscaping, open space and other design concepts, including 
compatibility with surrounding development.  The design review process would ensure that 
the project, if approved, would meet the City’s criteria for a design that does not result in 
significant adverse impacts to the aesthetic quality of the site. 
 
 



680 East Colorado Boulevard Commercial Project EIR 
Section 4.1  Aesthetics 
 
 

   City of Pasadena 
 4.1-14  

 Mitigation Measures.  As impacts to the aesthetic quality and visual character of the site 
and its surroundings would be less than significant, no mitigation is required. 

 
Significance after Mitigation.  Impacts to the aesthetic quality and visual character of the 

site and its surroundings would be less than significant without mitigation. 
 
 Impact AES-3 The proposed project would result in new sources of light and 

glare and create new shadows on and around the project site.  
This would be due to the increased height and scale of 
development, as well as the larger proportion of glazing and 
potentially reflective metal materials, in contrast with the 
existing development on the site.  This is a Class II, significant 
but mitigable, impact. 

 
  

Lighting.  Implementation of the proposed project would introduce new sources of light 
and glare.  The existing structure is two stories tall; only the first story has windows, and the 
second story is painted a matte brown color with few reflective materials outside of the blue 
lettering for the commercial sign, and is not heavily lit.  The proposed commercial building 
would be five stories tall; all floors have windows and materials are muted, earth toned colors, 
and include additional glass and metal accents.  Potential sources of increased lighting include 
the spillover of interior light onto the street from interior lighting and exterior lights and 
signage during the nighttime hours.  The ingress and egress points for the proposed 
subterranean garage would also be lighted, and headlights of vehicles exiting the structure at 
night would cast light onto roadways and surrounding properties. 
 
The project site is located in downtown Pasadena, an area with high levels of existing lighting 
associated with the dominant commercial uses.  The new building would not be immediately 
adjacent to light-sensitive uses such as residences or sensitive habitat.   Nevertheless, the 
increase in night lighting could result in adverse aesthetic impacts depending on the design and 
type of lighting.  However, the project would be required to adhere to Section 17.40.080 of the 
City’s Municipal Code, which regulates outdoor lighting.  Among other limitations, the 
regulations require lighting to be shielded or recessed so that direct glare and reflections are 
confined to the maximum extent feasible within the boundaries of the site, and shall be directed 
downward and away from adjoining properties and public rights-of-way.  Flashing lights and 
high-intensity lights are prohibited.  Section 17.48.100, General Provisions for On-Premise Signs, 
regulates the appearance and lighting of commercial signs, requiring, among other provisions, 
that the artificial illumination of signs, either from an internal or external source, be designed to 
eliminate negative impacts on surrounding rights-of-way and properties.  External light sources 
are required to be directed and shielded to limit direct illumination of any object other than the 
sign, and light sources may not be visible within 100 feet of any residential zoning district. 
Internally illuminated signs visible from any residential zoning district must be turned off 
between the hours of 11:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. unless they identify an establishment open for 
business during those hours.  Section 17.48.110.D, Neon Signs and Architectural Lighting, limits 
the use of lighting for architectural accent. 
 
In addition, as noted above, the project requires review and approval by the City’s Design 
Commission.  The Design Commission’s jurisdiction includes materials and lighting, including 
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compatibility of lighting with surrounding development.  The design review process, in concert 
with the outdoor lighting regulations, would ensure that the project, if approved, would meet the 
City’s criteria for a design that does not result in significant adverse impacts to the aesthetic quality 
of the site.  
 

Glare.  Potential sources of glare would consist of glazing (windows) and other reflective 
materials used in the façade of the proposed structures.  As noted above, the existing structure is 
two stories tall, while the proposed commercial building would be five stories tall.  Only the 
first story of the existing structure has windows, and the second story is painted a matte brown 
color with few reflective materials, while all floors of the proposed commercial building would 
have windows, materials would be muted, earth toned colors, and additional glass and metal 
accents are proposed. 
 
As also noted above, the project site is in an urban environment with numerous existing sources 
of glare.  Nevertheless, high levels of glare from materials on the proposed commercial building 
compared with the existing low glare levels on the site could result in adverse aesthetic impacts, 
particularly in relation to nearby historic structures.  Mitigation measures are required to 
minimize the glare effects of the five-story structure. 
 
 Shadows.  The proposed five-story structure would replace an existing two-story 
structure and would cast shadows onto adjacent properties.  Figure 4.1-5 shows summer 
shadows cast by the structure on exterior spaces of neighboring properties.  The two spaces 
under evaluation include the Pasadena Playhouse courtyard to the west across El Molino 
Avenue from the project site, and the Arcade Building open terrace courtyard along the eastern 
boundary of the site (see Figure 4.1-5).  During the summer, the proposed project would cast 
shadows onto the Arcade Building open terrace courtyard in the late afternoon and evening as 
the sun moves westward.  
 
During the winter, the proposed five-story structure would create shadows that are longer than 
those created in the summer (see Figure 4.1-6).  The winter shadows would project onto the 
northeast corner of the Pasadena Playhouse Courtyard in the morning, and would move 
northward across Colorado Boulevard during the mid-day.  During the afternoon, shadows 
created by the proposed project would move eastward, shading the entire Arcade Building 
open terrace courtyard in the late afternoon and projecting further eastward to the interior 
courtyard of the Archstone Playhouse residential project (see Figure 4.1-6).  It should be noted 
that the Archstone Playhouse residential project is also five stories tall and would itself cast 
shadows onto its own interior courtyard space as well.  There are no thresholds of significance 
for shadow effects, though it is noted that the proposed project will cast longer shadows than 
are currently created due to the increased development height (three additional stories).  There 
are no thresholds of significance for shadow impacts and the project’s effect with respect to 
shadows is thus less than significant.   
 

Mitigation Measures.  The following mitigation measure would reduce potential glare 
impacts associated with the proposed project. 
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AES-3 Building Material Specifications.  Prior to the issuance of any 
building permits, the applicant shall submit plans and specifications 
for all building materials to the Planning Division for review and 
approval. All structures facing any public street or neighboring 
property shall use minimally reflective glass and all other materials 
used on the exterior of buildings and structures shall be selected 
with attention to minimizing reflective glare. The use of glass with 
over 25% reflectivity shall be prohibited except as expressly 
approved by the Design Review Commission. 

 
Significance After Mitigation.  With incorporation of this mitigation measure, impacts 

related to glare would be reduced to a less than significant level.  
 
 c.  Cumulative Impacts.  Planned and pending developments in the site vicinity are 
listed in Table 3-1 of Section 3.0, Environmental Setting.  As indicated, projects within a ½ mile 
radius of the project site include approximately 1,256 dwelling units and 461,687 square feet of 
commercial development.  These developments include a range of uses including 
condominiums, office space, restaurants, and a seminary.  Such development includes both 
demolition of existing uses and new developments that could cumulatively increase the 
urbanized nature and intensity of the project vicinity.  However, the City’s General Plan, Urban 
Design Concepts, Design Guidelines and Zoning Ordinance provide a variety of standards, 
regulations and guidelines specifically intended to ensure that visual impacts from new 
development projects are minimized and that projects are designed and constructed in 
accordance with the City’s aesthetic vision.  These policy and regulatory documents, combined 
with the City’s Design Review process, ensure that cumulative aesthetic impacts would not be 
cumulatively considerable.  Significant cumulative impacts to the aesthetic character and visual 
resources of downtown Pasadena are not anticipated. 
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4.2  AIR QUALITY 
 
4.2.1  Setting 
 

a.  Climate and Meteorology.  The semi-permanent high-pressure system west of the 
Pacific coast strongly influences California’s weather.  It creates sunny skies throughout the 
summer and influences the pathway and occurrence of low-pressure weather systems that 
bring rainfall to the area during October through April.  As a result, wintertime temperatures in 
Pasadena are generally mild, while summers are warm and dry.  The dominant daily wind 
pattern in the basin is a daily sea breeze followed by a nightly land breeze.  These wind patterns 
are occasionally broken during the winter by storms coming from the north and northwest and 
by episodic Santa Ana winds.  Santa Ana winds are strong northerly to northeasterly winds that 
originate from high-pressure areas centered over the desert of the Great Basin.  These winds are 
usually warm, very dry, and often full of dust.  They are particularly strong in the mountain 
passes and at the mouths of canyons.  The net effect of the dominant daily wind pattern in the 
Pasadena area is that daytime air pollutant emissions from coastal sources are carried inland 
and nighttime winds carry the inland pollution to the coastal areas.  However, the weak 
nighttime wind conditions can allow for localized stagnation of pollutants inland. 
 
The City of Pasadena is located in a transitional climate zone which is influenced by both the 
ocean and warm continental air masses.  Pasadena is also located in a thermal belt which means 
that cold air that occurs during winter nights drains off to lower elevations.  Temperatures in 
the City range from an average annual minimum of 48° Fahrenheit (F) to an average annual 
maximum of 76° F with a mean annual temperature of 62° F.  Precipitation is generally limited 
to a few storms during the winter season between November and April with annual average 
rainfall of about 12 to 13 inches per year. 

 
b.  Air Pollution Regulation.  Air quality is regulated federally by the Environmental 

Protection Agency, statewide by the California Air Resources Board (CARB).  Local control in 
air quality management is provided by the CARB through county-level Air Pollution Control 
Districts (APCDs).  The CARB has established air quality standards and is responsible for the 
control of mobile emission sources, while the local APCDs are responsible for enforcing 
standards and regulating stationary sources.  The CARB has established 14 air basins statewide.  
The non-desert portions of Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside Counties, together with 
all of Orange County, comprise the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which is controlled by South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).  The City of Pasadena is located in the 
SCAB.   

 
Federal and state standards have been established for ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulates less than 10 and 2.5 microns in 
diameter (PM10 and PM2.5), and lead (Pb) (refer to Table 4.2-1).  California has also set standards 
for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility reducing particles.  The SCAQMD is 
required to monitor air pollutant levels to assure that air quality standards are met and, in the 
event they are not, to develop strategies to meet these standards.  Depending on whether the 
standards are met or exceeded, the local air basin is classified as being in “attainment” or 
“nonattainment.” 
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The South Coast Air basin is a federally designated nonattainment area for ozone and PM10.   
Current state nonattainment designations within this basin exist for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5.   

 

Table 4.2-1 
Current Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Federal Standard California Standard 

Ozone 0.08 ppm (8-hr avg) 
0.09 ppm (1-hr avg) 
0.07 ppm (8-hr avg) 

Carbon Monoxide 
9.0 ppm (8-hr avg) 
35.0 ppm (1-hr avg) 

9.0 ppm (8-hr avg) 
20.0 ppm (1-hr avg) 

Nitrogen Dioxide 0.053 ppm (annual avg) 0.25 ppm (1-hr avg) 

Sulfur Dioxide 
0.03 ppm (annual avg) 
0.14 ppm (24-hr avg) 
0.5 ppm (3-hr avg) 

0.04 ppm (24-hr avg) 
0.25 ppm (1-hr avg) 

Lead 1.5 μg/m3 (annual avg) 1.5 μg/m3 (30-day avg) 

Particulate Matter (PM10) 
50 μg/m3 (annual avg) 
150 μg/m3 (24-hr avg) 

20 μg/m3 (annual avg) 
50 μg/m3 (24-hr avg) 

Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 
15 μg/m3 (annual avg) 
65 μg/m3 (24-hr avg) 

12 μg/m3 (annual avg) 

ppm= parts per million 
μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
Source: California Air Resources Board, ww.arb.ca.gov/aqs/aaqs2.pdf, October 26, 2006. 

 
The potential health effects of pollutants for which the South Coast Air Basin is in 
nonattainment are described below. 
 
 Ozone.  Ozone is produced by a photochemical reaction (triggered by sunlight) between 
nitrogen oxides (NOx) and reactive organic gases (ROG).  Nitrogen oxides are formed during 
the combustion of fuels, while reactive organic gases are formed during combustion and 
evaporation of organic solvents.  Because ozone requires sunlight to form, it is formed primarily 
between the months of April and October.  Ozone is a pungent, colorless toxic gas with direct 
health effects on humans including respiratory and eye irritation and possible changes in lung 
functions.  Groups most sensitive to ozone include children, the elderly, people with respiratory 
disorders, and people who exercise strenuously outdoors. 
 

Carbon Monoxide.  Carbon monoxide (CO) is a colorless, odorless, poisonous gas that is 
only found in high concentrations when very near its source.  The major local source of CO is 
automobile traffic.  Elevated concentrations are usually only found near areas of high traffic 
volumes.  The adverse effect of CO on human health is a function of its affinity for hemoglobin 
in the blood.  At high concentrations, CO reduces the amount of oxygen in the blood, causing 
heart difficulties in people with chronic diseases, reduced lung capacity, and impaired mental 
abilities. 
 
 Nitrogen Dioxide.  Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) is a by-product of fuel combustion, with the 
primary source being motor vehicles and industrial boilers and furnaces.  The principal form of 
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nitrogen oxide produced by combustion is nitric oxide (NO), but NO reacts rapidly to form 
NO2, creating the mixture of NO and NO2 commonly called NOx.  Nitrogen dioxide is an acute 
irritant.  A relationship between NO2 and chronic pulmonary fibrosis may exist, and an increase 
in bronchitis in young children at concentrations below 0.3 parts per million (ppm) may occur.  
Nitrogen dioxide absorbs blue light and causes a reddish brown cast to the atmosphere and 
reduced visibility.  It can also contribute to the formation of PM10 and acid rain. 
 
 Suspended Particulates.  Atmospheric particulate matter is comprised of finely divided 
solids and liquids such as dust, soot, aerosols, fumes, and mists.  The particulates that are of 
particular concern are PM10 which measures no more than 10 microns in diameter, and PM2.5, a 
fine particulate measuring no more than 2.5 microns in diameter.  The characteristics, sources, 
and potential health effects associated with the small particulates (those between 2.5 and 10 
microns in diameter) and fine particulates (PM2.5) can be very different.  Major man-made 
sources of PM10 are agricultural operations, industrial processes, combustion of fossil fuels, 
construction, demolition operations, and entrainment of road dust into the atmosphere.  
Natural sources include wind blown dust, wildfire smoke, and sea spray salt.  The finer, PM2.5 
particulates are generally associated with combustion processes as well as being formed in the 
atmosphere as a secondary pollutant through chemical reactions.  Fine particulate matter is 
more likely to penetrate deeply into the lungs and poses a serious health threat to all groups, 
but particularly to the elderly, children, and those with respiratory problems.  More than half of 
the small and fine particulate matter that is inhaled into the lungs remains there, which can 
cause permanent lung damage.  These materials can damage health by interfering with the 
body’s mechanisms for clearing the respiratory tract or by acting as carriers of an absorbed toxic 
substance. 
 
 c.  Current Ambient Air Quality.  The SCAQMD monitors air pollutant concentrations 
throughout the basin at various monitoring stations.  The SCAQMD has divided the basin 
among 38 separate monitoring stations.  The nearest SCAQMD monitoring station is located on 
the Caltech campus at 752 S Wilson Avenue.  However, particulate matter less than 10 microns 
data is not available from the Pasadena monitoring station; therefore, data for this pollutant has 
been taken from the Los Angeles-North Main Street station, located at 1630 North Main Street, 
roughly 10 miles south and west of Pasadena.   Table 4.2-2 summarizes exceedances of the 
federal and/or state standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide and particulate 
matter less than 10 microns and less than 2.5 microns within the Pasadena, and nearby area.   
 
As shown in table 4.2-2, state and federal thresholds for ozone were exceeded in Pasadena 
during the past three years.  The state threshold for PM10 was exceeded three times in 2005 and 
five times in 2007 in nearby Los Angeles.   The federal threshold for PM2.5 was exceeded one 
time in 2007.  There were no state or federal exceedances of carbon monoxide or nitrogen 
dioxide in the last three years, and no exceedances of federal PM10 standards. 
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Table 4.2-2   

Ambient Air Quality Data  

Pollutant 2005 2006 2007 
aOzone, ppm - Worst Hour  0.145 0.151 0.149 

 Number of days of State exceedances (>0.09 ppm) 13 26 13 

 Number of days of Federal exceedances (>0.12 ppm) 2 5 3 
aCarbon Monoxide, ppm - Worst 8 Hours  2.83 2.80 2.28 

 Number of days of State/Federal exceedances (>9.0 ppm) 0 0 0 
aNitrogen Dioxide, ppm - Worst Hour  0.104 0.120 0.092 

 Number of days of State exceedances (>0.25 ppm) 0 0 0 
bParticulate Matter <10 microns, μg/m3 Worst 24 Hours  70.0 59.0 78 

 Number of samples of State exceedances (>50 μg/m3 ) 3 3 5 

 Number of samples of Federal exceedances (>150 μg/m3 ) 0 0 0 

aParticulate Matter <2.5 microns, μg/m3 Worst 24 Hours 62.8 45.8 68.8 

     Number of samples of Federal exceedances (>65 μg/m3 ) 0 0 1 
a Pasadena-S Wilson Avenue Station 
b Los Angeles-North Main Street Monitoring Station 
Source: CARB, 2005, 2006, & 2007 Annual Air Quality Data Summaries available at http://www.arb.ca.gov 

 
d.  Sensitive Receptors in the Project Area. Certain population groups are considered 

more sensitive to air pollution than others.  Sensitive population groups include children, the 
elderly, the acutely ill and the chronically ill, especially those with cardio-respiratory diseases.  
Residential uses are also considered sensitive to air pollution because residents (including 
children and the elderly) tend to be at home for extended periods of time, resulting in sustained 
exposure to any pollutants present.  Sensitive receptors within the vicinity of the project site 
include the multi-family residential building on the northwest corner of Colorado Boulevard 
and El Molino Avenue and the multi-family residential building on the southwest corner or 
Colorado Boulevard and South Oak Knoll Avenue. 
 
4.2.2  Impact Analysis 
 
 a.  Methodology and Significance Thresholds.  The air quality analysis conforms to the 
methodologies recommended in the South Coast Air Quality Management District CEQA Air 
Quality Handbook (1993).  Quantitative pollution emissions estimates for the proposed project 
were calculated using URBEMIS 2007 (Version 9.2.4), which was developed by the California 
Air Resources Board to evaluate construction emissions, area emissions and operational 
emissions associated with new development.  Construction emissions are based on the amount 
of demolition, grading and building construction that would occur due to project development.  
Area emissions include natural gas consumption, hearth fuel combustion, landscape fuel 
combustion, consumer products, and architectural coatings.  Operational emissions are 
associated with motor vehicle trip generation resulting from the project.  Trip generation 
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estimates for the project were obtained from a traffic study conducted by Linscott, Law and 
Greenspan Engineers (July 2008).  The traffic study is included in the attached appendices.   
 
A significant adverse air quality impact may occur when a project individually or cumulatively 
interferes with progress toward the attainment of the ozone standard by releasing emissions 
that equal or exceed the established long-term (operation) or temporary (construction) 
quantitative thresholds for pollutants, or causes an exceedance of a state or federal ambient air 
quality standard for any criteria pollutant.  Table 4.2-3, below, lists the project and cumulative 
significance thresholds recommended by the SCAQMD for project operations within the South 
Coast Air Basin. 

 

Table 4.2-3   
SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds 

Pollutant Construction Operation 

ROG 75 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 

NOx 100 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 

CO 550 lbs/day 550 lbs/day 

SOx 150 lbs/day 150 lbs/day 

PM10 150 lbs/day 150 lbs/day 

PM2.5 55 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 

Source:  SCAQMD, 2006, http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/hdbk.html 
 

 
Localized significance thresholds (LSTs) have been established by the SCAQMD in response to 
the Governing Board’s Environmental Justice Enhancement Initiative (1-4), which was prepared 
to update the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  The LSTs were devised in response to 
public concern regarding exposure of individuals to criteria pollutants in local communities.  
The LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project that will not cause or contribute to 
an air quality exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard at the nearest sensitive receptor, taking into consideration ambient concentrations in 
each source receptor area (SRA), project size, distance to the sensitive receptor, etc.  However, 
the LSTs only apply to emissions within a fixed stationary location, including idling emissions 
during both project construction and operation, and LSTs have been developed only for NOx, 
CO, and PM10.  LSTs have been developed for emissions within areas up to five acres in size, 
with air pollutant modeling recommended for activity within larger areas.  Table 4.2-4 includes 
LSTs for projects of two acres in size in Source Receptor Area 2 (SRA-8), which is designated by 
the SCAQMD as the West San Gabriel Valley area and includes the City of Pasadena.  
Additionally, it should be noted that LSTs are not applicable to mobile sources such as cars on a 
roadway (Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology, SCAQMD, June 2003). 
Comparison of the project’s operational emissions to LSTs was deemed unnecessary, as the 
majority of operational air pollutants from the proposed project would be generated from 
vehicles that travel to and from the site.   
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Table 4.2-4  

SCAQMD LSTs for Construction in SRA-8 

Pollutant Allowable emissions(lbs/day) as a function of receptor distance in 
feet from a two acre site boundary 

 82 164 328 656 1,640 

 lbs/day 

Gradual conversion of NOx to 
NO2 

180 175 190 227 321 

CO 681 938 1,295 2,263 6,465 

PM2.5 (μg/m3)  4 5 9 21 82 

PM10 (μg/m3) Construction 6 19 34 66 160 

Source:  http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/LST/LST.html#Appendix%20C; July 2005, With Links to: 1) SRA/City 
Table; and 2) Appendix C - Mass Rate LST Look-up Tables 

 
 
 b.  Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. 

 
Impact AQ-1 Air pollutant emissions generated by construction of the 

proposed project would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds for 
NOx, CO, SO2, or PM10 or PM2.5.  However, ROG emissions 
would exceed SCAQMD thresholds.  This is a Class II, 
significant but mitigable impact. 

 
The majority of construction related emissions result from grading, and building, due to use of 
heavy equipment and architectural coatings, respectively.   The ozone precursor NOx is 
primarily a byproduct of diesel combustion.  ROG is released primarily during the finishing 
phase of construction upon application of paints and varnishes.   The URBEMIS computer 
program calculates construction emissions based on demolition (Phase I), grading (Phase II), 
building construction (Phase III) and architectural coating (Phase IV). 
 
Since the precise construction schedule has not yet been defined, a maximum emission scenario 
was used in order to analyze the construction impacts associated with a single stage 
construction scenario that is further broken down into the phases described above.  The 
scenario assumes that 660,000 cubic feet of structure would be demolished with a daily 
maximum amount of 10,000 cubic feet.   Each truck is assumed to have a capacity of 20 cubic 
yards and would make five round trips a day.  The waste would be hauled off site to a landfill 
or recycling facility that is located 10 miles from the project site.   
 
The URBEMIS 2007, version 9.2.4 model was used to calculate emissions associated with the 
construction of the proposed project based on the proposed land use, length of construction, 
operation of construction equipment and other activities associated with the construction phase 
of the proposed commercial building.  Estimates of construction related project emissions are 
shown below in Table 4.2-5.  As indicated, emissions would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds for 
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NOx, CO, SO2, PM10 or PM2.5.  However, emissions of ROG could exceed the daily threshold of 
75 lbs/day during application of architectural coatings (see Table 4.2-5) 
 

Table 4.2-5   
Estimated Maximum Daily Air Pollutant Emissions During Construction 

 Unmitigated Emissions (lbs/day) 

 ROG * NOx CO SO2 Total 
PM10 

Total 
PM2.5 

Phase I Demolition 1.52 11.44 7.25 0.00 5.00 1.60 

Phase II Mass Grading 3.22 26.53 14.14 0.00 38.14 8.92 

Phase III Building  4.43 20.02 24.97 0.01 1.45 1.31 

Phase IV  Architectural Coating 97.95 0.07 1.24 0.02 0.01 0.00 

Maximum lbs/daya 97.95 26.53 24.97 0.02 38.14 8.92 

SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? Yes No No No No No 

Notes:Construction phases do not occur concurrently.  Maximum lbs/day is based on highest emissions in either 
construction year 1 or 2.   
* ROG (VOC) emissions presented as URBEMIS 2007 v.9.2.4 mitigated value to account for manufacturing implemented 
VOC reduction of 62% per SCAQMD Rule 1113 (average of 100g VOC/liter of coating). 
Source:  URBEMIS 2007, Version 9.2.4, see Appendix B for calculations.   

 
A comparison of estimated construction emissions using the SCAQMD’s spreadsheet for LST’s 
is shown in Table 4.2-6.   
 

Table 4.2-6   
Total On-Site Construction Criteria Pollutant 

Emissions for Localized Significance Thresholds 

  CO NOx PM10 PM2.5 

Demolition 27.1 53.4 3.5 3.0 

Site Preparation  20.7 44.9 4.8 2.6 

Grading 24.9 53.2 3.6 2.8 

Building 11.0 26.0 1.5 1.3 

Arch Coating and Paving 17.6 36.0 2.6 2.4 

Localized Significance Threshold* 180 681 6 4 

Exceed Significance? No No No No 

Source: SCAQMD’s Sample Construction Scenarios spreadsheet for LST analysis.  See Appendix B for calculations. 
*LSTs are for a two-acre project site in SRA-8 at a distance of 82 feet from the site boundary. 
Please consult http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/LST/LST.html  for the Methodology Paper for applicable LSTs. 
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It is noted that the output results for URBEMIS as compared with the LST spreadsheet output 
results differ.  Discussions with SCAQMD staff indicated that these tools overestimate 
emissions, and that the URBEMIS tool is intended to be utilized first.  In the event that 
emissions as quantified by URBEMIS meet or exceed thresholds, additional quantification and 
analysis is warranted.  The LST spreadsheets represent a less conservative model in that they do 
not overestimate to the degree that the URBEMIS program does.  However, the LST analysis 
results are still considered conservative by SCAQMD and are the recommended method of 
analysis for estimating air quality impacts to the closest sensitive receptors.  As indicated in 
Table 4.2-6, the estimated daily construction emissions of criteria pollutants are below the LST’s 
for this location.  Therefore, impacts from construction generated emissions relative to LSTs 
would be less than significant. 
 
 Mitigation Measures.  Project emissions would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds for 
NOx, CO, SO2, or PM10 or PM2.5.   Therefore, impacts would be less than significant without 
mitigation for these pollutants; however, emissions of ROG could exceed the daily threshold of 
75 lbs/day depending on the types of coatings used and the rate of application.  Therefore, 
mitigation is required to reduce the potential for adverse effects to a level that is less than 
significant.  Additionally, though adverse effects related to fugitive dust and NOx are not 
anticipated, standard dust control and ozone precursor control is recommended for all 
construction projects in the SCAQMD.  
 

AQ-1(a)   ROG Control.  The following shall be implemented to minimize daily 
ROG emissions related to the application of architectural coatings: 

 
• Low VOC architectural and asphalt coatings shall be used on site and 

shall comply with AQMD Rule 1113-Architectural Coatings. 
 
 AQ-1(b) Ozone Precursor Control.  The following shall be implemented 

during construction to minimize emissions from construction 
equipment: 

 
• Equipment engines should be maintained in good condition and in 

proper tune as per manufacturer’s specifications;  
• Lengthen construction periods during the smog season so as to minimize 

the number of vehicles and equipment operating simultaneously; and 
• Use new technologies to control ozone precursor emissions as they 

become available. 
 

AQ-1(c) Fugitive Dust Control.  The following shall be implemented during 
construction to minimize fugitive dust emissions: 

 
• Water trucks shall be used during construction to keep all areas of 

vehicle movements damp enough to prevent dust from leaving the site.  
At a minimum, this will require twice daily applications (once in late 
morning and once at the end of the workday).  Increased watering is 
required whenever wind speed exceeds 15 mph.  Grading shall be 
suspended if wind gusts exceed 25 mph. 



680 East Pasadena Boulevard Mixed-Use EIR 
Section 4.2  Air Quality  
 
 

  City of Pasadena 
 4.2-9 
  

• Soil with 5% or greater silt content that is stockpiled for more than two 
days shall be covered, kept moist, or treated with soil binders to prevent 
dust generation.  Trucks transporting material shall be tarped from the 
point of origin or shall maintain at least two feet of freeboard. 

• All material excavated or graded shall be treated with soil binders or 
shall be sufficiently watered at least twice daily with complete coverage, 
preferably in the late morning and after work is done for the day.   

• All clearing, grading, earth moving, or excavation activities shall cease 
during periods of high winds (i.e., greater than 20 mph averaged over 
one hour) so as to prevent excessive amounts of dust.   

• All material transported off-site shall be securely covered to prevent 
excessive amounts of dust. 

• Face masks shall be used by all employees involved in grading or 
excavation operations during dry periods to reduce inhalation of dust 
which may contain the fungus which causes San Joaquin Valley Fever. 

 
Significance After Mitigation.  Use of Low VOC coatings (ROG = VOC) would result in 

maximum daily emissions of ROG of 39.2 lbs/day, which is below the 75 lb/day threshold.  
Although mitigation is not required for other pollutants as projected maximum daily emissions 
are below SCAQMD thresholds, the recommended mitigation measures would further reduce 
construction related emissions of fugitive dust and ozone precursors to the greatest extent 
feasible.   
 

Impact AQ-2 Operation of the proposed project would generate air pollutant 
emissions, but emissions would not exceed SCAQMD 
operational significance thresholds.  Therefore, the project’s 
operational impact to regional air quality would be Class III, 
less than significant. 

 
The net increase in long-term emissions associated with the proposed project, as presented in 
Table 4.2-6, includes those emissions associated with vehicle trips (mobile emissions) and the 
use of natural gas and landscaping maintenance equipment (area emissions) upon buildout of 
the project.   
  
The project was analyzed for operational impacts based on the type of land use and the 
associate square footage.  Since the project involves 159,971 square feet (sf) of office use1, it is 
estimated to generate 1,761 average daily vehicle trips (ADT).  In addition to the 1,761 ADT 
generated by the project, increased electricity and natural gas would be consumed by the 
159,971 square feet of development.  As such, project operation would increase emissions of air 
pollutants that incrementally contribute to the degradation of regional air quality.   
 
                                                 
1 The proposed project consists of an office building with approximately 145,564 square feet of office uses and 
14,407 square feet of ground floor commercial uses.  The description contained in the "Trip Generation" manual for 
the ITE Land Use 710 category states that an office building may contain a mixture of tenants, including professional 
services, insurance companies, investment brokers, and tenant services such as a bank, restaurant or cafeteria, and 
service retail facilities.  Therefore, the ancillary ground floor commercial space (i.e., non general office space) to be 
provided as part of the project was included in the total building square footage for trip generation forecasting 
purposes. 
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The URBEMIS 2007 model was used to calculate emissions associated with the proposed project 
based on the proposed land use and the number of trips generated by the new development.  
Estimates of project emissions are shown below in Table 4.2-6.  As indicated, overall emissions 
would not exceed project and cumulative SCAQMD thresholds for ROG, NOx, CO, SO2, or 
PM10 or PM2.5.  Therefore, operational impacts to air quality would be less than significant.   
 

Table 4.2-7  Operational Emissions Associated  
with the Proposed Project (lbs/day) 

 

Emission Source ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Area Source 1.32 1.12 3.99 0.00 0.01 0.01 

Vehicle Emissions 14.87 20.68 184.50 0.19 31.10 6.05 

Total Emissions 16.19 21.80 188.49 0.19 31.11 6.06 

SCAQMD Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Source:  URBEMIS 2007, Version 9.2.4, see Appendix B for calculations.   

 
As indicated in Table 4.2-4, the incremental increase in ROG, NOx, CO, SO2, PM10, and PM2.5 

emissions associated with the proposed project is less than the SCAQMD’s project and 
cumulative thresholds of 55 lbs per day or more of ROG, NOx, or PM2.5, or 550 lbs per day or 
more of CO, and 150 lbs per day or more of PM10.  Comparison of project emissions to LSTs was 
not deemed necessary, as the majority of operational air pollutants from the proposed project 
would be generated from vehicles that travel to and from the site.   
 

Mitigation Measures.  No mitigation required. 
 
 Significance after Mitigation.  Project operational air quality impacts are less than 
significant without mitigation.  
 

Impact AQ-3 Long-term mobile emissions associated with the proposed 
project would incrementally increase carbon monoxide (CO) 
concentrations at heavily congested intersections in the area.  
However, because CO levels would remain within state and 
federal standards, and the LOS at affected intersections would 
be D or better, such impacts are considered Class III, less than 
significant. 

 
Areas with high vehicle density, such as congested intersections, have the potential to create 
high concentrations of CO, known as CO “hot spots”.  A project’s localized air quality impact is 
considered significant if CO emissions create a hot spot where either the California one-hour 
standard of 20 ppm or the federal and state eight-hour standard of 9.0 ppm is exceeded.  This 
typically occurs at severely congested intersections (LOS E or worse).  Reports from the 
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Pasadena –S Wilson Avenue station indicate that CO level highs over the past three years 
ranged from 2.28- 2.83 ppm, well below the 9 ppm 8-hour standard.  Historical data for 
maximum hourly CO levels at this station range from 5-7 ppm, well below the 20 ppm hourly 
standard. 
 
The proposed project was analyzed to determine whether a carbon monoxide (CO) “hotspot” 
analysis was required pursuant to Caltrans’ CO protocol.  “Hotspots” are locations where the 
federal or state ambient air quality standards could be exceeded because of the concentration of 
motor vehicles that are idling.  Other factors contributing to a CO hotspot include the 
configuration of the intersection, distance to the receptors and patterns of air circulation.   
 
Exceedance of CO standards is most likely to occur at those locations with significant traffic 
congestion, meaning LOS operations of E or F.  Based on the LOS criteria and the results of the 
traffic study prepared by Lindscott, Law and Greenspan Engineers (2008), there are no 
intersections in the project area that would require a CO hotspot analysis.  All intersections in 
the project area are expected to operate at LOS D or better for existing plus pending projects 
and ambient growth plus the proposed project.  Thus, the proposed project does not require a 
CO hotspot analysis.  
 
Further, the proposed project is in an area that is in attainment for CO (CARB, 2007), and levels 
are decreasing, due to more stringent motor vehicle emissions regulations.  Project-generated 
traffic would have a less than significant impact with respect to CO hotspots at study area 
intersections. 
 
 Mitigation Measures.  None are necessary because the impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 
 Significance After Mitigation.  Impacts would be less than significant without 
mitigation. 
 

Impact AQ-4 Emissions generated by the long-term operations of the 
proposed project could contribute to the inability for the air 
basin to reach attainment.  However, the proposed project is in 
compliance with the AQMP, which is intended to bring the 
basin into attainment and compliance with standards.  
Therefore, regional air quality impacts are Class III, less than 
significant. 

 
The Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) is a document produced by the SCAQMD that 
builds upon improvements accomplished from the previous plans, and aims to incorporate all 
feasible control measures while balancing costs and socioeconomic impacts.  The 2007 AQMP is 
the current regulating document, adopted June 1, 2007 and replaces the previous 2003 AQMP.  
The 2007 AQMP relies on a comprehensive and integrated control approach aimed at achieving 
the PM2.5 standard by 2015 through implementation of short-term and midterm control 
measures and achieving the 8-hour ozone standard by 2024 based on implementation of 
additional long-term measures. 
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The SCAQMD has designated two key indicators of consistency with air quality policies.  The 
first criterion requires that the project not result in an increase in the frequency or severity of 
existing air quality violations, cause or contribute to new violations, or delay the timely 
attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions specified in the AQMP.  
The second criterion requires that the project not exceed the assumptions made in preparing the 
AQMP. 
 
With respect to the first criterion, SCAQMD methodologies require that an air quality analysis 
include forecasts of project emissions in a regional context during construction and operation.  
These forecasts are provided earlier in this section. Since the consistency criteria identified 
under the first criterion pertain to pollutant concentrations, rather than to total regional 
emissions, an analysis of the proposed project’s pollutant emissions on localized pollutant 
concentrations is used as the basis for evaluating project consistency (SCAQMD, 1993). 
 
As previously indicated in impacts AQ-1 through AQ-3, air pollutant emissions are less than 
significant, or can be mitigated to less than significant levels.  Thus, the project is consistent 
with the first criterion. 
 
The second consistency criterion requires that the project does not exceed the assumptions in 
the AQMP. A project is consistent with the AQMP if it is consistent with the population, 
housing and employment assumptions which were used in the development of the AQMP. The 
2007 AQMP, the most recent AQMP adopted by the SCAQMD, incorporates, in part, SCAG’s 
2004 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) socioeconomic forecast projections of regional 
population and employment growth.  SCAG recently adopted the 2008 RTP, which includes 
updated forecasts.  However, using these figures would not be consistent with the figures and 
projections for the 2007 AQMP. The 2004 RTP is based on growth assumptions through 2030 
developed by each of the cities and counties in the SCAG region.  All projects in the region 
contribute to regional pollution and the emissions associated with these projects are modeled by 
the SCAQMD to determine future air quality conditions. If pollutant concentrations are shown 
by the model to exceed state or federal ambient air quality standards, SCAQMD, SCAG, and 
CARB develop additional control strategies to offset emissions and reduce concentrations to a 
level below the standards. The project site is located in the San Gabriel Valley Council of 
Governments subregion of the SCAG. San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments growth 
forecasts have been incorporated into the 2030 SCAG projections. The 2004 RTP projected 
population to reach 152,908 people by 2015.  The current population as recorded by the 
California Department of Finance is 148,126 (2008).  The proposed project is an office building 
and would not directly add to population that could increase the possibility of the SCAG 
projections to be exceeded.  The proposed project is consistent with growth assumptions 
included in the AQMP. In addition, the proposed project is consistent with the City General 
Plan which is consistent with the RTP. As such, the impact would be less than significant.  
 
 Mitigation Measures.  The proposed project is consistent with the AQMP.  Impacts are 
less than significant. 
 
 Significance after Mitigation.  Impacts are less than significant without mitigation. 
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c.  Cumulative Impacts.  The South Coast Air Basin is a non-attainment area for federal 
and state standards for ozone and PM10.  Attainment and maintenance plans for the Federal CO 
threshold was approved by the US EPA on June 11, 2007.  Any growth within the Los Angeles 
metropolitan area contributes to existing exceedances of ambient air quality standards when 
taken as a whole with existing development in the region.  However, every new development 
project is evaluated independently for its adverse effects to air quality.  Emissions associated 
with this development, in combination with other development throughout the South Coast Air 
Basin, would incrementally contribute to the degradation of regional air quality.  Adding the 
proposed project to the cumulative projects list (Table 3-1), the proposed project would account 
for approximately 26% of the total cumulative square footage.  While, this represents a large 
figure for overall development, the proposed project does not include project or regional air 
quality impacts.  Increased emissions associated with cumulative development could 
potentially hinder the attainment of State and Federal air quality standards if numerous 
individual projects cannot fully mitigate associated emissions.  However, it is anticipated that 
each development contained in the cumulative project list would undergo evaluation for air 
quality impacts at the project level, thereby incorporating mitigation to reduce impacts to the 
greatest extent feasible.   Additionally, it should be noted that regional development is generally 
envisioned and accounted for in the Air Quality Management Plan for the region and as 
indicated in Impact AQ-4, consistency occurs between the proposed project and the AQMP.  
Thus, the project would not add an incremental effect to the cumulative analysis and impacts 
are not considered cumulatively considerable.        

 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
With regard to new projects in California, GHG impacts are nearly always exclusively 
cumulative impacts; there are no non-cumulative GHG emission impacts from a climate change 
perspective (CAPCOA, 2008; AEP, 2007).  As with other individual relatively small projects (i.e., 
projects that are not cement plants, oil refineries, electric generating facilities/providers, co-
generation facilities, or hydrogen plants or other stationary combustion sources that emit more 
than 25,000 MMT CO2E/yr), the primary concern would be whether the project would be in 
conflict with the state goals (AB 32) for reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
Three types of analyses are used to determining whether the project could be in conflict with 
the state goals for reducing greenhouse gas emissions. The analyses are reviews of: 
 

A. The potential conflicts with the CARB 44 early action strategies (as shown below in 
Table 4.2-8); 

B. The relative size of the project in comparison to the estimated greenhouse reduction goal 
of 174 MMTCO2E by 2020 and in comparison to the size of major facilities that are 
required to report greenhouse gas emissions (25,000 metric tons of CO2E/yr) (CARB, 
2007f); and 

C. The basic parameters of the project to determine whether its design is inherently energy 
efficient. 

 
The proposed project would construct a LEED silver commercial office building with ground 
floor retail uses in the Central District Specific Plan area of downtown Pasadena.  With regard 
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to Item A, the project does not pose any apparent conflict with the list of the CARB early action 
strategies, as shown in Table 4.2-8. 
 

Table 4.2-8 
Recommended AB 32 Greenhouse Gas Measures to be 

 Initiated by the California Air Resources Board Between 2007 and 2012 

 
ID # 

 
Sector Strategy Name 

1 Fuels 
 Above Ground Storage Tanks 

2 Transportation 
 Diesel – Off-road equipment (non-agricultural) 

3 Forestry 
 Forestry protocol endorsement 

4 Transportation 
 Diesel – Port trucks 

5 Transportation 
 Diesel – Vessel main engine fuel specifications 

6 Transportation 
 Diesel – Commercial harbor craft 

7 Transportation 
 Green ports 

8 Agriculture 
 Manure management (methane digester protocol) 

9 Education 
 

Local government Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction 
guidance / protocols 

10 Education 
 Business GHG reduction guidance / protocols 

11 Energy Efficiency 
 Cool communities program 

12 Commercial 
 

Reduce high Global Warming Potential (GWP) GHGs in 
products 

13 Commercial 
 Reduction of PFCs from semiconductor industry 

14 Transportation 
 SmartWay truck efficiency 

15 Transportation 
 Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) 

16 Transportation 
 

Reduction of HFC-134a from DIY Motor Vehicle AC 
servicing 

17 Waste 
 Improved landfill gas capture 

18 Fuels 
 Gasoline disperser hose replacement 
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Table 4.2-8 
Recommended AB 32 Greenhouse Gas Measures to be 

 Initiated by the California Air Resources Board Between 2007 and 2012 

19 Fuels 
 Portable outboard marine tanks 

20 Transportation 
 Standards for off-cycle driving conditions 

21 Transportation 
 Diesel – Privately owned on-road trucks 

22 Transportation 
 Anti-idling enforcement 

23 Commercial 
 SF6 reductions from the non-electric sector 

24 Transportation 
 Tire inflation program 

25 Transportation 
 Cool automobile paints 

26 Cement 
 Cement (A): Blended cements 

27 Cement Cement (B): Energy efficiency of California cement 
facilities 

28 Transportation 
 

Ban on HFC release from Motor Vehicle AC service / 
dismantling 

29 Transportation 
 Diesel – offroad equipment (agricultural) 

30 Transportation 
 Add AC leak tightness test and repair to Smog Check 

31 Agriculture 
 

Research on GHG reductions from nitrogen land 
applications 

32 Commercial 
 Specifications for commercial refrigeration 

33 Oil and Gas 
 Reduction in venting / leaks from oil and gas systems 

34 Transportation 
 

Requirement of low-GWP GHGs for new Motor Vehicle 
ACs 

35 Transportation 
 Hybridization of medium and heavy-duty diesel vehicles 

36 Electricity 
 Reduction of SF6 in electricity generation 

37 Commercial 
 

High GWP refrigerant tracking, reporting and recovery 
program 

38 Commercial 
 Foam recovery / destruction program 
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Table 4.2-8 
Recommended AB 32 Greenhouse Gas Measures to be 

 Initiated by the California Air Resources Board Between 2007 and 2012 

39 Fire Suppression 
 Alternative suppressants in fire protection systems 

40 Transportation 
 Strengthen light-duty vehicle standards 

41 Transportation 
 Truck stop electrification with incentives for truckers 

42 Transportation 
 Diesel – Vessel speed reductions 

43 Transportation 
 Transportation refrigeration – electric standby 

44 Agriculture 
 Electrification of stationary agricultural engines 

Source: California Air Resources Board, 2007 

 
With regard to Item B, temporary project construction greenhouse gas emissions would be 
approximately 386 metric tons of CO2/yr, based on URBEMIS 2007 estimates.  Based on 
URBEMIS 2007 estimates, the CAPCOA White paper (2008), and the California Climate Action 
Registry General Reporting Protocol (March 2007), the long-term emissions generated by the 
proposed project would be an estimated 5,203 metric tons of CO2E/yr from operation 
(including emissions from vehicle trips, space heating and indirect emissions from use of 
electricity).  The project would not be classified as a major source of greenhouse gas emissions 
(the maximum annual emissions would be during operation of the project and would be about 
21 percent of the lower reporting limit for major sources, which is 25,000 metric tons of 
CO2E/yr).  Moreover, the proposed project would be a LEED project, and would include energy 
efficiency features that are designed to reduce the project’s long term effects on the environment 
throughout the life of the project.  At this stage of the project, specific features have not yet been 
defined; however, the project appears to capitalize on natural light, and is situated in a mixed 
use area with abundant residential development and mass transit.  
 
It is recommended that the following features be incorporated into the LEED designs as priority 
design features that would specifically reduce transportation, energy efficiency and water usage 
impacts of the overall development.   
 

 Sustainable Site Credit 4.2. For commercial or institutional buildings, provide 
secure bicycle racks and/or storage (within 200 yards of a building entrance) for 5% 
or more of all building users (measured at peak periods), AND, provide shower and 
changing facilities in the building, or within 200 yards of a building entrance, for 
0.5% of Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) occupants. (1 point) 

 
 Sustainable Site Credit 4.3.  Provide low-emitting and fuel-efficient vehicles for 3% 

of Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) occupants AND provide preferred parking for these 
vehicles; OR provide preferred parking for low-emitting and fuel-efficient vehicles 
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for 5% of the total vehicle parking capacity of the site. For the purposes of this credit, 
low-emitting and fuel-efficient vehicles are defined as vehicles that are either 
classified as Zero Emission Vehicles (ZEV) by the California Air Resources Board or 
have achieved a minimum green score of 40 on the American Council for an Energy 
Efficient Economy (ACEEE) annual vehicle rating guide.  “Preferred parking” refers 
to the parking spots that are closest to the main entrance of the project (exclusive of 
spaces designated for handicapped) or parking passes/spaces provided at a 
discounted price. 

 
 Water Efficiency Credit 3.2.  Employ strategies that in aggregate use 30% less water 

than the water use baseline calculated for the building (not including irrigation) after 
meeting the Energy Policy Act of 1992 fixture performance requirements. 
Calculations are based on estimated occupant usage and shall include only the 
following fixtures (as applicable to the building): water closets, urinals, lavatory 
faucets, showers and kitchen sinks. (2 point) 

 
 Energy and Atmosphere Credit 2.  Use on-site renewable energy systems to offset 

building energy cost. Calculate project performance by expressing the energy 
produced by the renewable systems as a percentage of the building annual energy 
cost and using the table below to determine the number of points achieved. Use the 
building annual energy cost calculated in EA Credit 1 or use the Department of 
Energy (DOE) Commercial Buildings Energy Consumption Survey (CBECS) 
database to determine the estimated electricity use.  

 
% Renewable Energy Points 
o 2.5% (1 point) or  
o 7.5% (2 points) or 
o 12.5% (3 points)or 

 
The proposed project would be required to be a minimum of Silver LEED certification, accruing 
a minimum of 33 points above standard building and construction practices.  The project’s 
contribution of 5,203 metric tons of CO2E/year based on standard electricity consumption, 
natural gas consumption, and average daily trips does not account for reductions that would be 
associated with a LEED silver project.  It would be speculative to assign additional reductions 
without a method of quantifying reductions for the project; however it is plausible that the 
project’s generation of 5,203 metric tons of CO2E per year will be further reduced due to silver 
LEED certification.   
 
With regard to Item C, about 72 percent of the project GHG emissions are estimated to come 
from vehicle trips.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure TC-2(a), as discussed in Section 4.5, 
Traffic and Circulation, would require the applicant to conform to the provisions of the City of 
Pasadena’s Transportation Management Ordinance.  Pursuant to the Transportation 
Management Ordinance the applicant shall submit and implement a Transportation Systems 
Management Plan.  This plan is used to implement measures that would decrease the number 
of vehicular trips by persons traveling to the project site by offering specific facilities, services 
and actions designed to increase the use of alternative transportation modes (e.g., walking, 
bicycling, transit, etc.) and ridesharing.  In addition, the project would be constructed with 
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techniques consistent with Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) 
certification pursuant to the requirements of Municipal Code 14.90.040.  The LEED program is 
designed to assign credits for environmentally-friendly design features and construction 
practices, so that projects may have less impact on the environment than standard construction 
would.  Both the Transportation Systems Management Plan and the LEED building techniques 
would result in a reduction of project GHG emissions and a more energy efficient project. 
 
Based on project construction and operation greenhouse gas emissions estimates, it is not 
anticipated that the project emissions alone would substantially add to the global inventory of 
greenhouse gas emissions. The operational emissions of greenhouse gas emissions from the 
project (5,203 tons) would be about 0.001 percent of California’s current greenhouse gas 
emissions (478.65 million metric tons, according to the 2004 inventory).  Recognizing that there 
is a great amount of public concern regarding GHGs, the majority of the information given 
above is for disclosure purposes as required by CEQA.  There is no agreement among air 
quality experts, or guidance at the state level, regarding the level at which an individual 
project’s incremental GHG effect is cumulatively considerable.  Given the emerging level of 
experience within the air quality industry with GHG analyses, coupled with the fact that the 
policies implementing the state goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions in California to 1990 
levels by 2020, as set forth by the timetable established in AB 32, California Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006, have not been adequately defined, there is no way to state with 
reasonable scientific certainty that the project would conflict with these policies. 
 
It should also be noted that the global climate change would not be expected to have a 
substantial impact on the project.  The project location would not be affected by minor changes 
in sea level and the project would not require a substantial volume of water resources so any 
changes in available water resources (resulting from climate change) would not have a 
substantial effect on the viability of the project.  Given that the project will be a LEED Silver 
project, incorporating long term design and operational features that are sustainable, and the 
project’s effects represent about 0.001% of California’s 2004 inventory, the project’s effects are 
not cumulatively considerable.    
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4.3  NOISE & VIBRATION 
 
4.3.1 Setting 

 
a.  Overview of Sound Measurement.  Noise level (or volume) is generally measured in 

decibels (dB) using the A-weighted sound pressure level (dBA).  The A-weighting scale is an 
adjustment to the actual sound power levels to be consistent with that of human hearing 
response, which is most sensitive to frequencies around 4,000 Hertz (about the highest note on a 
piano) and less sensitive to low frequencies (below 100 Hertz).   

 
The sound pressure level is measured on a logarithmic scale with the 0 dB level based on the 
lowest detectable sound pressure level that people can perceive (an audible sound that is not 
zero sound pressure level).  Based on the logarithmic scale, a doubling of sound energy is 
equivalent to an increase of 3 dB, and a sound that is 10 dB less than the ambient sound level 
has no effect on ambient noise.  Because of the nature of the human ear, a sound must be about 
10 dB greater than the reference sound to be judged as twice as loud.  In general, a 3 dB change 
in community noise levels is noticeable, while 1-2 dB changes generally are not perceived.  
Quiet suburban areas typically have noise levels in the range of 40-50 dBA, while those along 
arterial streets are in the 50-60+ dBA range.  Normal conversational levels are in the 60-65 dBA 
range, and ambient noise levels greater than 65 dBA can interrupt conversations. 
 
Noise levels typically attenuate (or drop off) at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance from 
point sources such as industrial machinery.  Noise from lightly traveled roads typically 
attenuates at a rate of about 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance.  Noise from heavily traveled 
roads typically attenuates at about 3 dBA per doubling of distance.   
 
In addition to the actual instantaneous measurement of sound levels, the duration of sound is 
important since sounds that occur over a long period of time are more likely to be an annoyance 
or cause direct physical damage or environmental stress.  One of the most frequently used noise 
metrics that considers both duration and sound power level is the equivalent noise level (Leq).  
The Leq is defined as the single steady A-weighted level that is equivalent to the same amount 
of energy as that contained in the actual fluctuating levels over a period of time (essentially, the 
average noise level).  Typically, Leq is summed over a one-hour period.   
 
The actual time period in which noise occurs is also important since noise that occurs at night 
tends to be more disturbing than that which occurs during the daytime.  Two commonly used 
noise metrics – the Day-Night average level (Ldn) and the Community Noise Equivalent Level 
(CNEL) - recognize this fact by weighting hourly Leqs over a 24-hour period.  The Ldn is a 24-
hour average noise level that adds 10 dB to actual nighttime (10 PM to 7 AM) noise levels to 
account for the greater sensitivity to noise during that time period.  The CNEL is identical to the 
Ldn, except it also adds a 5 dB penalty for noise occurring during the evening (7 PM to 10 PM). 
 

b.  Sensitive Receptors.  Noise exposure goals for different land uses reflect the varying 
noise sensitivities associated with those uses.  Residences, hospitals, schools, guest lodging, and 
libraries are most sensitive to noise intrusion and therefore have more stringent noise exposure 
targets than manufacturing or industrial uses that are not subject to effects such as sleep 
disturbance.  Noise-sensitive receptors located in the vicinity of the project site include the 
multi-family residential building on the northwest corner of Colorado Boulevard and El Molino 
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Avenue and the multi-family residential building on the southwest corner of Colorado 
Boulevard and South Oak Knoll Avenue.   
 

c.  Regulatory Setting.  The City of Pasadena adopted its Noise Ordinance (Ordinance 
No. 5118) in 1973, which establishes exterior noise standards generally by land use and the 
maximum duration of time that the noise standards may be exceeded without being considered 
a nuisance punishable by law.  The Ordinance, as set forth in the City’s Municipal Code Title 9 
Section 36, Noise Restrictions, regulates ambient noise levels, which it defines as either actual 
measured ambient noise levels, or presumed ambient noise levels throughout the City, 
whichever is highest.  The Noise Ordinance prohibits any “unnecessary, excessive, or annoying 
noise” in the City.  The Ordinance does not control traffic noise, but applies to all noise sources 
located on private property.     
 
On July 28, 2008, the City of Pasadena amended the noise ordinance (Title 9, Chapter 9.36).  
Applicable changes to the noise ordinance that affect the proposed project include the addition 
an interior noise standard for multifamily residential property (9.36.060) and the deletion of 
references to noise districts.  The new multi-family interior noise standard prohibits noise to 
exceed those indicated in Table 4.3-1 inside the dwelling unit or 20 feet from the outside of the 
dwelling unit in which the noise source or sources may be located. 
 

Table 4.3-1 
Multi-Family Interior Noise Standards 

Time Interval Interior Noise Standards (dBA) 

7:00 AM to 10:00 PM 60 

10:00 PM to 7:00 AM 50 

Source: City of Pasadena, Noise Ordinance Section 9.36.060. 

 
The City of Pasadena adopted an updated General Plan Noise Element in 2003.  The Noise 
Element was updated to provide a description of existing and projected future noise levels, and 
to incorporate comprehensive goals, policies, and implementing actions.  The Noise Element 
includes a Land Use/Noise Compatibility Matrix, shown on Figure 4.3-1, which identifies the 
compatibility of different land uses with a range of noise levels, from less than 55 dBA CNEL to 
over 80 dBA CNEL.  For example, with mitigation, multi-family residential uses are considered 
compatible with noise environments of up to 75 dBA CNEL, while schools and libraries are 
considered compatible with noise environments of up to 80 dBA with mitigation.    

 
d.  Existing Noise Conditions and Sources.  The most common sources of noise in the 

project vicinity are transportation-related, such as automobiles, trucks, and motorcycles.  Motor 
vehicle noise is of concern because it is characterized by a high number of individual events, 
which often create a sustained noise level, and because of its proximity to areas sensitive to 
noise exposure.  The primary sources of roadway noise near the project site are Colorado 
Boulevard on the north, Green Street on the south, South Oak Knoll Avenue on the east and El  
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 COMMUNITY NOISE EXPOSURE
LAND USE CATEGORY Ldn or CNEL, dBA

55 60 65 70 75 80 85

RESIDENTIAL - LOW DENSITY SINGLE
FAMILY, DUPLEX, MOBILE HOMES

RESIDENTIAL - MULTI-FAMILY AND 
MIXED COMMERCIAL/RESIDENTIAL
USE

TRANSIENT LODGING - MOTELS,
HOTELS

SCHOOLS, LIBRARIES, CHURCHES,
HOSPITALS, NURSING HOMES

AUDITORIUMS, CONCERT HALLS,
AMPHITHEATRES

SPORTS ARENA, OUTDOOR
SPECTATOR SPORTS

PLAYGROUNDS, NEIGHBORHOOD
PARKS

GOLF COURSES, RIDING STABLES,
WATER RECREATION, CEMETERIES

OFFICE BUILDINGS, BUSINESS
COMMERCIAL AND PROFESSIONAL

INDUSTRIAL, MANUFACTURING,
UTILITIES, AGRICULTURE

CLEARLY ACCEPTABLE CONDITIONALLY ACCEPTABLE
Specified land use is satisfactory, based If new construction or development proceeds,
upon the assumption that any buildings an analysis of the noise reduction
involved are of normal conventional requirements should be made and needed noise
construction, without any special noise insulation features included in the design.
insulation requirements.

NORMALLY ACCEPTABLE NORMALLY UNACCEPTABLE
New construction or development should New construction or development should
be undertaken after an analysis of the generally not be undertaken, unless it can
noise reduction requirements is made and be demonstrated that an interior level of
needed noise insulation features included 45 dBA can be achieved.
in the design. Conventional construction, but
with closed windows and fresh air supply
systems or air conditioning will normally
suffice.

* Please note that these guidelines are general and may not apply to specific sites.
Source: California General Plan Guidelines, 1998, as modified by the City of Pasadena, 2002.
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Molino Avenue on the west.  Weekday morning 20-minute noise measurements were taken 
using an ANSI Type II integrating sound level meter.  Results of noise monitoring on June 11, 
2007 are shown in Table 4.3-2 and complete noise monitoring data can be found in Appendix C 
of this document.   
 

Table 4.3-2   
Noise Monitoring Results 

Measurement Location Primary Noise 
Source 

Approximate Distance to 
Primary Noise Source 

Leq 
(dBA) 

Nearest 
Sensitive 
Receptor 

E. of El Molino Avenue, mid-block 
between Colorado Ave. and Green St. 

El Molino 
Avenue 

25 feet from centerline of 
El Molino Avenue 71.3 Multi-family 

residences 

Southeast corner of Colorado 
Boulevard and El Molino Avenue 

Colorado 
Boulevard 

35 feet from centerline of 
Colorado Boulevard 64.0 Multi-family 

residences 

Source: Field visit using ANSI Type II Integrating sound level meter. 
See Appendix C for noise monitoring data sheets 

 
The traffic study for the project analyzed 13 study intersections (see Appendix E).  Of these 13 
study intersections, the following roadway segments were determined to have some potential 
for noise impacts due to their proximity to existing sensitive noise uses and estimated change in 
the roadway volume to capacity ratio: 
 

1. Colorado Boulevard between Los Robles Avenue and El Molino Avenue (nearest 
existing use:  multi-family residences) 

2. Colorado Boulevard between El Molino Avenue and South Oak Knoll Avenue 
(nearest existing use:  multi-family residences) 

3. El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and Green Street (nearest existing 
use:  multi-family residences) 

4. El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and Union Street (nearest existing 
use:  multi-family residences) 

5. South Oak Knoll Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and Green Street (nearest 
existing use:  multi-family residences) 

 
4.3.2 Impact Analysis 
 

a.  Methodology and Significance Thresholds.  Noise levels associated with existing 
and future traffic along area roadways were calculated using the Caltrans California Vehicle 
Noise Emission Levels (CALVENO) and standard noise modeling equations adapted from the 
Federal Highway Administration noise prediction model (Noise Modeling Data sheets can be 
viewed in Appendix C of this document).  The model calculations are based on traffic data from 
the EIR traffic study (see Appendix E).  Cumulative conditions correspond to assumed buildout 
of pending development within the City as indicated in Section 3.0, Table 3-1. 
 
The 2004 Final Environmental Impact Report for the 2004 Land Use and Mobility Elements, 
Zoning Code Revisions, and Central District Specific Plan, states that a significant noise impact 
would be created under the following circumstances.  
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• Development pursuant to the project will increase ambient noise levels above the “normally 

acceptable” category for any land use, as established in the City’s noise/land use compatibility 
matrix in the Noise Element. 

• The project will allow new noise sensitive development, such as residences, to be located in areas 
experiencing above “normally acceptable” levels of noise. 

 
For traffic-related noise, impacts are considered significant if project-generated traffic results in 
exposure of sensitive receptors to unacceptable noise levels.  Because the City of Pasadena does 
not have thresholds specific to traffic–generated noise, the Federal Interagency Committee on 
Noise (FICON) recommendations were used to determine whether or not increases in roadway 
noise would be considered significant.  The FICON recommendations were developed as a 
result of studies that relate aircraft noise levels to the percentage of people highly annoyed by 
various noise levels.  Although these recommendations were developed specifically for aircraft 
noise impacts, they are considered applicable to all noise sources that use noise exposure 
metrics such as the Ldn and CNEL.  The level of significance changes with increasing noise 
exposure, such that smaller changes in ambient noise levels result in significant impacts at 
higher existing noise levels.  Table 4.3-3 shows the significance thresholds for increases in traffic 
related noise levels caused either by the project alone or by cumulative development. 
 

Table 4.3-3   
Significance of Changes in  

Operational Roadway Noise Exposure 

Ambient Noise Level Without Project 
(Ldn or CNEL) Significant Impact 

< 60 dB + 5.0 dB or more 

60 – 65 dB + 3.0 dB or more 

> 65 dB + 1.5 dB or more 

Source:  Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON), August 1993 

 
If residential development or other sensitive receptors would be exposed to traffic noise 
increases exceeding the above criteria, impacts would be considered significant.  The City of 
Pasadena Municipal Code (§9.36.070) restricts construction activity within a residential district 
or within a radius of 500 feet to between the hours between 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM Monday 
through Friday, between 8:00 AM and 5:00 PM on Saturday, and does not allow construction 
activity to occur on Sundays or major National holidays.  Section 9.36.080 states that it is 
unlawful for any person to operate any powered construction equipment if the operation of 
such equipment emits noise at a level in excess of 85 dBA when measured within a radius of 100 
feet from such equipment.   
 
For stationary and general operational noise sources, the project would result in a significant 
operational noise impact if the operation of any machinery, equipment, pump, fan, air 
conditioning apparatus, or similar mechanical device which would cause the ambient noise 
level at the property line to exceed five dBA. 
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Vibrations would be significant if they would have the potential to cause structural damage.  
The Federal Transit Authority (FTA) documents that minor structural damage (possible cracks 
in plaster walls) is associated with 95 velocity decibels (VdB) for fragile historic buildings, or 
100 VdB for fragile buildings.  Vibration impacts would be significant if vibrations at the 
adjacent Arcade Building or Pasadena Playhouse building would exceed the 95 VdB FTA 
threshold for historic buildings.   
 

b.  Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. 
 

Impact N-1 Project construction would temporarily generate intermittent 
high noise levels and could generate groundborne vibrations on 
and adjacent to the site.  However, construction generated noise 
levels and vibrations would be less than significant due to 
adherence to municipal code requirements and an excavation 
plan for shoring.  This is a Class III, less than significant impact.   

 
Nearby noise-sensitive land uses, including the multi-family residential building located 
approximately 150 feet northwest of the project site, across Colorado Boulevard, and the multi-
family residential building located approximately 100 feet east of the project site, may be 
exposed to temporary construction noise during development of the proposed project.  Noise 
impacts are a function of the type of activity being undertaken and the distance to the receptor 
location.  In addition, groundborne vibrations during project construction could adversely affect 
the Arcade Building (eastern site boundary), which is eligible for protection as a historic 
resource, and the Pasadena Playhouse (located across El Molino Avenue from the project site), 
which is a designated historic resource.  
 
Table 4.3-4 shows typical noise levels (in dBA) associated with activities during various phases 
of construction at a distance of 50 feet from the noise source.  Typical construction noise levels 
range from about 78 to 88 dB.  The grading/excavation phase of project construction tends to 
create the highest construction noise levels because of the operation of heavy equipment.  
However, during grading operations, the equipment would be dispersed in various portions of 
the site in both time and space.  Moreover, for the majority of excavation for the six-level 
subterranean garage, the equipment would be located below grade.  Physically, a limited 
amount of equipment can operate near a given location at a particular time.  The excavation 
plan that was submitted for the project (Appendix D) indicates that the following equipment 
would be present on site at one time, but may or may not be operating all at once.   
 

 Large excavator or loader  2 concrete trucks 
 Small loader  Concrete pump 
 Small dozer  4 dump trucks 
 Drill rig  Fork lift 

 
Construction activity could result in temporary noise level increases for sensitive receptors at 
the multi-family residential buildings to the northwest and east of the project site.  The multi-
family residences northwest of the project site are separated from the project site by Colorado 
Boulevard and the multi-family residential building east of the project site is separated from the 
project site by the existing arcade building.  Given the distance from the project site to the multi-
family residences (100 to 150 feet) combined with the City’s time restrictions on construction 
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activities, and municipal code requirements prohibiting noise in excess of 85 dBA within 100 
feet of the equipment, noise levels during construction activities would not be expected to 
exceed allowable levels at the multi-family residential buildings. 
 

Table 4.3-4   
Typical Noise Levels at Construction Sites 

Average Noise Level at 50 Feet 

Construction Phase 
Minimum Required 
Equipment On-Site 

All Pertinent 
Equipment On-Site 

Clearing 84 dBA 84 dBA 

Excavation 78 dBA 88 dBA 

Foundation/Conditioning 88 dBA 88 dBA 

Laying Subbase, Paving 78 dBA 79 dBA 

Finishing and Cleanup 84 dBA 84 dBA 

Source: Bolt, Beranek and Newman, “Noise from Construction Equipment and 
Operations, Building Equipment, and Home Appliances,” prepared for the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, 1971. 

 
As stated above, the project site is adjacent to the Arcade Building (eastern site boundary), 
which is eligible for protection as a historic resource.  In addition, the project site is located 
across El Molino Avenue, opposite the Pasadena Playhouse, which is a designated historic 
resource.  The geotechnical report prepared for the proposed project by MACTEC Engineering 
and Consulting, Inc. (2006) stated that vibratory equipment may be required to install soldier 
piles.  However, the applicant has submitted a shoring plan which avoids the use of vibratory 
equipment (see Appendix D).  Construction procedures include drilling and backfilling of 
soldier piles to reduce groundborne vibrations. The drilling process generally does not cause 
noticeable vibration.  This process is common throughout the world and in particular adjacent 
to old structures.  Additionally, the buildings department and City Engineer will review the 
shoring and basement construction plans to ensure that the structures on adjacent properties 
would not be adversely affected.  Implementation of the construction measures indicated in the 
Excavation Plan (Appendix D) would reduce the potential for adverse impacts related to 
vibrations to local historic buildings to less than significant.  Section 4.4 Geology also contains a 
discussion of the potential adverse effects related to excavation of the subterranean garage. 
 
 Mitigation Measures.  With adherence to municipal code requirements for noise in 
addition to the excavation plan which is included in Appendix D, the potential for adverse 
effects related to construction noise and vibration is less than significant without mitigation.  
 
 Significance After Mitigation.  Less than significant without mitigation.  
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Impact N-2 Project-generated traffic would incrementally increase noise 

levels on area roadways.  However, the change in noise levels 
would be less than 1 dBA.  Therefore, the effect of increased 
traffic noise on existing uses would be Class III, less than 
significant. 

 
Development of the proposed project would increase the amount of vehicle trips to and from 
the site, which would increase traffic noise on area roadways.  The project could therefore 
increase noise at neighboring uses.  These include the apartments on the northwest corner of 
Colorado Boulevard and El Molino Avenue and the multi-family residences on the corner of 
Colorado Boulevard and El Molino Avenue, as listed for each street segment in the Setting. 
 
As shown in Figure 4.3-1, the “clearly acceptable” exterior ambient noise level at the multi-
family residential buildings is 65 dBA CNEL and the “conditionally acceptable ambient noise 
levels at multi-family residential buildings could be as high as 75 dBA CNEL (City of Pasadena 
Noise Element, 2003).Estimated average daily traffic (ADT) values from the traffic study were 
used to model the change in noise levels resulting from increased traffic on 5 roadway 
segments.  Table 4.3-5 indicates noise levels at 50 feet from the centerline of each roadway 
segment.   
 

Table 4.3-5 
Noise Levels Associated with Traffic on Area Roadways* (dBA CNEL) 

Roadway  Existing 
Existing 

Plus 
Project 

Existing 
Plus 

Cumulative 

Existing 
Plus 

Cumulative 
Plus Project 

Change 
In 

Noise 
Level 

Due to 
Project 

 

Change in 
Noise Level 
Due to All 

Future 
Growth** 

plus 
Project 

Colorado Boulevard between 
Los Robles Avenue and El 
Molino Avenue 

60.9 60.9 62.0 62.0 0.0 1.1 

Colorado Boulevard between 
El Molino Avenue and South 
Oak Knoll Avenue 

61.1 61.1 61.9 61.9 0.0 0.8 

El Molino Avenue between 
Colorado Boulevard and 
Green Street 

55.5 55.7 56.5 56.7 0.2 1.2 

El Molino Avenue between 
Colorado Boulevard and 
Union Street 

55.5 55.7 56.3 56.5 0.2 1.0 

South Oak Knoll Avenue 
between Colorado Boulevard 
and Green Street 

53.5 53.5 53.8 53.8 0.0 0.3 

  * At a distance of 50 feet from roadway centerline. 
** Future Growth includes Ambient Growth and Cumulative Projects 
See Noise Modeling Data sheets in Appendix C of this document.   
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Noise levels at distances greater than 50 feet from the centerline would be less due to 
attenuation provided by increased distance from the noise source.  Generally, noise from 
heavily traveled roadways would experience a decrease of approximately 3 dBA for every 
doubling of distance.  As shown in Table 4.3-5, the highest noise level increase due to the project 
would be 0.2 dBA. This project related increase would generally not be audible, since it is less 
than the thresholds established by FICON as shown in Table 4.3-3.  Therefore, impacts related 
to traffic generated noise as a result of the proposed project would be less than significant.  
Furthermore, both the existing and future noise environments on all analyzed street segments 
would continue to be within the compatibility guidelines of 65 dBA CNEL (“clearly 
acceptable”) for multi-family residential uses.   
 

Mitigation Measures.  Mitigation is not required. 
 
Significance After Mitigation.  The proposed project’s impact related to traffic noise 

levels on study roadway segments would be less than significant without mitigation. 
 

Impact N-3 Operation of the proposed project would generate noise levels 
that may periodically be audible to existing uses near the project 
site.  Such noise sources include stationary equipment, such as 
rooftop ventilation and heating systems, trash hauling, and 
parking garage operation, and general commercial activities. 
This is considered a Class II, significant but mitigable, impact. 

 
Existing uses near the project site may periodically hear noises associated with operation of the 
proposed project, including noise that is typical of commercial developments such as music, 
conversations, doors slamming, car horns, etc.  Onsite operations are expected to also involve 
noise associated with rooftop ventilation and heating systems, delivery trucks, and trash 
hauling.  Daytime activities associated with the project, such as deliveries and trash pickups 
would not adversely affect nearby sensitive receptors, due to their relatively low frequency and 
the lower noise level sensitivity of receptors during the day.  Furthermore, the delivery and 
trash pick-up area would be located within a semi-enclosed area with no direct line-of-sight to 
sensitive receptors and accessed from El Molino Avenue.  Noise generated by refuse collection 
can potentially generate significant noise levels and is regulated in the Municipal Code. Section 
8.60.205 (Times of Solid Waste Collection) of the Municipal Code prohibits refuse collection 
between 5 PM and 7 AM Monday through Saturday.  Section 8.60.205 is designed to prevent 
refuse collection during the times that would disturb sensitive receptors. Therefore, the project 
would not result in a significant impact regarding refuse collection.  General parking lot noise, 
including the movement of vehicles through the parking garage, and the slamming of doors, 
conversations, etc., would be reduced due to the placement of most of these activities within the 
proposed subterranean parking garage.   
 
However, noise from rooftop ventilation systems may result in noise impacts on the nearby 
residential uses in the area.  Mechanical equipment (e.g., parking structure air vents, pool 
machinery, and heating ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment) would be 
designed so as to be located within an enclosure or confined to the rooftop of the proposed 
structures. In addition, and in accordance with Section 17.64.230 (Screening of Mechanical 
Equipment) of the Municipal Code, mechanical equipment would be screened or located out-of-
view from public-rights-of-way. Operation of mechanical equipment would not be anticipated 
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to increase ambient noise levels by five dBA.  Therefore, impacts related to operational noise are 
less than significant.  Despite, less than significant levels, mitigation is included to further 
reduce noise from rooftop ventilation. 

 Mitigation Measure.  The following measures are recommended to reduce the potential 
for adverse noise effects from the proposed project on sensitive uses.  
 

N-3 Rooftop Ventilation.  Parapets shall be installed around all rooftop 
ventilation systems.   

 
Significance After Mitigation.  Impacts related to project operational noise levels would 

be less than significant after implementation of Mitigation Measure N-2. 
 
 N-4 The proposed project would be constructed in an environment where 

ambient noise levels may be disturbing to employees unless the 
building is designed with closed windows and fresh air supply 
systems.  This is a Class II, significant but mitigable impact.  

 
The ambient noise levels as measured adjacent the site on El Molino Avenue and Colorado 
Boulevard range from 64 to 71 dBA Leq, which is an average noise level exposure.  The 
Guidelines for Noise Compatible Uses as indicated on Figure 4.3-1 indicate that the clearly 
acceptable allowable average noise level for office uses is below 70 dBA, while the normally 
acceptable range is from about 67 dBA to 77 dBA.  The project site exceeds the Clearly 
Acceptable noise level by about one dBA as measured along El Molino Avenue.   
 

Mitigation Measures.  The Clearly Acceptable noise level range requires no special 
design considerations, while the Normally Acceptable noise level range recommends 
conventional construction with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air 
conditioning.  Conventional construction generally affords about a 20 dB reduction within 
interior spaces.  Therefore, the indoor ambient noise environment would be anticipated to range 
from about 44 to 51 dBA with incorporation of closed windows and fresh air supply or air 
conditioning.  The following mitigation measure would reduce the potential of future noise 
exposure of building employees to a level that is less than significant.  

 
N-4 Noise Exposure.  The proposed project shall incorporate closed windows 

and a fresh air supply via a mechanical ventilation system so that 
windows may remain closed.  Exterior glass shall be capable of 
attenuating noise of 20 decibels.   

 
Significance After Mitigation.  With incorporation of mitigation measure N-4, the 

proposed project would not expose future employees to unacceptable noise levels and 
the noise exposure impact would be less than significant.   
 

c.  Cumulative Impacts.  Traffic noise impacts associated with cumulative development 
within the City would incrementally increase noise levels along roadways and could potentially 
subject sensitive receptors to noise exceeding City standards.  Model results indicate that the 
largest increase in noise would be an increase of 1.2 dBA CNEL on El Molino Avenue between 
Colorado Boulevard and Green Street assuming buildout of cumulative development as shown 
in Table 3-1.  However, as shown in Table 4.3-4, the estimated noise increase resulting from 
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cumulative development in the City would not exceed FICON thresholds shown in Table 4.3-3 
for area roadway segments.  Therefore, noise level increases due to cumulative traffic increases 
would not be considered significant cumulative impacts.  The proposed project would result in 
0 to 0.2 dBA increase along the roadway segments, which is not a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to the cumulative noise impact.  Cumulative development would be required to 
comply with the Land Use/Noise Compatibility Matrix contained in the City’s Noise Element, 
which would ensure an acceptable noise environment for City residents. 
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4.4  GEOLOGY 
 
This section assesses impacts relating to the geologic and geotechnical conditions at the site.  
Information and analysis presented in this section is based on a geotechnical report prepared 
for the project by MacTec Engineering and Consulting, Inc. dated November 29, 2006.  The full 
text of the geotechnical report is contained in Appendix D.   
 
4.4.1 Setting 
 
The project site is located at 680 East Colorado Boulevard, approximately 0.4 miles south of the 
210 Freeway and 1.1 miles east of the 710 Freeway, in the City of Pasadena.   
 

a.  Regional Geology.  The City of Pasadena is situated at the boundary of two of 
southern California’s geomorphic provinces, the Transverse Ranges and the Peninsular Ranges.  
Both provinces are considered seismically active.  The area is undergoing compression by 
geological forces associated with movement of the Pacific and North American tectonic plates.  
Plate movement is causing the portion of the Los Angeles basin containing Pasadena to rotate 
clockwise.  As part of this rotation, several of the faults in the area move laterally, in a left-
lateral strike-slip manner.  The primary faults in the Pasadena area are the Sierra Madre fault, a 
reverse fault that extends across the City’s northern boundary, and the Raymond fault, a left-
lateral strike-slip fault that extends into the southern and eastern boundaries of the City (City of 
Pasadena, 2002).  The project site is located in the San Gabriel/Raymond groundwater basin.   
 
 b.  Site Geology.  Regional geologic mapping depicts the bedrock underlying the project 
site as Tertiary sedimentary rock, specifically classified as undivided Miocene nonmarine 
(Jennings, 1969).  The Geologic Map of the Pasadena Quadrangle (Dibblee, 1989) shows the soil 
underlying the project site as Quaternary alluvial fan gravel and sand derived from the San 
Gabriel Mountains.  Exploratory borings confirmed that the site is directly underlain by 
alluvium to a depth of at least 70 feet below grade (MacTec, 2006). 
 
The site is relatively level, and is crossed by various underground utility lines.  No measurable 
amounts of groundwater were recorded within 70 feet below the existing grade at the site.  The 
natural soils on the project site consist of stiff to hard sandy silt and loose to dense silty sand for 
the upper 8 to 22 feet.  The underlying natural soils are primarily composed of medium dense to 
very dense clean sand containing varying amounts of gravel and cobbles and a few layers of 
medium to very dense silty sand and very stiff to hard sandy silt and silty clay.  On at least one 
portion of the site, fill soil consisting of silty sand with some gravel and construction fragments 
comprises the upper 3.5 feet.  This existing fill soil is not uniformly well compacted, and should 
be removed. The natural soils on the site are suitable for fill.  The on-site soils are moderately 
corrosive to ferrous metals and have a low potential for sulfate attack on Portland cement 
concrete (MacTec, 2006).   
 

c.  Seismic Hazards.   
 
Seismic Potential.  The 1997 Uniform Building Code (UBC) defines different regions of 

the United States and ranks them according to their seismic hazard potential.  Four regions 
have been established.  These are designated as Seismic Zones 1 through 4, with Zone 1 having 
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the least seismic hazard potential and Zone 4 having the highest seismic hazard potential.  The 
project site is within Seismic Zone 4.   
 
The U.S. Geological Survey defines active faults as those that have had surface displacement 
within Holocene time (about the last 11,000 years).  Surface displacement can be recognized by 
the existence of cliffs in alluvium, terraces, offset stream courses, fault troughs and saddles, the 
alignment of depressions, sag ponds, and the existence of steep mountain fronts.  Potentially 
active faults are those that have had surface displacement during the last 1.6 million years.  
Inactive faults have not had surface displacement within the last 1.6 million years.   
 
Several active and potentially active faults are located in the regional site vicinity (see Figure 
4.4-1).  The site is within 2 kilometers of the Raymond Fault, which has been determined to be a 
Type B seismic source by the California Division of Mines and Geology.  The Type B 
designation indicates that existing paleoseismic data is not adequate to constrain the recurrence 
interval of large events.  In addition to the Raymond Fault, the following faults are within the 
regional vicinity of the project site. 
 

• Sierra Madre • Whittier • Eagle Rock 
• Verdugo • Elysian Park • Newport-Inglewood  
• Hollywood • San Gabriel • San Andreas 

 
The proximity of active faults is such that the project area has experienced and will continue to 
experience strong seismically induced ground motion.  The San Andreas Fault has the highest 
probability of causing a major earthquake, and although it is further from Pasadena than other 
faults, it has the potential to cause damage within the City (City of Pasadena, 2004). Faults 
generally produce damage in two ways:  surface rupture and seismically induced ground 
shaking.  Surface rupture is limited to areas very near the fault, while ground shaking can affect 
a wide area. 
 

Surface Rupture.  Surface rupture along a fault is the surface expression of fault 
displacement.  Fault displacement occurs when material on one side of a fault moves relative to 
the material on the other side of the fault.  Surface displacement can range from a few inches to 
tens of feet during a rupture event.  This can have detrimental consequences, including injury 
and loss of life, when buildings are located within the rupture zone.  It is not practically feasible 
(structurally or economically) to design and build structures that can withstand the rapid 
displacement involved with surface rupture.  The Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone Act 
establishes State criteria for identifying special zones for active faults considered to possess a 
relatively high potential for ground rupture.  Structures designed for human occupancy are 
generally not permitted within these zones.   

 
The Alquist-Priolo maps show only one Fault Zone in the City of Pasadena, the Raymond Fault 
Earthquake Fault Zone.  The southernmost portions of the City lie within this Fault Zone.  The 
Safety Element of the City’s 2002 General Plan identifies three additional zones of potential 
fault rupture: the Eagle Rock Fault Hazard Management Zone, the Sierra Madre Fault Hazard 
Management Zone, and a Fault Hazard Management Zone for Critical Facilities located along a 
Possible Active Strand of the Sierra Madre Fault (City of Pasadena, 2002).  These three Fault 
Zones are located on the outskirts of the City and the project site does not overlap with any of 
these zones.  
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Seismically Induced Ground Shaking.  Ground shaking is a result of the seismic waves 
produced by a fault rupture event.  Ground shaking typically covers a wide area and is greatly 
influenced by the distance of the site to the seismic source, soil conditions, and depth to 
groundwater.  Secondary hazards associated with seismically induced ground shaking include 
liquefaction, seismically induced settlement, and earthquake-triggered landslides.  Movement 
along any of the faults shown in Figure 4.4-1 could potentially generate substantial ground 
shaking at the project site. 
 
The strength of ground shaking in an area is primarily a function of the distance between an 
area and the seismic source, the type of material underlying a property, and the motion of fault 
displacement.  In addition, the Northridge (1994) earthquake showed how peculiarities in basin 
effects can increase ground accelerations in particular areas.  For instance, ground accelerations 
exceeding 1.0 gravity (g) were recorded at areas far from the epicenter of the Northridge 
earthquake.  Because of the proximity to major active faults, such as the San Andreas and 
Newport-Inglewood fault systems, it is possible that accelerations near or over 1.0g could occur 
anywhere within Pasadena, including the project site.    
 
 d.  Secondary Seismic Hazards and Soil Hazards. 
 
 Liquefaction.  Liquefaction is a temporary, but substantial, loss of shear strength in 
granular solids, such as sand, silt, and gravel, usually occurring during or after a major 
earthquake.  Liquefaction occurs when the shock waves from an earthquake of sufficient 
magnitude and duration compact and reduce the volume of the soil.  If drainage cannot occur, 
this reduction in soil volume can increase the pressure exerted on the water contained in the 
soil, forcing it upward to the ground surface.  This process can transform stable granular 
material into a fluid-like state.  The potential for liquefaction to occur is greatest in areas with 
loose, granular, low-density soil, where the water table is within the upper 40 to 50 feet of the 
ground surface.  Liquefaction can result in slope and foundation failure.  Table 4.4-1 lists the 
relationship between liquefaction hazard and groundwater depth.   
 

Table 4.4-1 Liquefaction Zone Criteria 

Geologic Unit Depth to Groundwater 

 Greater than 40 feet Less than 40 feet 
Quaternary alluvium (Qa) Low High 
All other Low Low 
Source:  CDMG, 1999. 

 
The project site is not within a State of California designated Liquefaction Hazard Zone; ground 
water is deeper than 50 feet below the site and is not anticipated to rise to within 50 feet within 
the design life of the structure.   Therefore, liquefaction potential at the site is low (MacTec, 
2006). 
 
 Expansive Soils.  Expansive soils are soils that are generally clayey, swell when wetted 
and shrink when dried.  Wetting can occur in a number of ways (i.e., absorption from the air, 
rainfall, groundwater fluctuations, lawn watering, broken water or sewer lines, etc.).  Wetting 
from groundwater fluctuation is not a concern at the project site.  Expansive soils located 
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beneath structures can result in cracks in foundations, walls, and ceilings.  According to the 
geotechnical report prepared for this project, the project site is underlain by alluvial material 
from the San Gabriel Mountains.  This soil consists primarily of sand and gravel, which are 
generally associated with low to moderate expansion risk; however, a few layers of silt and clay 
were encountered in exploratory borings.   
 
 Settlement.  Seismically induced settlement occurs in loose to medium dense 
unconsolidated soil above groundwater.  These soils compress when subject to seismic shaking.  
The settlement can be exacerbated by increased loading, such as from the construction of onsite 
buildings.  The geotechnical report identified the potential for onsite soils to be subject to 
collapse during construction due to the loose sandy texture of the soils.  The report includes 
recommendations that would mitigate these risks. 
 
4.4.2  Impact Analysis 
 
 a.  Methodology and Significance Thresholds.  An impact is considered potentially 
significant if it will expose people or structures to major geologic hazards.  All areas of Southern 
California are subject to certain risks associated with seismic and geologic activity.  Therefore, 
impacts are considered significant if the project would be exposed to an unusually high 
potential for hazards relating to ground shaking, subsidence, liquefaction, or shrink-swell of 
soils without incorporation of appropriate design techniques to minimize the potential for 
structural damage.   
 
 b.  Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. 
 

Impact GEO-1 Seismically-induced ground shaking could destroy or 
damage proposed structures, resulting in a loss of property 
and risk to human health.  However, the proposed project 
would be required to comply with applicable provisions of 
the Uniform and California Building Codes, which would 
reduce potential impacts to Class III, less than significant.   

 
The strongest ground-shaking event in the City of Pasadena is calculated to occur from a 
rupture of the Sierra Madre Fault (City of Pasadena, 2002).  The faults described in this report 
are not the only faults in the area that can produce earthquakes, but they are the most likely to 
affect the project site according to the latest data.  Earthquakes along these faults could produce 
potentially significant impacts to structures on-site.  Although nothing can ensure that 
structures do not fail under seismic stress, proper engineering, in accordance with the codes 
identified below, can minimize the risk to life and property.   
 
The 1997 Uniform Building Code (UBC) and the 2001 California Building Code (CBC) require that 
the design and construction of new structures be engineered to withstand the expected ground 
acceleration that may occur at this site.  The calculated design base ground motion for the site 
should take into consideration the soil type, potential for liquefaction, and the most current and 
applicable seismic attenuation methods that are available.   
 

Mitigation Measures.  No mitigation is required due to conformance with UBC and CBC 
requirements.  
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Significance After Mitigation.  It is impossible to reduce the probability of a powerful 

earthquake with high ground acceleration to zero. Any structure built in California is 
susceptible to failure due to seismic activity.  However, the potential for structural failure due to 
seismic ground shaking would be considered less than significant through implementation of 
the most recent industry standards (UBC and CBC) for structural design. 
 

Impact GEO-2 The proposed project includes construction of a five story 
building atop six levels of subterranean parking.  Various 
design considerations are necessary to ensure that the project 
is constructed in manner that reduces the potential for adverse 
effects from differential settlement, corrosive soils, and 
collapsible soils.  The project site is suitable for the proposed 
development with incorporation of recommendations 
contained in the geotechnical report.  This is a Class II, 
significant but mitigable impact.  

 
The site is primarily underlain by alluvial material consisting of sand and gravel, which 
generally have a low to moderate expansion index. However, a few layers of silt and clay were 
encountered in exploratory borings at the project site.  The geotechnical report recommends 
removal of silt and clay layers during the excavation with foundations deepened in natural 
sand layers.   
 
Soils on the project site may be subject to collapse during construction due to the loose sandy 
texture of the soils.  The geotechnical report includes recommendations for shoring during 
construction to reduce the potential for collapse.  The geotechnical report recommends 
vibratory equipment as part of the shoring process; however, because of the potential for 
adverse effects to adjacent structures, an excavation plan was submitted that supersedes this 
recommendation (see Appendix D).  The shoring system is comprised of soldier beams (vertical 
steel beams) with tie backs (a sloped horizontal hole filled with steel and concrete to support the 
soldier beams) and wood lagging (wood that spans between the soldier beams to hold back the 
soil).   
 
The solder beams will be installed by first drilling a vertical hole, installing a steel beam, filling 
the hole with regular concrete at the bottom, for the foundation, and lean concrete from the top 
of the foundation to the top of the soldier beam.  For this procedure a drill rig will be on site 
with a small loader to move dirt and generally not more that 2 concrete trucks at a time to fill 
the hole. 
 
After the soldier beams are installed the excavation can begin.  The excavation will be 
performed by either a loader or excavator. As the excavation proceeds, lagging is installed 
between the soldier beams to support the dirt.  For this process not more than 3 pieces of 
excavation equipment will be on site with 4 dump trucks in the queue to be filled with dirt. 
 
At certain depths the excavation will stop until tie-backs are installed.  The tie-backs are 
installed by first drilling a sloped horizontal hole behind each soldier beam.   Reinforcing steel 
is placed in the hole and then filled with concrete.  After the concrete is cured the steel will be 
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fastened to the solder beam.  This operation will require a drill rig, concrete pump and 
generally not more that 2 concrete trucks. 
 
After the tie-backs are installed, the excavation process continues until the excavation reaches 
the bottom of the hole or the elevation of the next row of tie-backs is reached. 
 
The load of the structure on the underlying soil in combination with variable soil texture could 
result in the potential for differential settlement which could cause foundations to crack.  The 
geotechnical report contains recommendations related to the design of spread footings that will 
distribute the load of the structure and reduce risks from settlement.  Additional evaluation 
with respect to structural design is required once the final plans are completed to assess 
settlement based on the bearing load of the actual structural components chosen.  However, the 
normal building permit and plan check process includes provisions for adherence to CBC and 
UBC requirements regarding structural design. 
 
The project site is underlain by soils that are moderately corrosive to iron, resulting in potential 
risks to life and property. The geotechnical report contains detailed recommendations for 
materials to be used to protect various types of piping from corrosive soils.   
 
 Mitigation Measures.  The following mitigation would reduce project-level impacts 
related to geological influences to less than significant. 
 

GEO-2 Adherence to Geotechnical Recommendations.  The applicant shall 
implement, adhere to, and comply with, all recommendations 
contained in the Geologic and Soils Engineering Report prepared for 
the project site by MacTec, 2006 or as superseded by any subsequent 
updates, including the excavation plan included in Appendix D.  The 
plans shall be reviewed by the Building Department for conformance 
with the recommendations.   

  
 Significance After Mitigation.  Adherence to the recommendations in the geotechnical 
report would ensure that the project is designed and constructed in a manner that would reduce 
the potential for adverse effects from soil expansivity, soil settlement, soil corrosivity, and soil 
collapse to a level that is less than significant.  Shoring and excavation according to the 
excavation plan as described above and included in Appendix D would result in a less than 
significant impact with respect to excavation and construction stability.   
 
 Impact GEO-3 The proposed project involves excavation for six levels of 

subterranean parking and is estimated to require 63,000 cubic 
yards of cut, which would be exported.  Excavation and soil 
transport could result in dispersal of soil by air and water.  
This is a Class II, significant but mitigable impact.   

 
Construction of the project will require about 63,000 cubic yards of cut, which is planned for 
export, to construct the six-level subterranean garage.  The proposed project would involve 
construction in an urbanized environment and the earthwork will be confined by the building 
site envelope and depth of the excavation.  Nevertheless, because the site soils will be moved 
around and exported, there is potential for soil to be transported by wind and water.  The 
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transport of soil by wind could result in adverse air quality, while the transport of soil by water 
could adversely affect the storm drain system through accumulation of sediment.   
 

Mitigation Measures.  Mitigation measure AQ-1c included in Section 4.2 Air Quality, 
would ensure that the construction site is maintained through application of soil binders or 
watering and sweeping such that loose soil is not tracked onto the surrounding roadway or 
significantly entrained into the air.  In addition, Mitigation measure AQ-1c requires covering of 
soil transport trucks to ensure that soil is not blown into the air during transport.  With 
adherence to this mitigation measure, the potential for adverse erosional effect would be less 
than significant.   

 
Significance after Mitigation.   With measure AQ-1c incorporated, impacts related to soil 

dispersal will be reduced to less than significant. 
 

c. Cumulative Impacts.  The proposed development, in conjunction planned and 
pending development, including 1,256 residences and 461,687 square feet of commercial 
development (see Table 3-1 in Section 3.0 Environmental Setting) would expose additional people 
and property to geologic hazards. Cumulative impacts from geologic hazards such as 
seismically related ground shaking, and soil stability would be similar to what is described 
under this project’s impact analysis, and would be addressed on a project-by-project basis. 
Adherence to Uniform Building Code requirements and site specific geotechnical 
recommendations for individual projects would reduce the potential for adverse effects to a 
level that is less than significant.  This project’s impacts are not cumulatively considerable.   
 



680 East Colorado Boulevard Commercial Project EIR 
Section 4.5  Traffic and Circulation 
 
 

   City of Pasadena 
 4.5-1  

4.5  TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 
 
This section evaluates existing conditions and potential impacts to the local circulation system.  The 
analysis summarizes the findings of a traffic impact analysis prepared by Linscott, Law and 
Greenspan Engineers, dated July 3, 2008 (See Appendix E) and subsequent analysis prepared by the 
City of Pasadena Department of Transportation with the assistance of Linscott, Law and Greenspan 
Engineers, dated March 10, 2009.  The traffic analysis evaluated the potential for traffic impacts 
on the local street system and assessed the adequacy of the proposed site access and parking 
plan.  The July 2008 report reflected analysis of thirteen intersections and five street segments.  The 
subsequent traffic impact report dated March 2009 reflected analysis of five additional street 
segments in the project vicinity.   Traffic volumes were based on traffic count data contained in a 
previous traffic study prepared for the proposed project, titled Draft Traffic Impact Study, Mixed-
Use Project 680 E. Colorado Boulevard, City of Pasadena, CA, dated June 8, 2007 and prepared by 
Willdan.  Count data for the supplemental segment analysis was obtained in February 2009.   
 
4.5.1 Setting 
 
 a.  Existing Traffic Circulation Network.  All of the study intersections are within the 
City limits of Pasadena.  The following text describes the general characteristics of the major 
study area roadways.  Figure 4.5-1 shows the locations of the street segments and study 
intersections relative to the project.  
 
Los Robles Avenue is a north-south roadway located three blocks west of the project site.  Los 
Robles Avenue is classified as a Principal Arterial in the City's General Plan Mobility Element 
(November 2004).  Los Robles Avenue is also designated as a multimodal corridor north of Del 
Mar Boulevard and a de-emphasized street from Del Mar Boulevard to the southerly border of 
the City of Pasadena in the City's General Plan Mobility Element.  Two through travel lanes are 
provided in each direction in the project study area.  Exclusive left-turn and right-turn lanes are 
provided in both directions at the Colorado Boulevard intersection.  An exclusive left-turn lane 
is also provided in the southbound direction at the Green Street intersection.  Curbside parking 
is generally prohibited along both sides of Los Robles Avenue south of Colorado Boulevard in 
the project study area.  However, north of Colorado Boulevard metered parking is provided 
along both sides of Los Robles Avenue.  Los Robles Avenue has a posted speed limit of 30 miles 
per hour in the project study area. 
 
EI Molino Avenue is a north-south roadway that borders the project site to the west.  EI Molino 
Avenue is classified as a Minor Arterial in the City's General Plan Mobility Element (November 
2004).  EI Molino Avenue is also designated as a de-emphasized street in the City's General Plan 
Mobility Element.  One through travel lane is provided in each direction in the project study 
area.  Curbside parking is generally prohibited along both sides of EI Molino Avenue in the 
project study area.  However, between Colorado Boulevard and Green Street one-hour parking 
is provided along the west side of the roadway.  South of Cordova Street, two-hour parking is 
provided along the east side of El Molino Avenue.  EI Molino Avenue has a posted speed limit 
of 25 miles per hour in the project study area. 
 
Oak Knoll Avenue is a north-south roadway located one block east of the project site. Oak Knoll 
Avenue is classified as a Minor Arterial in the City's General Plan Mobility Element (November  
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2004).  One through travel lane is provided in each direction in the project study area. One-hour 
curbside parking is generally provided along both sides of Oak Knoll Avenue in the project 
study area.  However, south of Green Street two-hour parking is provided along both sides of 
Oak Knoll Avenue.  Oak Knoll Avenue has a posted speed limit of 25 miles per hour in the 
project study area. 
 
Lake Avenue is a north-south roadway located approximately one-quarter mile east of the project 
site.  Lake Avenue is classified as a Minor Arterial in the City's General Plan Mobility Element 
(November 2004).  Lake Avenue is also designated as a multimodal corridor between 
Woodbury Road and California Boulevard in the City's General Plan Mobility Element.  Two to 
three through lanes are generally provided in each direction in the project study area.  Dual left-
turn lanes are provided in the northbound direction at the I-210 Freeway westbound (WB) 
ramps/Maple Street intersection.  Dual left-turn lanes are also provided in the southbound 
direction at the I-210 Freeway eastbound (EB) ramps/Corson Street intersection.  Exclusive left-
turn lanes are provided in both directions at the Walnut Street and Colorado Boulevard 
intersections as well as in the southbound direction at the Green Street intersection.  Separate 
right-turn lanes are provided in the southbound direction at the 1-210 Freeway WB ramps-
Maple Street and Colorado Boulevard intersections and in the northbound direction at the I-210 
Freeway EB ramps-Corson Street, Walnut Street, and Green Street intersections.  Parking is 
generally prohibited along both sides of Lake Avenue between the I-210 Freeway ramps and 
Colorado Boulevard.  South of Green Street, one-hour parking is provided along both sides of 
Lake Avenue.  Lake Avenue has a posted speed limit of 35 miles per hour north of the 1-210 
Freeway and 25 miles per hour south of Walnut Street. 
 
Walnut Street is an east-west oriented roadway that is located two blocks north of the project 
site.  Walnut Street is classified as a Minor Arterial in the City's General Plan Mobility Element 
(November 2004).  Walnut Street is also designated as a multimodal corridor in the City's 
General Plan Mobility Element.  Two through travel lanes are provided in each direction within 
the project study area.  Dual left-turn lanes are provided in the eastbound direction and an 
exclusive left-turn lane is provided in the westbound direction on Walnut Street at the Lake 
Avenue intersection.  Parking is generally prohibited on both sides of Walnut Street near Lake 
Avenue within the project study area.  Walnut Street has a posted speed limit of 30 miles per 
hour in the project vicinity. 
 
Colorado Boulevard is an east-west roadway that borders the project site to the north.  Colorado 
Boulevard is classified as a Principal Arterial in the City's General Plan Mobility Element 
(November 2004).  Colorado Boulevard is also designated as a multimodal corridor in the City's 
General Plan Mobility Element. Two through travel lanes are provided in each direction on 
Colorado Boulevard in the project vicinity.  Exclusive left-turn and right-turn lanes are 
provided in each direction at all signalized locations near the project site (e.g., Los Robles 
Avenue, El Molino Avenue, Oak Knoll Avenue, etc.).  Dual left-turn lanes are provided in the 
eastbound direction and an exclusive left-turn lane is provided in the westbound direction on 
Colorado Boulevard at the Lake Avenue intersection.  One-hour parking between the hours of 
9:00 AM and 6:00 PM is provided along both sides of Colorado Boulevard in the project vicinity. 
 Colorado Boulevard has a posted speed limit of 30 miles per hour near the project site. 
 
Green Street is a one-way eastbound roadway that borders the project site to the south. 
Green Street extends between Grand Avenue to the west and Hill Avenue to the east.  Green 
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Street is classified as a Collector roadway in the Mobility Element of the City’s General Plan 
Mobility Element (November 2004).  Green Street is also designated as a multimodal corridor in 
the City's General Plan Mobility Element.  Three through lanes are provided in the eastbound 
direction within the project study area.  Exclusive left-turn and right-turn lanes are provided on 
Green Street in the eastbound direction at the Los Robles Avenue and Lake Avenue 
intersections.  One-hour parking is generally provided along both sides of the roadway in the 
project study area.  Green Street has a posted speed limit of 30 miles per hour in the project 
vicinity. 
 
Del Mar Boulevard is an east-west roadway located two blocks south of the project site.  Del 
Mar Boulevard is classified as a Minor Arterial in the City's General Plan Mobility 
Element (November 2004).  Del Mar Boulevard is also designated as a multimodal corridor in 
the City's General Plan Mobility Element.  Two through travel lanes are provided in each 
direction on Del Mar Boulevard in the project vicinity.  Exclusive left-turn lanes are provided in 
each direction at the EI Molino Avenue intersections.  Two-hour parking between the hours of 
9:00 AM and 4:00 PM is provided along both sides of Del Mar Boulevard in the project vicinity. 
Del Mar Boulevard has a posted speed limit of 30 miles per hour in the project study area. 
 
The following roadways and intersections were identified by the City for inclusion in the traffic 
analysis.  The study area intersections include:   
1. Los Robles Avenue/Colorado Boulevard  2. Los Robles Avenue/Green Street 
3. El Molino Avenue/Union Street 4. El Molino Avenue/Colorado Boulevard 
5. El Molino Avenue/Green Street 6. El Molino Avenue/Del Mar Boulevard 
7. Oak Knoll Avenue/Colorado Boulevard 8. Oak Knoll Avenue/Green Street 
9. Lake Avenue Maple-Street/I-210 

Freeway Westbound (WB) Ramps 
10. Lake Avenue-Corson Street/I-210 

Freeway Eastbound (EB) Ramps 
11. Lake Avenue/Walnut Street 12. Lake Avenue/Colorado Boulevard  
13. Lake Avenue/Green Street  
 

The following ten street segment locations were identified for analysis by City of Pasadena staff 
for inclusion in the ADT analysis: 
 

1. El Molino Avenue south of Colorado Boulevard (between Colorado Boulevard and 
Playhouse Alley) 

2. Oak Knoll Avenue south of Colorado Boulevard (between Colorado Boulevard and 
Green Street) 

3. Colorado Boulevard east of Hudson Avenue (between Hudson Avenue and Lake 
Avenue) 

4. Green Street east of El Molino Avenue (between El Molino Avenue and Arcade 
Alley) 

5. Green Street east of Hudson Avenue (between Hudson Avenue and Lake Avenue) 
6. El Molino Avenue north of Walnut Street 
7. El Molino Avenue between Walnut Street and Union Street 
8. El Molino Avenue between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard 
9. El Molino Avenue between Green Street and Cordova Street 
10. El Molino Avenue between Cordova Street and Del Mar Boulevard 
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 b.  Existing Intersection Levels of Service.  “Level of Service” (LOS) A through F are used 
to rate roadway operations, with LOS A indicating very good operating conditions and LOS F 
indicating poor conditions (more complete definitions of level of service are contained in Appendix 
E for reference).  LOS A through LOS C are generally considered acceptable, while LOS D through 
LOS F indicate poor conditions.   The Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) method of intersection 
analysis, per the City of Pasadena’s requirements for analyzing intersection conditions, was used to 
determine the intersection volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio and corresponding LOS for each study 
intersection.   
 
Table 4.5-1 summarizes the existing level of service (LOS) at study area intersections, all of which 
are controlled by traffic signals.  Figures 4.5-2 and 4.5-3 show the existing AM and PM peak hour 
traffic volumes.  Under the existing (year 2008) conditions, ten of the study intersections operate at 
LOS C or better during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods.  The Lake Avenue-Corson 
Street/I-210 Freeway WB Ramp intersection currently operates at LOS D during both the a.m. and 
p.m. peak periods.  The intersections of Lake Avenue-Corson Street/I-210 Freeway EB Ramp and 
Lake Avenue/Colorado Boulevard would operate at LOS C or better during the a.m. peak period 
and LOS D during the p.m. peak period.   
 

Table 4.5-1   
Peak Hour Levels of Service – Existing (2008) Conditions 

AM Peak PM Peak 
Intersection 

V/C LOS V/C LOS 

1. Los Robles Avenue/Colorado Boulevard 0.576 A 0.684 B 

2. Los Robles Avenue/Green Street 0.415 A 0.596 A 

3. El Molino Avenue/Union Street 0.513 A 0.514 A 

4. El Molino Avenue/Colorado Boulevard 0.423 A 0.636 B 

5. El Molino Avenue/Green Street 0.400 A 0.542 A 

6. El Molino Avenue/Del Mar Boulevard 0.453 A 0.510 A 

7. Oak Knoll Avenue/Colorado Boulevard 0.362 A 0.645 B 

8. Oak Knoll Avenue/Green Street 0.321 A 0.465 A 

9. Lake Avenue Maple-Street/I-210 Freeway WB Ramp 0.844 D 0.863 D 

10. Lake Avenue-Corson Street/I-210 Freeway EB Ramp 0.643 B 0.803 D 

11. Lake Avenue/Walnut Street 0.638 B 0.758 C 

12. Lake Avenue/Colorado Boulevard 0.708 C 0.833 D 

13. Lake Avenue/Green Street 0.521 A 0.628 B 

Source:  Linscott, Law and Greenspan, June 2008.  See Appendix E for complete traffic study. 
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 c.  Existing Roadway Segment Operations.  Table 4.5-2 summarizes the ten daily traffic 
volume counts utilized for the analysis of roadway segments within the traffic study area.   
 

Table 4.5-2   
Existing Daily Roadway Volumes 

Roadway Segment Average Daily 
Traffic Volume 

1.  El Molino Avenue south of Colorado Boulevard (between Colorado Boulevard and 
Playhouse Alley) 6,528 

2.  Oak Knoll Avenue south of Colorado Boulevard (between Colorado Boulevard and 
Green Street) 4,610 

3.  Colorado Boulevard east of Hudson Avenue (between Hudson Avenue and Lake 
Avenue) 25,842 

4.  Green Street east of El Molino Avenue (between El Molino Avenue and Arcade Alley) 10,726 

5.  Green Street east of Hudson Avenue (between Hudson Avenue and Lake Avenue) 11,098 

6. El Molino Avenue north of Walnut Street 7,606 

7. El Molino Avenue between Walnut Street and Union Street 7,619 

8. El Molino Avenue between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard 7,973 

9. El Molino Avenue between Green Street and Cordova Street 6,414 

10. El Molino Avenue between Cordova Street and Del Mar Boulevard 5,592 

 
 d.  Bus and Light Rail Service.  Public bus transit service within the Playhouse Plaza project 
study area is currently provided by Metro, Foothill Transit Service, and Pasadena Area Rapid 
Transit Service (ARTS).  The Metro Gold Line is a light rail transit line that runs east-west from East 
Pasadena to the Pasadena Civic Center area and north-south from the Pasadena Civic Center area 
to Union Station in downtown Los Angeles.  The Gold Line travels within the median of the 
Foothill (I-210) Freeway and in Metro right-of-way between Raymond Avenue and Arroyo 
Parkway in the project vicinity.  The Gold Line Light Rail system provides six stations in the City of 
Pasadena: 1) Sierra Madre Villa station, 2) Allen Avenue station, 3) Lake Avenue station, 4) 
Memorial Park station, 5) Del Mar station and 6) Fillmore Street station. The Lake Avenue station is 
located approximately one-half mile northeast from the project site.  The station serves as a 
transportation hub that connects travelers to local and regional transit services provided by 
Pasadena ARTS, Foothill Transit, Metro, and others.  
 
 f.  Parking.  The project site is currently developed with a two-story commercial retail 
structure totaling approximately 66,000 square feet (SF) with 36 surface parking spaces.  The 
proposed project involves the demolition of existing improvements, excavation for a six-level 
subterranean garage, and the subsequent construction of an approximately 160,000 SF, five-story 
commercial office building with 522 parking spaces to be provided in the six subterranean levels, of 
which 3676 would be project-only spaces and 1556 would be public spaces to serve the Playhouse 
District. 
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4.5.2 Impact Analysis  
 
  a.  Methodology and Significance Thresholds.  In order to estimate the traffic impact 
characteristics of the project, a multi-step process has been utilized.  The first step is trip 
generation, which estimates the total arriving and departing traffic volumes on a peak hour and 
daily basis.  The traffic generation potential is forecast by applying the appropriate vehicle trip 
generation equations or rates to the project development tabulation.   
 
The second step of the forecasting process is trip distribution, which identifies the origins and 
destinations of inbound and outbound project traffic volumes.  These origins and destinations 
are typically based on demographics and existing/anticipated travel patterns in the study area. 
 
The third step is traffic assignment, which involves the allocation of project traffic to study area 
streets and intersections.  Traffic assignment is typically based on minimization of travel time, 
which mayor may not involve the shortest route, depending on prevailing operating conditions 
and travel speeds.  Traffic distribution patterns are indicated by general percentage orientation, 
while traffic assignment allocates specific volume forecasts to individual roadway links and 
intersection turning movements throughout the study area. 
 
With the forecasting process complete and project traffic assignments developed, the impact of 
the proposed project is isolated by comparing operational (i.e., Levels of Service) conditions at 
the selected key intersections using expected future traffic volumes with and without forecast 
project-related traffic.  The need for site-specific and/or cumulative local area traffic 
improvements can then be evaluated and the significance of the project's impacts identified. 
 
  Project Trip Generation.  Traffic volumes expected to be generated by the proposed 
project during the AM and PM peak hours, as well as on a daily basis, were estimated using 
rates published in the Institute of Transportation Engineers' (ITE) Trip Generation manual, 7th 
Edition, 2003.  Traffic volumes expected to be generated by the proposed project were based 
upon rates per thousand square feet of building floor area.  ITE Land Use Code 710 (General 
Office Building) trip generation average rates were used to forecast traffic volumes expected to 
be generated by the proposed project.  It should be noted that the description contained in the 
Trip Generation manual for the ITE Land Use Code 710 category states that an office building 
may contain a mixture of tenants, including professional services, insurance companies, 
investment brokers and tenant services such as a bank, restaurant or cafeteria, and service retail 
facilities.  Therefore, ancillary ground floor commercial space (i.e., non-general office space) to 
be provided as part of the proposed project was included in the total building square footage 
for trip generation forecasting purposes.  Additionally, as the existing commercial building 
which will be removed to accommodate the proposed project has been vacated, existing use trip 
credits were not applied to the project trip generation forecasts in order to provide a 
conservative trip generation forecast. 
 
The trip generation rates and forecast of the vehicular trips anticipated to be generated by the 
proposed project are presented in Table 4.5-3. The project trip generation forecast was 
submitted for review and acceptance by PasDOT staff.  As presented in Table 4.5-3, the 
proposed project is expected to generate a net increase of 223 vehicle trips (196 inbound trips 
and 27 outbound trips) during the AM peak hour.  During the PM peak hour, the proposed 
project is expected to generate a net increase of 214 vehicle trips (36 inbound trips and 178 
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outbound trips).  Over a 24-hour period, the proposed project is forecast to generate a net 
increase of 1,585 daily trip ends during a typical weekday (approximately 793 inbound trips 
and 7923 outbound trips). 
 

Table 4.5-3   
Project Trip Generation Estimatesa 

A.M. Peak Hourb P.M. Peak Hourb 
Land Use Size Average Daily 

Tripsb 
In Out Total In Out Total 

Officec 159,971 GSF 1,761 218 30 248 40 198 238 

Less 10% Transit 
Creditd  (176) (22) (3) (25) (4) (20) (24) 

Net Increase  1,585 196 27 223 36 178 214 

a  Based on trip generation rates from Institution of Transportation Engineers’ "Trip Generation", 7th Edition, 2003. 
b  Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving. 
c  ITE Land Use Code 710 (General Office) trip generation average rates per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area. 

- Daily Trip Rate: 11.01 trips/] ,000 GSF; 50% inbound!50% outbound 
- AM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 1.55 trips/] ,000 GSF; 88% inbound/] 2% outbound 
- PM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 1.49 trips/] ,000 GSF; 17% inbound/83% outbound 

The proposed project consists of an office building with approximately 145,564 square feet of office uses and 14,407 square 
feet of ground floor commercial uses. The description contained in the "Trip Generation" manual for the ITE Land Use 710 
category states that an office building may contain a mixture of tenants, including professional services, insurance 
companies, investment brokers, and tenant services such as a bank, restaurant or cafeteria, and service retail facilities. 
Therefore, the ancillary ground floor commercial space (i.e., non general office space) to be provided as part of the project 
was included in the total building square footage for trip generation forecasting purposes. 

d  The project site is located within one-half mile of the Lake Avenue Gold Line light rail transit station and is adjacent to transit 
corridors within the City of Pasadena. 

 
Source:  Linscott, Law and Greenspan Engineers, 2008.  See Appendix E for complete traffic report.   

 
 Project Trip Distribution and Assignment.  Project traffic volumes both entering and 
exiting the site have been distributed and assigned to the adjacent street system based on the 
following considerations: 
 

• The site's proximity to major traffic corridors (i.e., Los Robles Avenue, Lake Avenue, 
Walnut Street, Union Street, Colorado Boulevard, Green Street, etc.) 

• Expected localized traffic flow patterns based on adjacent roadway channelization 
and presence of traffic signals; 

• Existing intersection traffic volumes; 
• Ingress/egress availability at the project site; 
• The site access and circulation schemes for each of the four project alternatives; 
• The location of existing and proposed parking areas; and 
• Input from PasDOT staff.  

 
The traffic analysis assumes the provision of all parking spaces onsite and one site driveway on 
El Molino Avenue.  The general, directional traffic distribution pattern for the proposed project 
is presented on Figure 4.5-4.  The forecast AM and PM peak hour project traffic volumes 
associated with the proposed project are presented in Figures 4.5-5 and 4.5-6, respectively.   
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Traffic Impact Assessment Scenarios.  Traffic impacts at the study intersections were 
analyzed for the following conditions: 
 

a) Existing conditions. 
b) Condition (a) plus 1.5 percent (1.5%) ambient traffic growth through year 2010. 
c) Condition (b) with completion and occupancy of the related projects. 
d) Condition (c) with completion and occupancy of the proposed project. 
e) Condition (d) with implementation of project mitigation measures, where necessary. 

 
The traffic volumes for each new condition were added to the volumes in the prior 
condition to determine the change in capacity utilization at the 13 study intersections.  
Summaries of the V/C ratios and LOS values for the study intersections during the AM 
and PM peak hours associated with the proposed project are shown in Table 4.5-8.  The 
ICU data worksheets for the analyzed intersections associated with the proposed project 
are contained in Appendix E.   
   

Operational Thresholds.  The City of Pasadena Department of Transportation has 
established threshold criteria for determining whether or not project related traffic may have a 
significant impact at local intersections.  According to these criteria, a project impact would be 
considered significant if the conditions in Table 4.5-4 were met: 
 

Table 4.5-4   
Significant Impact Criteria  
for Pasadena Intersections 

Existing LOS Project-related Increase in V/C 

A  equal to or greater than 0.06 

B equal to or greater than 0.05 

C equal to or greater than 0.04 

D equal to or greater than 0.03 

E equal to or greater than 0.02 

F equal to or greater than 0.01 

 
The City's Sliding Scale Method requires mitigation of project traffic impacts whenever traffic 
generated by the proposed development causes an increase of the analyzed intersection V/C 
ratio by an amount equal to or greater than the values shown above. 
 
The ICU calculations use a lane capacity of 1,700 vehicles per hour (vph) for left-turn, through 
and right-turn lanes, and a dual turn lane capacity of 3,060 vph.  A clearance interval of 0.10 is 
also included in the ICU calculations. 
 

Street Segments Thresholds.  The City of Pasadena has established criteria for 
determining significant impacts on street segments.  A street segment is deemed significantly 
impacted based on an increase in the projected ADT volumes, as shown in Table 4.5-5. 
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Table 4.5-5  

Significant Impact Criteria for Pasadena Street Segments 

ADT Growth on Street Segment Required Traffic Mitigation 

0.0% - 2.4% ADT Growth 
Project Review and Initial Study • Staff review and Conditions 

2.5% - 4.9% ADT Growth 
Examined by Initial Study 

Focused Traffic Study 

• Soft mitigation required 
• TDM, Rideshare, etc. 

5.0% - 7.4% ADT Growth 
Examined by Initial Study 

Full Traffic Study 

• Soft mitigation required 
• Physical mitigation required 
• Project alternatives considered 

7.5% + ADT Growth 
Examined by Initial Study 

Full Traffic Study 

• Soft mitigation required 
• Extensive physical mitigation required 
• Project alternatives considered 

 
Parking Thresholds.  Impacts to onsite parking availability are considered significant if 

the proposed project would cause a deficiency in parking, or if an individual project does not 
provide adequate parking for the specific use that is proposed. 

 
b.  Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.   

 
 Impact TC-1 The proposed project would incrementally increase traffic levels 

at study area intersections.  The increased traffic levels would 
not cause an exceedance of adopted significance criteria at 12 of 
the 13 intersections.  However, project-generated traffic would 
cause the El Molino Avenue/Colorado Boulevard intersection to 
operate at an unacceptable level of service during the PM peak 
hour.  Thus, the proposed project’s traffic impacts would be 
Class II, significant but mitigable. 

 
In order to evaluate potential impacts of the proposed project on the street system, it was 
necessary to develop estimates of future traffic conditions in the study area both with and 
without the project.  Future (year 2010) traffic volumes were first estimated for the study area 
without the project.  These future traffic increases due to general regional growth and traffic 
expected to be generated by other specific development projects in the vicinity (refer to Table 3-
1 in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting, for the list of planned and pending projects).  They 
represent cumulative base (no project) conditions.  The additional amount of traffic expected to 
result from the proposed project was then estimated and separately assigned to the 
surrounding street system.  The sum of the cumulative base and project-generated traffic 
represents the cumulative plus project conditions.     
 
The peak hour traffic counts used in this study were performed in 2007.  Manual traffic counts of 
vehicular turning movements were conducted at each of the study intersections during the 
weekday morning and afternoon commuter periods to determine the peak hour traffic volume.  
The manual traffic counts at the study intersections were conducted from 7:00 to 9:00 AM to 
determine the AM peak commuter hour and from 4:00 to 6:00 PM to determine the PM peak 
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commuter hour.  Traffic volumes at the study intersections show the typical peak periods between 
7:00 to 9:00 AM generally associated with the peak morning commuter hours, and 4:00 to 6:00 PM 
generally associated with the afternoon commuter hours. 
 
The cumulative base traffic projections were estimated for this study based on discussions with 
Pasadena Department of Transportation staff.  Based on their knowledge of the study area, it 
was determined that an annual growth rate of 1.5% would adequately account for ambient 
growth.     
 
A total of 23 related projects were identified in the study area and are listed with the relative 
location of each project in Table 3.1 in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting.  Information regarding 
potential future projects that are either under construction, being planned or proposed for 
development was obtained from several sources, including recently conducted traffic studies 
and City of Pasadena files.  As summarized in Appendix E, the related projects are expected to 
generate approximately 1,680 trips during the morning peak hour and 1,800 trips during the 
evening peak hour.  Trips from the related projects were assigned to the roadway system based 
on distribution patterns from their respective studies and the type and location of the project.  It 
should be noted that these projections are conservative in that they do not in every case account 
for either the existing uses to be removed or the likely use of non-motorized travel modes 
(transit, walking, etc.).  Figures 4.5-7 and 4.5-8 show the cumulative base AM and PM peak hour 
traffic volumes.  Figures 4.5-9 and 4.5-10 show the cumulative plus project peak hour traffic 
volumes during the AM and PM periods. 
   
The resulting cumulative AM and PM base traffic volumes, representing future conditions both 
with and without the project for year 2010, are presented in Table 4.5-6.  These cumulative 
projections take into account the overall growth in the surrounding area and traffic from known 
related projects in the study area.  The cumulative plus project peak hour traffic volumes were 
analyzed to determine the forecasted 2010 operating conditions with the inclusion of proposed 
project traffic.  The results of the cumulative plus project analysis are presented in Table 4.5-6.   
Traffic associated with the proposed project would incrementally increase delays at study area 
intersections.  As shown in Table 4.5-6, impacts related to the increase in traffic at study area 
intersections as a result of the proposed project would be less than significant at 12 of the 13 
study area intersections.  However, the project’s contribution to the increase in V/C at the 
intersection of El Molino Avenue and Colorado Boulevard would exceed the City’s impact 
threshold criteria (see Table 4.5-4).  Therefore, the proposed project would create a potentially 
significant impact at this intersection. 
 

Mitigation Measures.  As discussed above, impacts related to the increase in traffic at 
study area intersections as a result of the proposed project would be less than significant 
without mitigation at 12 of the 13 study area intersections.  The following mitigation measures 
are required to reduce impacts at the intersection of El Molino Avenue/Colorado Boulevard to 
a less than significant level. 
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Table 4.5-6 
Year 2010 Future Conditions Levels of Service 

Existing 
(Year 2008) 

Existing + 
Cumulative* 
(Year 2010) 

Existing + 
Cumulative + 

Project Intersection Peak 
Hour 

V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS 

Change 
in V/C 

Significant 
Impact? 

AM 0.576 A 0.666 B 0.670 B 0.004 NO 
1. Los Robles 

Ave/Colorado Blvd PM 0.684 B 0.818 D 0.821 D 0.003 NO 

AM 0.415 A 0.438 A 0.453 A 0.015 NO 
2. Los Robles Ave/Green 

St PM 0.596 A 0.627 B 0.630 B 0.003 NO 

AM 0.513 A 0.545 A 0.584 A 0.039 NO 
3. El Molino Ave/Union St 

PM 0.514 A 0.563 A 0.586 A 0.023 NO 

AM 0.423 A 0.528 A 0.577 A 0.049 NO 
4. El Molino Ave/Colorado 

Blvd PM 0.636 B 0.759 C 0.822 D 0.063 YES 

AM 0.400 A 0.429 A 0.466 A 0.037 NO  
5. El Molino Ave/Green St 

PM 0.542 A 0.588 A 0.625 B 0.037 NO 

AM 0.453 A 0.497 A 0.509 A 0.012 NO 
6. El Molino Ave/Del Mar 

Blvd PM 0.510 A 0.558 A 0.569 A 0.011 NO 

AM 0.362 A 0.419 A 0.424 A 0.005 NO 
7. Oak Knoll Ave/Colorado 

Blvd PM 0.645 B 0.722 C 0.724 C 0.002 NO 

AM 0.321 A 0.344 A 0.345 A 0.001 NO 
8. Oak Knoll Ave/Green St 

PM 0.465 A 0.488 A 0.497 A 0.009 NO 

AM 0.844 D 0.900 D 0.905 E 0.005 NO 
9. Lake Ave/Maple St-I 

210 Frwy WB Ramps PM 0.863 D 0.928 E 0.929 E 0.001 NO 

AM 0.643 B 0.690 B 0.691 B 0.001 NO 
10. Lake Ave/Corson St-I-

210 Frwy EB Ramps PM 0.803 D 0.856 D 0.861 D 0.005 NO 

AM 0.638 B 0.726 C 0.733 C 0.007 NO 
11. Lake Ave/Walnut St 

PM 0.758 C 0.872 D 0.876 D 0.004 NO 

AM 0.708 C 0.810 D 0.817 D 0.007 NO 
12. Lake Ave/Colorado Blvd 

PM 0.833 D 0.943 E 0.950 E 0.007 NO 

AM 0.521 A 0.558 A 0.558 A 0.000 NO 
13. Lake Ave/Green St 

AM 0.628 B 0.669 B 0.672 B 0.003 NO 
 
* Cumulative traffic conditions include the 1.5% annual ambient growth factor and the planned and pending projects   from Table 
3.1 in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting.  
 
Source:  Lindscott, law and Greenspan, 2008.  See Appendix E for complete traffic study. 
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TC-1(a) Prohibited Left-Turns.  Left-turn movements at the northbound 
and southbound approaches on El Molino Avenue at the Colorado 
Boulevard Intersection shall be prohibited. 

 
TC-1(b) Left-turn Pocket Installation on El Molino Avenue at Union Street 

Intersection.  A left-turn pocket shall be installed at the northbound 
approach on El Molino Avenue at the Union Street intersection.  The 
northbound and southbound approaches on El Molino Avenue shall 
be restriped to accommodate the installation of the northbound left-
turn pocket.  The resultant lane configurations at the northbound 
approach to the intersection would be one exclusive left-turn lane 
and one through lane.  The traffic signal at the El Molino 
Avenue/Union Street Intersection shall be modified to provide 
northbound left-turn phasing. 

 
TC-1(c) Left-turn Pocket Installation on El Molino Avenue at Green Street 

Intersection.  The northbound and southbound approaches on El 
Molino Avenue shall be restriped and a southbound left-turn pocket 
shall be installed.  The re-striping would necessitate 
reconstruction/modification of the existing catch basin on the 
northeast corner to accommodate safe movement of vehicles 
traveling northbound on El Molino Avenue.  The resultant lane 
configurations at the southbound approach to the intersection 
would be one exclusive left-turn lane and one through lane.  The 
traffic signal at the El Molino Avenue/Green Street intersection 
shall be modified to provide southbound left-turn phasing.     

 
TC-1(d)        Transportation Demand Management (TDM).  The project shall 

comply with the City's Trip Reduction ordinance.  Upon submittal 
of a TSM Program for review and approval, the owner/developer 
shall place a deposit based on the current General Fee Schedule 
with the Department of Transportation prior to the issuance of a 
building permit. This deposit is subject to a refund or an additional 
billing in the event that the deposit amount is not sufficient to cover 
the cost of the review. The developer shall pay an annual 
Transportation Demand Management status report review fee 
based on the current General Fee Schedule, in compliance with the 
requirements of the Trip Reduction Ordinance. 

 
The TSM program shall encourage a mix of tenants with varying 
start/stop times to help reduce AM/PM peak-hour traffic.  The 
TSM shall also require the use of marketing materials and website 
design that directs site visitors to the site via the City’s arterials and 
traffic corridors, instead of using de-emphasized streets like El 
Molino and Glenarm. 

 
TC-1(e) Traffic Reduction and Transportation Improvement Fee.  The 

City’s Traffic Reduction and Transportation Improvement Fee (TR-
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TIF) program funds key intersection improvements, completes 
roadway extension projects identified in the Mobility Element, 
funds improvements to manage traffic on designated multimodal 
corridors and funds public transit improvements to encourage non-
automobile travel in the City.  The TR-TIF program is applicable to 
new industrial, office, retail and residential development. The 
current fee schedule for the land uses are as follows: 

 
•   Industrial use:  $3.20 per square-foot of net new space 
•   Office use:  $3.84 per square-foot of net new space 
•   Retail use:  $8.89 per square-foot of net new space 
•   Residential use:  $2,556.88 per net new residential unit the proposed  

 
 The applicant shall make the required payment based on the fees in 

affect at the time of payment, prior to the issuance of building 
permits.  It should be noted that as the existing commercial building 
which would be removed to accommodate the proposed project is 
currently vacant, existing use trip credits will not be applied in the 
TR-TIF program fee calculation. 

 
Significance After Mitigation.  Implementation Mitigation Measures TC-1 (a-c) would 

improve the LOS of the El Molino Avenue/Colorado Boulevard intersection to LOS C (0.780) 
from LOS D (0.822) during the PM peak hour.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure TC-1(d) 
would ensure compliance with the City of Pasadena’s Transportation Management Ordinance.  
  Implementation of Mitigation Measure TC-1(e) would ensure that the applicant pay the 
required Traffic Reduction and Transportation Improvement Fee.   Therefore, implementation 
of Mitigation Measures TC-1 (a-e) would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  
Additional analysis of El Molino Avenue Street segments indicates that there are no significant 
secondary impacts as a result of the turn restrictions.   
  

Impact TC-2 The proposed project would incrementally increase traffic levels 
along study area roadways.  The projected increases are less 
than exceed the City’s adopted thresholds on four of the five six 
of the ten study area road segments.  However, because the 
projected increase in traffic on one of the five road segments 
exceeds the City’s thresholds, impacts would be Class I, 
unavoidably significant.  Impacts to four of the six street 
segments are Class II, significant but mitigable. However, there 
are two segments of El Molino Avenue for which impacts would 
be Class I, unavoidably significant, because no physical 
improvements can be made to this de-emphasized street.   

 
The study area street segments were analyzed under existing, cumulative base, and cumulative 
plus project conditions, much like the intersection analysis. Based on the City of Pasadena 
requirements, the percentage increase in ADT volumes on study area street roadway segments 
during the project year that is due to project traffic determines the significance of project 
impacts.  The project ADT volumes are estimated based on the project trip generation shown in 
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Table 4.5-3.  As indicated in the table, the net increase in weekday daily traffic generated by the 
project is estimated at approximately 1,585 trips. 
 
Table 4.5-7 summarizes traffic impacts to study area roadway segments.  Using the threshold 
criteria established by the City of Pasadena (see Table 4.5-5), the table shows the daily traffic 
analysis, which determines the street segment impacts by the proposed project on weekdays.  
As shown in the table, the proposed project is anticipated to increase daily traffic volumes by 
less than 2.4% on four of the ten analyzed street segments.  While this level of increase requires 
staff review, no physical mitigations are required.  However, as shown on Table 4.5-7, the 
proposed project is anticipated to increase daily traffic volumes between 2.5% and 4.9% on four 
of the ten studied street segments, including El Molino Avenue north of Walnut Street, El 
Molino Avenue between Walnut Street and Union Street, El Molino Avenue between Green 
Street and Cordova Street, and El Molino Avenue between Cordova Street and Del Mar 
Boulevard.   
 

Table 4.5-7   
Street Segment Impact Analysis 

Proposed Project 

Street Segments Direction 
Existing 
Weekday 

ADT Volume Total 
Project 

Distribution

Project-
Generated

ADT 

Existing 
w/Project 

ADT 

Percent ADT 
Growth 

NB 3,051 60.0% Out 476 3,527 13.5% 

SB 3,477 55.0% In 436 3,913 11.1% 

1.  El Molino 
Avenue south 
of Colorado 
Boulevard 
(between 
Colorado 
Boulevard and 
Playhouse 
Alley) 

Subtotal 6,528 -- 912 7,440 12.3% 

NB 1,555 0.0% -- 0 1,555 0.0% 

SB 3,055 0.0% -- 0 3,055 0.0% 

2.  Oak Knoll 
Avenue south 
of Colorado 
Boulevard 
(between 
Colorado 
Boulevard and 
Green Street) Subtotal 4,610 -- 0 4,610 0.0% 

EB 12,911 15.0% Out 119 13,030 0.9% 

WB 12,931 15.0% In 119 13,050 0.9% 

3.  Colorado 
Boulevard east 
of Hudson 
Avenue 
(between 
Hudson 
Avenue and 
Lake Avenue) Subtotal 25,842 -- 238 26,080 0.9% 

4.  Green Street 
east of El 
Molino Avenue 
(between El 

EB 10,726 25.0% Out 198 10,924 1.8% 
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Table 4.5-7   
Street Segment Impact Analysis 

Proposed Project 

Street Segments Direction 
Existing 
Weekday 

ADT Volume Total 
Project 

Distribution

Project-
Generated

ADT 

Existing 
w/Project 

ADT 

Percent ADT 
Growth 

Molino Avenue 
and Arcade 
Alley) 

5.  Green Street 
east of Hudson 
Avenue 
(between 
Hudson 
Avenue and 
Lake Avenue) 

EB 11,098 25.0% Out 198 11,296 1.8% 

NB 
 

SB 

3,702 
 

3,904 

15.0% Out 
 

20.0% In 

119 
 

159 

3,821 
 

4,063 

3.1% 
 

3.9% 
6. El Molino 

Avenue north 
of Walnut 
Street 

Subtotal 7,606 -- 278 7,884 3.5% 

NB 
 

SB 

3,562 
 

4,057 

20.0% Out 
 

30.0% In 

159 
 

238 

3,721 
 

4,295 

4.3% 
 

5.5% 

7. El Molino 
Avenue 
between 
Walnut Street 
and Union 
Street Subtotal 7,619 -- 397 8,016 4.9% 

NB 
 

SB 

4,342 
 

3,631 

35.0% Out 
 

35.0% In 

277 
 

277 

4,619 
 

3,908 

6.0% 
 

7.1% 

8. El Molino 
Avenue 
between Union 
Street and 
Colorado 
Boulevard Subtotal 7,973 -- 554 8,527 6.5% 

NB 
SB 

3,304 
 

3,110 

20.0% In 
 

15.0% Out 
 

159 
 

119 

3,463 
 

3,229 

4.6% 
 

3.7% 

9. El Molino 
Avenue 
between Green 
Street and 
Cordova Street Subtotal 6,414 -- 278 6,692 4.2% 

NB 
 

SB 

2,888 
 

2,704 

15.0% In 
 

10.0% Out 

119 
 

79 

3,007 
 

2,783 

4.0% 
 

2.8% 

10. El Molino 
Avenue 
between 
Cordova Street 
and Del Mar 
Boulevard Subtotal 5,592 -- 198 5,790 3.4% 

Source:  Lindscott, Law and Greenspan, 2008  
Lindscott, Law and Greenspan, 2009 
 See Appendix E for complete traffic study. 
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As shown in Table 4.5-7, the proposed project is anticipated to increase daily traffic volumes by 
more than 4.9% on two of the ten street segments, including the segment of El Molino Avenue 
between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley and the segment of El Molino Avenue 
between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard.  Because these increases exceed the City’s 4.9% 
ADT Growth threshold, impacts to these two street segments would be significant.   
 
The project site is located on a segment of El Molino Avenue that is within the Central District 
Specific Plan and Playhouse Subdistrict. The location of the project site is within the urban core 
of downtown along the Colorado Boulevard corridor and not within the residential areas that 
lie to the north and south of this corridor.  El Molino is de-emphasized along its entire length 
within the City limits, which is about four miles.  The de-emphasis is intended to protect the 
residential neighborhoods north and south of the urban downtown core.  The proposed project 
would take access from and have a significant impact on the segment of El Molino Avenue that 
lies between Playhouse Alley and Colorado Boulevard and the segment between Colorado 
Boulevard and Union Street, which is about 0.13 miles long, or about 3.25% of the entire length 
of the de-emphasized street.  It should be recognized that the unavoidably significant impact to 
the street segment of El Molino Avenue between Playhouse Alley and Colorado Boulevard is 
based on a 12.3% increase in traffic volume along the most affected segment, while the 
threshold for this street segment is a 4.9% increase.  Mitigation measures TC-1(a-e) and TC-2 
cannot be guaranteed to reduce the traffic on this street segment to below the 4.9% threshold. 
 

Mitigation Measures.  Based on the City’s street segment significance criteria, the net 
increase in ADT volumes for El Molino Avenue north of Walnut Street, El Molino Avenue 
between Walnut Street and Union Street, El Molino Avenue between Green Street and Cordova 
Street, and El Molino Avenue between Cordova Street and Del Mar Boulevard  require soft 
mitigation measures (e.g., transportation demand management measures).  Additionally, the 
street segments of EI Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley and El 
Molino Avenue between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard require both physical (e.g., 
roadway improvements, traffic signal upgrades, etc.) and soft mitigation measures (e.g., 
transportation demand management measures).  As such, the following mitigation measure, 
along with Mitigation Measures TC-1(d-e), is required. 
 

TC-2   Street Segment Mitigation.  The following measures are recommended 
conditions by PASDOT:  

 
• Contribute funds toward a pedestrian safety study in the vicinity of the 

project. The plan shall study measures such as mid-block signals, curb 
extensions, pedestrian countdown signals, enhanced crosswalks etc to 
improve walking safety and convenience to and from parking 
structures/businesses in the area. 

• Provide wayfinding signage between the parking garage and the Pasadena 
Playhouse, directing patrons to utilize designated crosswalks at Green 
Street or Colorado Boulevard.  The sign program and format is subject to 
the review and approval of the Planning Division and the Department of 
Transportation.  

• Provide pedestrian lighting to and from the project to the nearest transit 
stops within a quarter mile radius. 

• Offer unbundled parking option with lease. 
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• Contribute funds to the Pasadena ARTS program. 
• Provide Metro Corporate Transit Passes to employees of this project site. 

 
 Significance After Mitigation.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures TC-2, along 
with mitigation measures TC-1 (ad-e) would be expected to reduce project-generated traffic on 
street segments. Note that implementation of these measure would also fulfill the City’s 
requirement of implementing both physical mitigation (TC-1 (a-c)) and soft mitigation (TC-1 (d-
f) and TC-2).  However, it cannot be assured that these mitigation measures would reduce the 
increase in project-traffic along the most affected roadway segments to 4.9% or less, which 
would eliminate the need for physical improvements (see Table 4.5-5).  PasDOT has determined 
that there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of the project on El Molino 
Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley and on El Molino Avenue between 
Union Street and Colorado Boulevard to below levels of significance.  Therefore, the impact to 
these street segments as a result of the proposed project would be unavoidably significant, and 
if the project is entitled, a Statement of Overriding Consideration would be required.   
 
 Impact TC-3 The proposed project would provide 522 parking spaces, of 

which 366 367 would be project-only spaces and 156 155 would 
be public spaces to serve the Playhouse District.  The proposed 
parking spaces would meet the City’s parking requirements. 
Therefore, impacts to parking supply would be Class III, less 
than significant.    

 
As discussed in Setting, The project site is currently developed with a two-story commercial retail 
structure totaling approximately 66,000 square feet (SF) with 36 surface parking spaces.  The 
proposed project involves the demolition of existing improvements, excavation for a six-level 
subterranean garage, and the subsequent construction of an approximately 160,000 SF, five-story 
commercial office building with 522 parking spaces to be provided in the six subterranean levels, 
of which 366 367 would be project-only spaces and 156155 would be public spaces to serve the 
Playhouse District.  Vehicular access to the subterranean parking structure would also be from 
El Molino Avenue.  Table 4.5-8 shows the City’s parking requirements and proposed parking.   
 

Table 4.5-8    Summary of Parking Requirements 
Land Use City Code Parking Ratio Proposed  Total Parking Spaces 

Officea 3 spaces/1,000 sf 145,564 sf 437 328 

Retailb 3 spaces /1,000 sf 14,407 sf 43 39 

Total Required/Maximum Allowed Parking Spaces 360 367 

Commercial Off-Street Parkingc 162 155 

Total Parking Spaces Provided 522d 

Notes: 
a  Section 17.50.340 D.1(a )of the City of Pasadena Zoning Code states that for office uses the minimum amount of required off-
street parking shall be reduced by 25 percent, and this reduction shall be the maximum allowed number of parking spaces. 
b Section 17.50.340 D.1(b) of the City of Pasadena Zoning Code states that for all other nonresidential uses the minimum 
amount of required off-street parking shall be reduced by 10 percent, and this reduction shall be the maximum allowed number 
of parking spaces. 
c Section 17.50.340 D.2(a ) states that off-street commercial parking shall require the granting of a Minor Conditional Use Permit 
in compliance with Section 17.61.050.  The applicant proposed 156 155 public spaces; however, there are six additional spaces. 
d 162155 of these spaces are proposed to serve the Playhouse District as public parking spaces 
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As shown in Table 4.5-8, proposed parking would comply the City’s parking requirements, as set 
forth by Section 17.50.340 of the City of Pasadena Zoning Code.  Therefore, no significant impacts 
to parking supply would occur. 

 
 Mitigation Measures.  None required. 
 
 Significance After Mitigation.  The proposed project’s impacts to parking supply 
would be less than significant without mitigation. 
 
 Impact TC-4 The proposed project would not generate trips exceeding CMP 

criteria at CMP locations.  Thus, impacts to CMP routes are 
considered Class III, less than significant. 

 
The Congestion Management Program (CMP) was created statewide from the approval of 
Proposition 111 and has been implemented locally by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (LACMTA).  The CMP for Los Angeles County requires that the 
traffic impact of individual development projects of potentially regional significance be 
analyzed.  A specific system of arterial roadways plus all freeways comprise the CMP system.  
Per CMP Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) Guidelines, a traffic impact analysis is 
conducted where: 
 

• At CMP arterial monitoring intersections, including freeway on-ramps or off-ramps, 
where the proposed Project will add 50 or more vehicle trips during either AM or PM 
weekday peak hours. 

• At CMP mainline freeway-monitoring locations, where the Project will add 150 or 
more trips, in either direction, during the either the AM or PM weekday peak hours. 

 
The nearest CMP monitoring intersection is located at Rosemead Boulevard/Foothill 
Boulevard, and the nearest CMP freeway monitoring location is located at I-210 at Rosemead 
Boulevard.  The proposed project would not add 50 or more trips, during the AM or PM peak 
hours at the analyzed CMP arterial monitoring intersection, Rosemead Boulevard/Foothill 
Boulevard, which is the threshold for preparing a traffic impact assessment, as stated in the 
CMP manual. Therefore, no further review of potential impacts to intersection monitoring 
locations that are part of the CMP highway system is required.  
 
The CMP TIA guidelines require that freeway monitoring locations must be examined if the 
proposed project will add 150 or more trips (in either direction) during either the AM or PM 
weekday peak periods. The proposed project will not add 150 or more trips (in either direction), 
during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours to the CMP freeway monitoring location, 
which is the threshold for preparing a traffic impact assessment, as stated in the CMP manual. 
Therefore, no further review of potential impacts to freeway monitoring locations that are part 
of the CMP highway system is required. 
 
 Mitigation Measures.  None required. 
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Significance After Mitigation. The proposed project’s impacts to the regional 
transportation system would be less than significant on CMP monitoring intersection and the 
mainline freeway system without mitigation. 

 
Impact TC-5    The proposed project would incrementally increase demand 

for public transit service.  However, it is anticipated that the 
existing transit system could accommodate the project’s 
increase in demand and impacts would be Class III, less than 
significant. 

 
As required by the 2004 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County, a review has 
been made of the CMP transit service.  As previously discussed, existing transit service is 
provided in the vicinity of the proposed Playhouse Plaza project.  The project trip generation, as 
shown in Table 4.5-3, was adjusted by values set forth in the CMP (i.e., person trips equal 1.4 
times vehicle trips, and transit trips equal 3.5 percent of the total person trips) to estimate transit 
trip generation.  Pursuant to the CMP guidelines, the proposed project is forecast to generate 
demand for 11 transit trips (10 inbound trips and 1 outbound trip) during the weekday AM 
peak hour.  During the weekday PM peak hour, the proposed project is anticipated to generate 
demand for 10 transit trips (2 inbound trips and 8 outbound trips).  Over a 24-hour period, the 
proposed project is forecast to generate demand for 78 daily transit trips.  The calculations are 
as follows: 
 

• AM Peak Hour = 223 x 1.4 x 0.035 = 11 Transit Trips 
• PM Peak Hour = 214 x 1.4 x 0.035 = 10 Transit Trips 
• Daily Trips = 1,585 x 1.4 x 0.035 = 78 Transit Trips 

 
It is anticipated that the existing transit service in the project area would adequately 
accommodate the project-generated transit trips.  Thus, based on the calculated number of 
generated transit trips, no significant project impacts on existing or future transit services in the 
project area would occur. 
 
 Mitigation Measures.  None required. 

 
Significance After Mitigation. The proposed project’s impacts to the existing and future 

public transit system would be less than significant without mitigation. 
 

Impact TC-6   Access to the subterranean parking structure would be 
provided by a two-way driveway/ramp from El Molino 
Avenue.  This driveway is consistent with City requirements 
to provide adequate site access; therefore, impacts relating to 
site access and circulation are considered Class III, less than 
significant.   

 
Vehicular access to the six-level subterranean parking structure would be provided by one 
driveway located along the east side of EI Molino Avenue, approximately mid-way between 
Colorado Boulevard and Green Street (see Figure 2-3 in Section 2.0, Project Description).  The El 
Molino Avenue driveway would provide access to an internal ramp, which would extend to the 
subterranean parking levels.  This driveway would accommodate access for employees, visitors 
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and patrons of the proposed project, as well as for motorists accessing the public parking spaces 
within the site.  The driveway would accommodate full access (i.e., both left-turn and right-turn 
ingress and egress turning movements).   
 
The proposed project, including vehicular ingress and egress to and from the subterranean 
parking structure, would be constructed to City of Pasadena design standards.  The traffic 
study, contained in Appendix E of this document, did not identify any safety issues with regard 
to the proposed site access.  Therefore, impacts relating to site access and circulation would be 
less than significant.  
 
 Mitigation Measures.  None required. 

 
Significance After Mitigation.  The proposed project’s impacts to site access and 

circulation would be less than significant without mitigation. 
 
 c.  Cumulative Impacts.  Traffic from related/area projects (projects planned or pending 
construction or completion) was added to future ambient traffic growth to create the cumulative 
scenario.  Approximately 1,256 dwelling units and 461,687 SF of commercial development are 
planned or pending within the City.  As shown in Tables 4.5-6 and 4.5-7, which summarize the 
level of service and street segment analysis conducted for proposed project, traffic would 
incrementally increase with cumulative + project traffic, but with the implementation of 
mitigation measures set forth in the section, would remain below the respective significance 
thresholds at all of the analyzed intersections and on four of the five eight of the ten analyzed 
roadway segments.  However, impacts resulting from project-traffic would remain significant 
and unavoidable at the roadway segment on El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard 
and Playhouse Alley and on El Molino Avenue between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard, 
both of which lie within the urban core adjacent the Colorado Boulevard corridor.  Because 
impacts would be unavoidably significant at these roadway segments, when considering 
cumulative impacts from planned and pending projects within the City, the project’s 
contribution to the overall change would be cumulatively considerable.  Mitigation measure 
TC-1(a-e) and TC-2 would reduce impacts to the extent feasible.  However, these mitigation 
measures cannot be said to reduce traffic increases to 4.9% or below, which is the threshold that 
requires physical improvements.  Therefore, the cumulative impact to these street segments is 
likewise unavoidably significant.   
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4.6  WATER SERVICE 
 
4.6.1  Setting   
 
 a.  Water Supply.  Pasadena Water and Power (PWP) is the water supply service 
provider to City of Pasadena residents and businesses, as well as to a limited number of 
customers within adjacent unincorporated areas.  PWP provides approximately 37,094 acre-feet 
per year (AFY) of potable water (based on the average PWP total production over the last 10 
years).  According to the City’s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, Pasadena’s water supply 
is drawn from a variety of sources, including groundwater, local surface water, and imported 
water.  Additional water supplies are also available through short-term water exchanges with 
neighboring agencies.  PWP attempts to maximize its groundwater use each year and then use 
imported water to meet remaining demand.  PWP obtains approximately 40 percent of its 
annual water supply from groundwater and the remaining 60 percent is purchased from the 
Metropolitan Water District (MWD).  MWD obtains it supply from two sources of imported 
water: the Colorado River Aqueduct and the State Water Project (PWP 2005). 
 
PWP also diverts surface water runoff from two streams that flow within its service area:  up to 
25 cubic feet per second from Arroyo Seco, which lies on the northwest side of the City; and up 
to 8.9 cubic feet per second from Eaton Canyon, which lies in the eastern portion of the City.  
Although this water can be treated and used directly, PWP currently diverts and spreads the 
water in spreading basins where it percolates into the ground and recharges the aquifer (PWP 
2005). 
 
Groundwater production is obtained from the Raymond Basin, a large aquifer that underlies the 
City and surrounding region.  It has a groundwater production of approximately 30,000 AFY 
and has potential to store large amounts of imported water for drought purposes (up to 16 
times the amount of water consumed by residents living over the Basin).1  The Raymond Basin 
is adjudicated and under the judgment the City of Pasadena has the right to 12,807 AFY with 
additional pumping rights each year based on spreading surface water diversions in the Arroyo 
Seco and Eaton Canyon.  Spreading credits vary from year to year, but on average PWP has 
received 4,128 AFY in credits since 1994.  Thus, on an average year, PWP has the right to pump 
about 16,935 AFY from the Raymond Basin.  PWP is currently operating seven wells with a 
combined capacity of 15,200 AFY (PWP 2005). 

In May of 2008, PWP was made aware that the Raymond Basin Management Board 
(“Watermaster”) is concerned that, in certain areas of the Raymond Basin, groundwater 
production is greater than net recharge, which has lead to decreases in groundwater levels and 
increased depth-to-pumping.2  It was estimated that the safe yield of the Pasadena subarea of 
the Raymond Basin, the subarea from which Pasadena takes a vast majority of its pumping 
rights, was approximately 35% less than current decreed rights in that subarea.  To protect the 
storage capacity of the Pasadena subarea, PWP anticipates that the Watermaster may reduce the 
pumping allocation of every pumper in the Pasadena subarea by 35%.  If that should occur, 

                                                 
1 City of Pasadena, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, Page 1 December 2005. 
2 2007 Technical Memorandum: Evaluation of Groundwater Production in the Pasadena Subarea of the Raymond 
Basin (Stetson Engineers, 2007). 
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PWP’s groundwater pumping rights would be reduced to 5,423 AFY in the subarea, for a total 
of 9,877 AFY in the Raymond Basin.   
 
In 2007, PWP supplied a total of 38,434 AF, of which 25,100 was from imported water and 
12,849 AF was from groundwater with approximately 485 AF from local water exchanges.  
Water use in PWP’s service area is approximately two-thirds residential and one-third 
commercial/industrial.  Total system per capita water use (excluding agricultural water use) 
averages 170 gallons per day (GPD).  There were approximately 36,830 connections in 2007.  
Since 1990, new connections have been added at a rate of approximately 0.15 percent per year.  
However, demand for water has remained relatively constant with the implementation of water 
efficiency improvements.   
 
Current and projected water use within PWP’s service area is shown in Table 4.6-1.  Table 4.6-1 
shows water usage projected for normal years and single dry years from 2010 through 2030. 

Table 4.6-1   
PWP Service Area Normal and Single Dry Year Supply and Demand 

(Acre-Feet/Year) 

 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Normal Year  1 

 Supply 39,957 41,291 42,624 43,959 45,293 

 Demand 39,957 41,291 42,624 43,959 45,293 

Difference 0 0 0 0 0 

Single Dry Year 

 Supply 32,318 32,318 32,318 32,318 32,318 

 Demand 33,963 35,097 36,230 37,365 38,497 

Difference (1,645) (2,779) (3,912) (5,047) (6,179) 

Source:  PWP 2005 UWMP. 
1 Table 9-2 Projected Normal Year Supply and Demand Comparison.  Projected supplies exceed 
demands; however, PWP will only take the amount of imported water necessary to serve projected 
demand.  Additional water may be purchased by PWP at an increased rate; however PWP plans to 
get additional water from long term storage  

 
PWP has contracted with MWD for deliveries under a purchase order arrangement (PWP 2005).  
Under the contract, MWD charges for water supply under a two-tiered rate structure.  PWP has 
the right to purchase up to 90% of their initial base demand at Tier 1 rates. Initial base demand 
is calculated as the maximum firm demand for MWD water over a 10-year period since 1989. 
Tier 1 rates are set by MWD to recover its costs of maintaining a reliable supply. Any amount 
higher than 90% of base demand is charged at higher Tier 2 rates to encourage efficient 
utilization of local resources and include MWD's costs for developing additional supplies. 
 
Multiple dry-year supply and demand scenarios for 2010 through 2030 are shown in Table 4.6-2.  
The City has a long term storage program in the Raymond Basin and banks water within the 
basin for withdrawl during dry years when supplies are not sufficient to cover demands.  Based 
on the supply and demand comparisons, PWP will have sufficient supply to meet the projected  
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Table 4.6-2   
PWP Service Area Multiple Dry Year Supply and Demand (Acre-Feet/Year) 

2011  through  2015 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

 Supply 40,224 40,491 36,861 31,665 34,294 

 Demand 40,224 40,491 40,757 34,870 35,097 

Difference 0 0 (3,896) (3,205) (803) 

Pumped from Long Term Storage 0 0 3,896 3,205 803 

Long Term Storage Balance 24,221 24,221 20,325 17,120 16,137 

Annual Net Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 
 

2016  through  2020 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

 Supply 41,559 41,826 36,861 31,665 34,294 

 Demand 41,559 41,826 42,092 36,005 36,232 

Difference 0 0 (5,231) (4,340) (1,938) 

Pumped from Long Term Storage 0 0 5,231 4,340 1,938 

Long Term Storage Balance 24,221 24,221 18,990 14,650 12,712 

Annual Net Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 
 

2021  through  2025 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

 Supply 42,891 43,158 36,861 31,665 34,294 

 Demand 42,891 43,158 43,424 43,691 43,957 

Difference 0 0 (6,563) (5,472) (3,070) 

Pumped from Long Term Storage 0 0 6,563 5,472 3,070 

Long Term Storage Balance 24,221 24,221 17,658 12,186 9,116 

Annual Net Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 
 

2026  through  2030 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 

 Supply 44,226 44,493 36,861 31,665 34,294 

 Demand 44,226 44,493 44,759 38,272 38,499 

Difference 0 0 (7,898) (6,607) (4,205) 

Pumped from Long Term Storage 0 0 7,898 6,607) 4,205 

Long Term Storage Balance 24,221 24,221 16,323 9,716 5,511 

Annual Net Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 

Source:  2005 UWMP, Tables 9-5, 9-6, 9-7, and 9-8. 

 
 
demand over the next twenty-five years (PWP 2005). Its ability to meet demands during a 
multiple dry year period is based on the storage reserve it maintains in the Raymond Basin. 
During a time of drought, it can draw on this reserve to supplement its supply. In the previous 
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comparisons, the scenarios showed that the storage reserve would be drawn down over the 
course of a three year dry period. In the final multiple year analysis from 2026-2030, the LTS 
reached 5,511 AF. Thus, although there is enough projected supply and storage available under 
these scenarios, it is important that PWP take steps to boost its reserves. There are a number of 
critical actions that PWP is planning to take to provide additional assurance that it will be able 
to maintain deliveries: 
 

•  In the short term, PWP will restore most of the out-of-service wells into production by 
installing perchlorate treatment systems. 

 
•  In the long term, PWP will maintain deliveries through aggressive conservation 

programs and the implementation of recycled water for irrigation purposes.   
 
•  PWP will cooperate with the watershed planning efforts in the Arroyo Seco to develop 

the plan to increase the capacity of its spreading basins. 
 

The comparisons in Table 4.6-1 and Table 4.6-2 are based on the assumption that MWD is forced 
to curtail its deliveries during a drought. In reality, MWD has performed its own multiple dry 
year analysis and has determined that it would be able to maintain deliveries to its member 
agencies even in the event of a historical multiple dry year period. However, by taking the 
critical actions above PWP will ensure that it can reliably maintain its own supply in the event 
that MWD experiences delays in implementing its Integrated Resources Plan (IRP), as well as 
providing a buffer against uncertainty. 
 

PWP Actions and Programs to Address Water Supply Issues.  PWP has many options at 
hand to address potential water supply issues, arising from either a reduction in its MWD 
allocations or its ability to pump groundwater from the Pasadena subarea of the Raymond 
Basin.  The most immediate tool available is the declaration of a “water shortage” pursuant to 
Pasadena Municipal Code (PMC) Chapter 13.10.   
 

City of Pasadena Water Shortage Plan I.  In December of 2007, PWP projected a local “water 
shortage” as defined in PMC § 13.10.020.G.  On that basis, the City Council implemented a 
Water Shortage Plan I.  The goal of the Water Shortage Plan I was to reduce total water usage in 
the City by 10%.3  The Water Shortage Plan I contains nine voluntary water reduction measures 
to assist all Pasadena customers with conservation techniques (PMC § 13.10.040).   
 

• Refrain from hosing or washing sidewalks, walkways, driveways, parking area or other 
paved surfaces; 

• Refrain from cleaning, filling, or maintaining levels in decorative fountains, ponds, 
lakes, and similar structures unless such structure is equipped with a water recycling 
system; 

                                                 
3 See minutes of December 17, 2007 City Council meeting, at 
http://www.cityofpasadena.net/councilagendas/2007%20agendas/Minutes%202007/20071217.pdf;  
see related staff report at http://www.cityofpasadena.net/councilagendas/2007%20agendas/Dec_17_07/6A.pdf. 
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• Refrain from serving drinking water, unless at the express request of a customer, in all 
restaurants, hotels, cafes, cafeterias, or other public places where food is sold, served or 
offered for sales; 

• Promptly repair all leaks from indoor and outdoor plumbing fixtures, including but not 
limited to sprinkler systems; 

• Refrain from allowing water to run off landscape areas into adjoining streets, sidewalks, 
parking lots or alleys; 

• Refrain from allowing water to run off into adjoining streets, sidewalks, parking lots or 
alleys while washing vehicles; 

• Refrain from landscape watering more often than once every three days. 
 
Since declaration of the local water shortage, PWP engaged in an aggressive public education 
campaign to raise awareness of the Water Shortage Plan I and its conservation techniques.  
Among other things, PWP engaged in a City-wide marketing campaign to raise awareness of 
the Plan I techniques; hosted efficient irrigation workshops; joined MWD in offering a new 
regional incentive program for water efficient devices (“SoCal Water $mart”); and provided a 
host of links and information options on its website to educate Pasadena residents about other 
ways to save water.  Despite this aggressive public education campaign, as of the summer of 
2008 total water usage in the City had not changed appreciably, and the goal of the Water 
Shortage Plan I was not being met.   
 

City of Pasadena Water Shortage Plan II.  The purpose of Water Shortage Plan II is to 
ensure that water is put to the maximum beneficial use and that water conservation is properly 
implemented.  In the event of a continued water shortage, PWP could recommend to the City 
Council moving to a Water Shortage Plan II, pursuant to PMC § 13.10.040.  At this time, PWP 
anticipates requesting that the City Council move to a Water Shortage Plan II by early 2009.  In 
that event, the water reduction measures outlined above would become mandatory, and the 
City could impose penalties on violators.  PWP anticipates that implementation of Water 
Shortage Plan II would result in the 10% reduction the City has been seeking.   
 
Plan II includes the same measures as Plan I with the addition of the following measures: 
 

• No customer of the department shall use or allow the use of water for landscape 
watering between the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.; 

• No customer of the department shall uses or all the use of water from the department to 
refill a swimming pool emptied after the commencement of a water shortage period. 

 
Throughout the end of 2008 and early 2009, PWP has taken the following steps to update its 
approach to water supply issues: 
 

Comprehensive Water Conservation Plan (CWCP).  On April 13, 2009, the City Council 
adopted the CWCP.4  As a long-term goal, the CWCP presupposes an initial target of reducing 
per-capita potable water consumption 10% by 2015 and 20% by 2020.  Whereas PWP’s past 
water conservation programs relied heavily on indoor efficiency, the CWCP reflects an 
emphasis on: 

                                                 
4 http://www.cityofpasadena.net/councilagendas/2009%20agendas/Apr_13_09/agendarecap.asp 
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• Using price signals in rate design to encourage conservation; 
• Increased emphasis on outdoor water efficiency; and 
• Maximizing efficiencies related to new construction. 
 

The CWCP includes six water conservation approaches that will be pursued simultaneously to 
meet the City’s water conservation targets: 
 

1. Implement Water Conservation Rate Design: 
 Modified block rate structure with higher cost tiers for high water use 
 Develop a budget-based water rate proposal 

2. Adopt Sustainable Water Supply Ordinances: 
 Establish a Permanent Water Waste Prohibition Ordinance 
 Modify existing Water Shortage Ordinance 
 Adopt a Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance 
 Evaluate potential effectiveness of a Fixture Replacement on Resale 

Ordinance, and adopt, if appropriate 
 Review the Gray Water Systems and Storm Water Capture Ordinances 

and update or modify, as appropriate 
 Adopt appropriate water use limitations and mitigation measures 

associated with new development 
3. Provide Incentives for Use of Water Efficient Technology and Practices: 

 Indoor fixture incentives 
 Irrigation technology incentives 
 Water-efficient landscape and turf replacement incentives 

4. Provide Direct Installation and Distribution of Efficient Technologies; 
5. Provide Water Use Audits; and 
6. Provide Water Use Information, Education, and Outreach: 

 Usage data on bills 
 Appropriate water use standards or guidelines 
 Efficient indoor and outdoor water use practices.5 

 
The City has begun the process to increase water rates as envisioned by the CWCP, and which 
are necessary for covering surcharges imposed by MWD on PWP whenever customers exceed 
MWD’s new allocation targets.6  The City is in the process of holding the required public 
hearings.7 
 

Water Waste Prohibition and Water Shortage Plan (WWP/WSP) Ordinance.  Also on April 13, 
2009, the City Council directed the drafting of an ordinance which will replace the City’s 
previously adopted Water Shortage Plan I.8  The proposed WWP/WSP Ordinance includes a 
number of permanent water waste prohibitions as well as procedures that would be initiated in 
the event of a water shortage.  
 

                                                 
5 http://www.cityofpasadena.net/councilagendas/2009%20agendas/Apr_13_09/5D1.pdf 
6 http://ww3/waterandpower/YourWater/WaterRates/ 
7 http://ww3/waterandpower/YourWater/WaterRates/Public%20Hearing%20Notice%2009.pdf 
8 http://www.cityofpasadena.net/councilagendas/2009%20agendas/Apr_13_09/agendarecap.asp 
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The proposed ordinance is consistent with the MWD Model Water Waste ordinance and is 
intended to address the shortcomings identified with the City’s current Water Shortage 
Procedure Ordinance that it will replace.  The proposed ordinance includes a number of 
permanent water waste prohibitions as well as procedures that would be initiated in the event 
of a water shortage.  The proposed permanent water waste prohibitions include: 
 

• Watering with potable water (i.e., drinking water) is prohibited between the hours of 
9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on any day, except by use of a hand-held container, a handheld 
hose equipped with a water shut-off nozzle or device, or for very short periods of time 
for the express purpose of adjusting or repairing an irrigation system; 

• No watering during periods of rain; 
• No excessive water flow or runoff; 
• No washing down hard or paved surfaces except were necessary to alleviate safety or 

sanitary hazards and then only by use of a hand-held bucket or similar container, a 
hand-held hose equipped with a water shut-off nozzle or device, a low-volume, high-
pressure cleaning machine equipped to recycle any water used, or a low volume high-
pressure water broom; 

• Obligation to fix leaks, breaks or malfunctions when discovered or within seven days of 
receiving notice from PWP; 

• Recirculating water systems are required for fountains and decorative water features; 
• Using potable water to wash a vehicle is prohibited, except by use of a hand-held bucket 

or a hand-held hose equipped with a water shut-off nozzle or device.  (This subsection 
does not apply to any commercial car washing facility); 

• Drinking water may be served in restaurants only upon request by a customer; 
• Restaurants are required to use water conserving dish wash spray valves; 
• Commercial lodging establishments must provide guests option to decline daily linen 

services; 
• Installation of single pass cooling systems is prohibited in buildings requesting new 

water service;  
• Installation of non-recirculating water systems is prohibited in new commercial 

conveyor car wash and new commercial laundry systems; and 
• Effective on July 1, 201 0, commercial conveyor car wash systems must have installed 

operational recirculating water systems or secured a waiver of this requirement from the 
City of Pasadena. 

 
The proposed ordinance establishes a penalty schedule for violations, and the penalties are 
meant to be deterrents rather than sources of funds.  The proposed ordinance is anticipated to 
come before the City Council in late June or early July of 2009. 

 
Other PWP Water Supply Management Projects.  Just as MWD has done, PWP has 

maintained its supply reliability in the face of supply uncertainties in the past, and is actively 
managing its supplies to ensure the reliability for the future.  As a primary example, the City 
maintains a contract with the City of Glendale for the provision of recycled water, and has the 
right to 6,000 AFY of recycled water from the Los Angeles/Glendale Water Reclamation Plant.  
The City has the right to take this allocation at a point of connection in Scholl Canyon, on the 
northwestern end of Pasadena.  Although implementation of the pipe construction project to 
bring recycled water into Pasadena has been on hold since 1995, the City has already begun the 
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work necessary to re-start implementation of that project.  Funding for the initial planning of 
this project is currently available.  As additional funding can be secured, the City anticipates 
increasingly offsetting the use of potable water for landscaping with recycled water, thus 
leaving more potable water for other uses.  PWP is also considering other water supply 
enhancement and storage projects.  In addition, the City is looking at ways to strengthen the 
local regulation of water use through other Pasadena Municipal Code amendments.  As one 
example, the City is awaiting the DWR Office of Water Use and Efficiency’s update to the state 
model water efficient landscape ordinance.  DWR anticipates that the model ordinance will be 
updated in early 2009.9  By late 2009, and pursuant to the requirements of Government Code 
Section 65595, the City anticipates updating its ordinances regulating landscaping water use to 
be at least as stringent as the state model ordinance.  Through these efforts, PWP anticipates 
serving demand in the City as forecast in the City’s General Plan and Urban Water 
Management Plan into the foreseeable future. 
 

Metropolitan Water District (MWD).   Future projected annual supplies from MWD 
during single dry, multiple dry and normal years are shown in Table 4.6-3.  MWD supplies 
range from a high of about 3.3 million acre feet (MAF) to a low of 1.9 MAF acre feet, depending 
on the year and the scenario.  In drought conditions, water supplies may be reduced as a result 
of reduced precipitation.  Since the City receives the majority (approximately 60%) of its water 
from MWD, an analysis of the reliability of the MWD supply under drought conditions is 
required.  An analysis of single dry year, multiple dry year and average year MWD supply 
reliability follows. 
 

Table 4.6-3   
MWD Supply and Demand (Acre-Feet/Year) 

Scenario 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Multiple Dry Year 

 Supply  2,619 ,000  2,834,000  2,841,000  2,827,000  2,827,000 

 Demand  2,376,000  2,389,000  2,317,000  2,454,000  2,587,000 

Surplus (Supply less Demand)  243,000  445,000  524,000  373,000  240,000 

Single Dry Year 

 Supply  3,151,000  3,356,000  3,309,000  3,252,000  3,203,000 

 Demand  3,320,000  2,196,000  2,229,000  2,358,000  2,487,000 

Surplus (Supply less Demand)  831,000  1,160,000  1,080,000  894,000  716,000 

Average Year 

 Supply  2,668,000  2,600,000  2,654,000  2,654,000  2,654,000 

 Demand  2,036,000  1,947,000  1,983,000  2,110,000  2,246,000 

Surplus (Supply less Demand)  632,000  653,000  671,000  544,000  408,000 

Source:  Metropolitan Water District Regional Urban Water Management Plan, November 2005, Tables II-7, II-8, and II-9. 

Demand represents FIRM demand, defined as full service demands (Tier I and Tier II) plus 70% of the Interim Agricultural Water 
Program. 

 
                                                 
9 http://www.owue.water.ca.gov/landscape/ord/updatedOrd.cfm/#schedule  
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Table 4.6-3 presents the MWD demand and supply capabilities through the year 2030 under 
average year, single dry year and multiple dry year scenarios.  The data shows that demand 
from MWD customers will be met under the three different scenarios through the year 2030 
with surplus.  Surplus ranges from a low of 240,000 AFY to 1,160,000 AFY. 
 
Summaries of MWD’s individual supplies, along with the challenges facing each supply, are 
presented in the following sections.  These sections also include specific actions that MWD is 
taking to meet each of the challenges facing its water supplies.  Over the past several decades, 
MWD has demonstrated that it can adapt to continuous change and address uncertainties in 
supply by developing a diverse portfolio, setting supply targets, monitoring its progress on a 
regular basis and adapting its strategy to meet its targets. 
 

The Colorado River.  MWD diverts water from the Colorado River at Lake Havasu on the 
California/Arizona border and conveys it across the Mojave Desert via the agency’s Colorado 
River Aqueduct to Lake Mathews near Riverside.  From there, MWD pumps the water into its 
feeder pipeline distribution system for delivery to its member agencies throughout Southern 
California. 
 
MWD possesses the right to divert water from the Colorado River pursuant to a contract with 
the U.S. Secretary of the Interior under Section 5 of the federal Boulder Canyon Project Act.10  
The Blueprint Report includes a description of MWD’s 550,000 AFY base apportionment water 
right, along with the Colorado River supply projects that MWD is implementing to maximize 
the reliability of Colorado River supplies.11  Following distribution of the Blueprint Report, the 
Quantification Settlement Agreement (“QSA”) and other related agreements were approved on 
October 10, 2003, related to the supplies of all the California users of the Colorado River, 
including MWD.   Signing of the QSA and related agreements will allow implementation of the 
Colorado River supply projects identified in the Blueprint Report, as well as other projects.  
MWD described the QSA and related agreements and their impact on the reliability of MWD’s 
supplies in its 2006 Integrated Water Resources Plan Implementation Report.12 

 
According to MWD, it is expected that its fourth priority apportionment of 550,000 AF of 
Colorado River water will be available every year for the next 20 years.13  This supply is 
“expected to be available during all year types, including wet, average, single dry-year, and 
multiple dry-year weather.”14 

 
Current challenges facing MWD’s Colorado River supply include risk of continued drought in 
the Colorado River Basin and pending litigation that may threaten implementation of part or all 
of the QSA.  MWD has been aggressively preparing for these two risks to its Colorado River 
supply for many years.15  Its responses to these challenges are described in the following 
paragraphs. 

 

                                                 
10 45 Stat. 1057 (December 21, 1928). 
11 Blueprint Report.   
12 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, 2006 Integrated Water Resources Plan Implementation Report at 1-2 to 1-10 (October 10, 
2006).   
13 Blueprint Report at B-6.    
14 Id. 
15 Id.at 25. 
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The Colorado River Basin has experienced below-normal runoff for the past eight years.  
During 2006, Lake Mead was at its lowest level in 41 years.16  A Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement on Lower Basin Shortage Guidelines and Coordinated Management Strategies for 
Lake Powell and Lake Mead, Particularly Under Lower Reservoir Conditions was released by 
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, which operates the Colorado River reservoirs, in February 
2007.17  That study analyzed various alternatives to manage the Colorado River in light of the 
current extended dry period for enhanced reliability in water allocations for all the users of the 
Colorado River, including MWD.  For example, one of the alternatives would introduce new 
operating and accounting procedures to address the ability of MWD and others to store water 
in Lake Mead.18  Despite the challenges of recent Colorado River Basin hydrology, MWD “does 
not anticipate adverse water supply impacts resulting from the implementation of [the] 
shortage guidelines because California’s 4.4 million acre-foot apportionment has a higher 
priority than a portion of Arizona and Nevada’s apportionments during shortage conditions.”19 
 
Programs that will help to implement the QSA and meet Colorado River water supply targets, 
and that are currently in operation, close to completion or in progress include: the Imperial 
Irrigation District (“IID”) and MWD water conservation and transfer program; the Coachella 
and All-American Canal lining projects; the IID and San Diego County Water Authority 
(“SDCWA”) water transfer; the Palo Verde Irrigation District land management and crop 
rotation program; and the Interim Surplus Guidelines adopted by the U.S. Secretary of the 
Interior.20  MWD is actively working to implement several of these QSA-related programs.  In 
addition, MWD is participating in the Intentional Created Surplus program to store water in 
Lake Mead for withdrawal during dry years.  During 2006 and 2007, MWD stored 50,000 AF of 
water in Lake Mead that it had saved under the Palo Verde Irrigation District Land 
Management and Crop Rotation Program.21  Collectively, these programs are expected to 
maintain the reliability of MWD’s Colorado River supplies. 

 
MWD’s fourth priority apportionment of Colorado River water has been delivered to MWD 
every year since 1939, in all hydrologic year types.22  By existing contract, this supply “will 
continue to be available in perpetuity” due to California’s senior rights on the Colorado River.23  
MWD has affirmed that ”[t]he historical record for available Colorado River water indicates 
that Metropolitan’s fourth priority supply has been available in every year and can reasonably 
be expected to be available over the next 20 years.”24  Thus, according to MWD, its Colorado 
River supply is secure through at least 2025.  Pursuant to the analysis in more recent MWD 
assessments of its water supplies and this analysis, there are no substantial challenges that are 
currently predicted to arise between 2025 and 2030.  Therefore, the same reliability that MWD 
declared through 2025 is also applicable through at least 2030. 

 
The second challenge to MWD’s Colorado River supplies is the pending litigation concerning 
the QSA and related agreements.  That litigation has taken two forms: (1) a series of lawsuits 

                                                 
16 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, 2006 Integrated Water Resources Plan Implementation Report at 12 (October 10, 2006). 
17 Id.  
18 Id. at 13 
19 Id. 
20 Id. See also 66 Fed. Reg. 7772-7782 (January 25, 2001). 
21 Id. 
22 MWD’s 2005 UWMP at A.3-2. 
23 Id. 
24 Id. 
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against the lining of the All-American Canal; and (2) a series of lawsuits which challenge the 
IID/SDCWA transfer.  The All-American Canal litigation has been litigated and resolved in 
favor of the QSA parties, thus increasing the certainty of MWD’s Colorado River supplies since 
the publication of the Blueprint Report.25 

 
Several lawsuits against the IID/SDCWA transfer were brought by the County of Imperial, 
various landowners within IID and environmental advocacy groups, and have been 
consolidated in Sacramento County Superior Court.  In two of those lawsuits, the County of 
Imperial sued the State Water Resources Control Board (“SWRCB”), IID and SDCWA regarding 
the legitimacy of the QSA approvals.  In November 2004, the Superior Court dismissed those 
cases with prejudice on the ground that the County had failed to name MWD and the Coachella 
Valley Water District as necessary and indispensable parties to the actions on a timely basis.  
Thereafter the County appealed that decision and the Court of Appeal affirmed the dismissal in 
2007, which lifted a stay on the other QSA cases.26  In addition, several demurrers have been 
filed and sustained in the consolidated cases, reducing the number of causes of action pending 
in the litigation.27  As of the date of this document, the water transfer challengers’ motions for 
preliminary injunction have been denied, and thus, the parties are free to implement the 
provisions of the QSA, as appropriate.  The full cases are expected to reach the court for 
decision during late 2009 or possibly into 2010. 

 
While all significant issues in the QSA litigations have been resolved in favor of MWD and the 
other QSA parties to date, including the entire All-American Canal case, it is impossible to 
predict with absolute certainty how the remaining litigation will be resolved.  MWD is actively 
involved in the litigation, however, and plans to defend the QSA fully to prevent any impacts to 
its Colorado River supplies. 
 

State Water Project.  MWD possesses a contract with DWR that entitles it to water from 
the SWP.28  MWD’s share of the total SWP supply is approximately 46 percent based on its 
contracted Table A amount of 1,911,500 AFY.29  This supply is diverted from the Feather River 
at Lake Oroville, released and conveyed through the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta 
(“Delta”), and rediverted at the Harvey O. Banks Delta Pumping Plant for conveyance through 
the California Aqueduct to Southern California and MWD.  MWD described and analyzed the 
reliability of its SWP supplies in the Blueprint Report.30  MWD estimated the availability of SWP 
supplies “according to the historical record of hydrologic conditions, existing system 
capabilities, requests of the state water contractors and SWP contract provisions for allocating 
Table A, Article 21 and other SWP deliveries to each contractor.”31  MWD estimated that in 

                                                 
25 On April 6, 2007, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit dismissed the challenge to the lining of the All-American Canal and lifted the 
court-imposed injunction that for a period of time halted construction.  The ruling allowed IID to commence work on the project to conserve 
water lost by seepage from the existing earthen canal.  See Consejo de Desarrollo Economico de Mexicali, A.C. v. United States, 482 F.3d 
1157 (2007). 
26 County of Imperial v. Superior Court, 152 Cal.App.4th 13 (2007). 
27 October 10, 2007 Order by Judge Candee in Imperial Irrigation District v. All Persons Interested in Any of the Following Contracts, Imperial 
County Case No. ECU01649 (Sacramento County Case No. 04CS00875) filed November 5, 2003. 
28 See Contract between the State of California Department of Water Resources and the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California For a 
Water Supply (November 4, 1960), as amended through Amendment No. 28, available at 
http://www.swpao.water.ca.gov/wsc/pdfs/MWDSC_O_C.pdf. 
29 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, 2006 Integrated Water Resources Plan Implementation Report at 14 (October 10, 2006). 
30 Blueprint Report. At 11. 
31 Id. at 11. 
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2025, it will have 794,700 AF available in multiple dry years, 418,000 AF in a single dry year, 
1,523,300 AF in an average year and 1,741,000 AF in a wet year.32 
 
Following the Blueprint Report, SWP supplies have been challenged through environmental 
litigation concerning the Delta.  In addition, MWD has acknowledged that conveyance of water 
through the Delta can present challenges for SWP supplies due to water quality and 
environmental issues that can affect pumping operations.  Risks to this supply also include 
potential levee failure.  Actions being taken by DWR and MWD to avoid or mitigate these risks 
are described below. 

 
Environmental Litigation.  Specific threats to the SWP include litigation concerning the 

Delta.  In 2007, two courts ruled that California’s major water delivery systems—the SWP and 
the Central Valley Project (“CVP”)—were violating state and federal environmental laws 
regarding a threatened fish species, the Delta smelt.  First, Alameda County Superior Court 
Judge Roesch concluded that the SWP had failed to obtain a permit required under the 
California Endangered Species Act (“CESA”) that would provide protections for Delta smelt, 
salmon and steelhead from the effects of water pumping for activities at the Harvey O. Banks 
Delta Pumping Plant in Tracy, California.33  Accordingly, Judge Roesch ordered the SWP 
pumps to be turned off unless appropriate permits were obtained within 60 days.  DWR 
appealed that decision, automatically staying the decision pending the outcome of the appeal.  
The earliest that a decision from the appellate court is expected would be during in the latter 
part of 2008.34 The stay has been extended through July of 2009.35 

 
As a practical response to the pending litigation in state and federal courts, DWR shut down the 
Harvey O. Banks Delta Pumping Plant from May 31 to June 10, 2007 to protect the Delta smelt.  
DWR resumed pumping on June 10, 2007, and pumping has remained at normal operating 
levels. 

 
In May 2007, U.S. District Court Judge Oliver Wanger ruled that a federal Endangered Species 
Act (“ESA”) take permit that had been issued to protect Delta smelt at both the SWP pumps and 
the federal Jones Pumping Plant was not legally sufficient.36  At issue was a 2005 biological 
opinion (“BiOp”) that was issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (“USFWS”) pursuant to 
the ESA, and concluded that current project operations and certain planned future actions 
would not jeopardize the continued existence of the Delta smelt or adversely modify its critical 
habitat based on certain actions being taken by the CVP and SWP.  The court found that the 
BiOp was legally inadequate because it did not provide a reasonable degree of certainty that 
mitigation measures will take place, use the best available science, address climate change or 
address the impacts of joint project operations on the continued survival of the Delta smelt.37 

 
By the time this decision was released, the SWP and CVP water agencies were aware that the 
incidental take permit was not preventing take of Delta smelt and had requested a new permit.  

                                                 
32 Id.  MWD’s contract with DWR expires in 2035, at which time MWD has an option to renew under the same basic conditions.  MWD’s 
2005 UWMP at A.3-12. 
33 Watershed Enforcers v. California Department of Water Resources, Case No. RG06292124, Order (Alameda County Sup. Ct. March 22, 
2007). 
34 Id. 
35 http://appellatecases.courtinfo.ca.gov/search/case/dockets.cfm?dist=1&doc_id=676185&doc_no=A117715 
36 Natural Resources Defense Council v. Kempthorne, 506 F.Supp.2d 322, 387-388 (E.D.Cal. 2007). 
37 Id. 
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The consultation process with USFWS is expected to result in a new BiOp and take permit in 
late 2008.  On August 31, 2007, Judge Wanger issued an interim oral decision that allowed the 
SWP and CVP to continue operating under the prior take permit as long as they complied with 
a USFWS-proposed five-point action matrix, as modified slightly, plus certain increased 
monitoring plans requested by the plaintiffs and other actions that do not have a water cost.   

 
At the remedy proceeding before Judge Wanger, the Chief of the SWP Operations Planning 
Branch testified that in an average year, when combined deliveries of the CVP and SWP would 
be 5.9 million AF, reductions in deliveries due to compliance with the USFWS matrix will range 
from 820,000 to 2.17 million AF, which represent 14 and 37 percent of baseline deliveries, 
respectively.  In a dry year, when combined deliveries would be 3.2 million AF, reductions will 
range from 183,000 to 814,000 AF, which represent reductions from baseline deliveries of 6 and 
25 percent, respectively.38  The modifications to the USFWS matrix by Judge Wanger will 
increase the delivery reductions by an amount that was not modeled by DWR, but it is expected 
that the actual impacts of Judge Wanger’s order may be slightly greater than those figures. 

 
Judge Wanger’s order will impact diversions from December 25, 2007 until the new USFWS 
BiOp is issued in late 2008.  However, it should be expected that the USFWS will include similar 
restrictions in the final BiOp to those that were in its action matrix adopted by Judge Wanger.  
Thus, the SWP and CVP will likely see long-term reductions in deliveries based on this 
litigation.  Among other results, the decision likely will increase the political pressure for 
construction of the Peripheral Canal to avoid use of the south Delta pumping plants.  In 
response to this decision and other water supply and quality issues, MWD has reported that 
“[i]n the short and long term, continued investment in regional and local resources will help 
ensure and diversify reliable water supplies to meet Southern California’s future needs.”39  
MWD has embarked on many proactive programs to deal with potential future delivery 
restrictions, should they occur. 

 
For example, MWD is one of the parties that are drafting the Bay-Delta Conservation Plan 
(“BDCP”) to provide state and federal ESA coverage for the SWP operations.  The BDCP allows 
water contractors, who must comply with the federal and state ESAs, to work cooperatively to 
attain incidental take coverage via a habitat conservation plan and natural community 
conservation plan.  Development of this plan is now underway under the aegis of the California 
Resources Agency, and a draft report is due in 2008, with the appropriate permits and 
completion of an environmental impact statement/impact report expected in late 2009. 

 
MWD is also focusing on voluntary Central Valley storage and transfer programs to bank 
MWD’s SWP water supplies.  In its 2006 Integrated Water Resources Plan Implementation 
Report, MWD reported that “492,000 AF of dry-year yield has been developed in Central Valley 
storage and transfer programs,” and “[p]otential partners and programs have been identified to 
meet IRP targets.”40  This flexibility will assist MWD in addressing shortages due to drought or 
court-imposed cutbacks to protect Delta smelt.  Further, MWD has employed conjunctive use 
programs which utilize groundwater basins to store water during wet seasons, which provides 

                                                 
38 California Department of Water Resources, Comparison of the Water Costs Associated with the Proposed Remedy Acts, Table produced from 
John Leahigh Supplemental Declaration Filed August 3, 2007 in Natural Resources Defense Council v. Kempthorne, 506 F.Supp.2d 322 
(E.D.Cal. 2007) [Exhibit R]. 
39 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, Press Release (September 11, 2007).  
40 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, 2006 Integrated Water Resources Plan Implementation Report at 18 (2006). 
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a buffer supply that MWD can extract during dry periods.  In 2006, MWD developed 
groundwater storage capable of providing 135,000 AF of dry year supply.41  MWD continues to 
seek additional opportunities in Southern California to expand groundwater conjunctive use 
storage programs.42 
 
In December of 2008, the USFWS issued a revised BiOp.43  The BiOp is effective immediately 
and sets guidelines for pumping operations for the State Water Project and federal Central 
Valley Project to ensure the continued existence of delta smelt and its habitat.  At the time, the 
effect of the BiOp was seen as likely to result in the reduction of water deliveries from the CVP 
and SWP.  
 
In the face of these new environmental restrictions and California entering the third year of 
drought, in October of 2008 DWR issued an initial 15 percent allocation to MWD of SWP 
supplies in 2009.44  In addition, MWD expects continued reduced deliveries from the Colorado 
River as that watershed continues to recover from record drought.45  In February of 2009 the 
Governor proclaimed a state of emergency and ordered a range of actions to manage the 
drought crisis.46   
 
However, after recent precipitation events in late winter of 2009 which increased snowpack to 
nearly 90% of normal, in March of 2009 DWR revised its allocations upward, to 20 percent.47  At 
the same time, DWR’s most-recent snow survey of the winter season indicates snowpack water 
content statewide is 81 percent of normal, and as a result in April of 2009 DWR increased the 
2009 SWP delivery allocation to 30 percent.  “DWR’s new approval considered several factors, 
including existing storage in SWP conservation reservoirs, SWP operational constraints, 
including the conditions of the recent Biological Opinion for Delta smelt, and 2009 contractor 
demands.”48  While this is an improvement from DWR’s March allocation of 20 percent, 
drought conditions continue and DWR strongly urges continued conservation.49 

 
Delta Levees.  The state is actively studying the risk of levee failure and potential impacts 

to SWP supplies and developing a plan to protect the Delta.  There are several concurrent 
processes for resolving these challenges.  In the spring of 2006, at the recommendation of 
CALFED, an interagency effort that includes 23 state and federal agencies that have 
management or regulatory responsibility for the Delta, DWR began a two-year Delta Risk 
Management Study (“DRMS”) to analyze risks to the levee system.  The Stage I analysis 
includes a discussion of the region’s assets, existing problems with the system, the degree of 
risk that exists and the potential consequences of multiple levee failures.  Stage II addresses 

                                                 
41 Id .at 20. 
42 Id. at 21. 
43 http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/documents/SWP-CVP_OPs_BO_12-15_final_OCR.pdf 
44 http://www.water.ca.gov/swpao/docs/notices/08-07.pdf 
45 http://www.mwdh2o.com/mwdh2o/pages/news/press_releases/2009-02/conservation%20increase.pdf 
46 http://gov.ca.gov/press-release/11556/ 
47 http://www.water.ca.gov/swpao/docs/notices/09-04.pdf; see also 
http://www.water.ca.gov/news/newsreleases/2009/031809allocation20.doc 
48 http://www.water.ca.gov/swpao/docs/notices/09-06.pdf 
49 http://www.water.ca.gov/news/newsreleases/2009/041509allocationam.doc 
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levee risk reductions.  The DRMS reports are a part of the Delta Vision Report, which was 
finalized for submission to the State Legislature and Governor in January 2008 50. 

 
Following completion of the Delta Vision Report, the panel established by Governor 
Schwarzenegger will begin studying long-term strategic solutions for the conflicts in the Delta.  
That process, which started taking place during 2008, is a strategic planning stage that assesses 
alterative implementing measures and management practices to implement the Delta Vision 
recommendations.  The final recommendations will include modifications to existing land uses 
and services in the Delta, and will assess governance, funding mechanisms, water resource uses 
and ecosystem management practices.  The Delta Vision Committee will publish a public 
review draft of its Delta Strategic Plan by October 31, 200851 and submit the final plan to the 
Governor and Legislature by December 31, 2008.  In response to concerns over the integrity of 
the levee system, the state significantly increased the budget for levee repairs in 2006, and a $5.4 
billion natural resources bond was approved by voters in November 2006 (Proposition 84), 
which assigns additional funds for flood control in the Delta and to plan for future water 
supplies.   
 
The Delta Vision Committee completed its Implementation Report in December of 2008, and 
recommended to the Governor, based upon its review of the Strategic Plan document, action on 
a list of near-term actions necessary to achieve Delta sustainability, including priority 
“fundamental actions.”52  The next steps in the process include drafting of the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan EIS/EIR and implementation, all of which are expected to be complete by 
the end of 2010.53 
 
At the state, regional and local levels, numerous water decision-makers are actively addressing 
the threats facing the Delta.  A review of MWD’s resource development programs demonstrates 
that although SWP supplies are facing challenges and may become more expensive based on 
the cost of ultimately adopted solutions, MWD’s adaptive planning framework, which includes 
conservation, in-region surface water storage, groundwater storage programs and local water 
production within the MWD service area, will allow MWD to adapt to changing conditions and 
ensure a reliable, diverse water supply to its members agencies that supply water to municipal 
customers.  MWD has spent the past decade increasing the capacity of its reservoirs, and its 
overall water reserve is several times larger than it was during the 1991-1992 drought.  Further, 
actions that are being taken by the CALFED process and the state should enhance reliability of 
the SWP supplies in the future.  Both MWD and state agencies are aware of changing conditions 
that may impact the SWP and are planning accordingly to ensure a safe, reliable supply of SWP 
water. 

 

                                                 
50 http://www.water.ca.gov/floodmgmt/dsmo/sab/drmsp/docs/AB1200_report.pdf 
51 The Fourth Staff Draft Strategic Plan was released on September 12, 2008.  
http://www.deltavision.ca.gov/StrategicPlanningDocumentsandComments.shtml  Public comment on this draft will 
be taken at the September, 2008 meeting of the Delta Vision Blue Ribbon Task Force.  http://deltavision.ca.gov/   
 
52 http://deltavision.ca.gov/DV_Committee/Jan2009/08-1231_Delta_Vision_Committee_Implementation_Report.pdf 
53 http://deltavision.ca.gov/TimelineAndGlossary/DV_BRTF_ArticulationTimeline_07-17-08.pdf 
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Additional Actions to Mitigate Supply Risks.  In addition to the actions described in the 
previous sections that seek to avoid or mitigate risks facing the Colorado River or SWP 
individually, MWD also has several programs that address its overall supply reliability.  Several 
of those programs are described below. 
 

Water Surplus and Drought Management Plan (“WSDM”).  In 1999, MWD incorporated the 
water shortage contingency analysis that is required as part of any urban water management 
plan into a separate, more detailed plan, called the WSDM.54  That plan provides policy 
guidance to manage MWD’s supplies and achieve the goals laid out in the agency’s Integrated 
Resources Plan.  The WSDM also “identifies the expected sequence of resource management 
actions that [MWD] will execute during surpluses and shortages to minimize the probability of 
severe shortages and eliminate the possibility of extreme shortages and shortages allocations.”55  
MWD’s ten-year WSDM categorizes its ability to deliver water to its customers by 
distinguishing between surpluses, shortages, severe shortages and extreme shortages.56  The 
WSDM’s integration of management actions taken during times of surplus and shortages 
reflects MWD’s belief that these actions are interrelated. 

 
For example, MWD’s regional storage facilities, such as Lake Skinner, Lake Mathews and 
Diamond Valley Lake, along with storage capacity available to MWD in Castaic Lake and Lake 
Perris, provide MWD with flexibility in managing its supplies.57  MWD’s storage supplies and 
existing management practices allow MWD to mitigate shortages without having to impact 
retail municipal and industrial demands, except in severe or extreme shortages.58 MWD’s 2005 
UWMP shows its expected ability to meet demands in single dry years by water supply source.  
For example, in 2010 MWD expects to have 831,000 AF in potential reserve and replenishment 
supplies, primarily through in-basin storage.59  In 2030, MWD estimates that it will have 716,000 
AF in potential reserve and replenishment supplies.60  Anytime MWD withdraws from storage 
to meet demands, it is considered to be in a shortage stage.61  MWD has spent decades building 
up its storage reserves and groundwater management programs in order to prepare for a 
variety of shortage conditions.  “Each [shortage] stage is associated with specific resource 
management actions designed to (1) avoid an Extreme Shortage to the maximum extent possible 
and (2) minimize adverse impacts to retail customers if an Extreme Shortage occurs.”62  MWD 
notes that the “overriding goal of the WSDM Plan is to never reach Shortage Stage 7, an 
Extreme Shortage.”63 

 
In an actual shortage, MWD will take one or more of the following actions: (1) draw on storage 
out of reservoirs; (2) draw on out-of-region storage in the Semitropic and Arvin-Edison 
groundwater banks; (3) reduce or suspend long-term seasonal and groundwater replenishment 
deliveries; (4) draw on groundwater storage programs; (5) draw on SWP terminal reservoir 
storage; (6) reduce Interruptible Agricultural Water Program (“IAWP”) deliveries; (7) call on 

                                                 
54 See Cal. Water Code § 10632; Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, Water Surplus and Drought Management Plan, Report No. 
1150 at 1 (August 1999).  
55 MWD 2005 UWMP. at II-15. 
56 Id. at II-16. 
57 WSDM Plan at 20. 
58 Id. 
59 MWD 2005 UWMP at III_ 
60 Id. 
61 Id.at II-16. 
62 Id. 
63 Id. at II-17. 
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water transfer options contracts; (8) purchase additional water; and (9) reduce imported 
supplies to its members agencies by an allocation method.64   MWD clarifies that this list is not 
in any particular order, “although it is clear that the last action [taken] will be the curtailment of 
firm deliveries to the member agencies.”65  If MWD were obligated to curtail firm deliveries, it 
would enforce these shortage allocations using rate surcharges.  For example, if deliveries 
exceed 102 percent of a customer’s allotment, the customer will be assessed a surcharge.66  
MWD’s actions in 2007 are instructive in demonstrating how the WSDM Plan is implemented in 
practice. 

 
Prior to the start of calendar year 2007, MWD estimated that water demands would exceed 
annual supplies (not including stored water) by approximately 300,000 AF.67  In response, 
MWD took the following actions: (1) called for water stored in its Central Valley storage 
programs; (2) initiated replenishment cuts and notified participating agencies with in-basin 
groundwater storage programs; (3) embarked on a public outreach and media conservation 
campaign; and (4) announced reductions in IAWP agricultural supplies.68 

 
Regarding reductions in agricultural water deliveries, before MWD imposes any restrictions on 
the PWP’s Tier 1 water, it will reduce deliveries of discounted agricultural supplies.  In 1994, 
MWD established the IAWP to deliver surplus water for irrigation purposes at a reduced rate 
that is more affordable for certain sectors of the agricultural industry.69  In exchange for the 
discounted rate, the MWD General Manager has the authority to reduce IAWP deliveries up to 
30 percent before it imposes mandatory allocations to municipal and industrial retail customers 
under its WSDM.70 

 
Due to dry conditions and the pending Delta smelt litigation in 2007 that may affect MWD’s 
supplies, MWD will implement the water shortage actions which it outlined in its WSDM, 
which include a 30 percent reduction in IAWP deliveries.  On October 9, 2007, MWD’s Board of 
Directors announced that it will reduce IAWP deliveries over a 12-month calendar year 
beginning in January 2008.71  At this time, MWD has stated that it will not reduce water 
purchased by its member agencies at the full service rate.72  PWP’s supplies are currently secure 
as it purchases non-discounted non-interruptible supplies from MWD. 

 
MWD has implemented a strategic approach for 2008 regarding its WSDM Plan.  Besides 
exercising interruptions to the IAWP, MWD’s major strategies are as follows: 

 
• Continue conservation campaign; 
• Maximize recovery of water from Central Valley storage and banking 

programs; 
• Purchase additional supplies to augment existing supplies; and 

                                                 
64 WSDM Plan at 23. 
65 Id. 
66 MWD 2005 UWMP at II-16 to II-17. 
67 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, Water Surplus and Drought Management Plan Board Report (June 21, 2007). Figure did 
not include the risk of the SWP supply being restricted to protect Delta smelt, which in fact occurred.    
68 Id. at 4. 
69 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, Administrative Code § 4900 et seq. 
70 Id. at § 4905. 
71 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, Board of Directors Agenda Item 8-4 at 1 (October 9, 2007)  
72 Id. at Attachment 2 at 3 
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• Develop and implement a shortage allocation plan.73 
 

MWD is presently developing a long-term Drought Allocation Plan that may include reductions 
of full service deliveries.74  MWD has used several of these types of initiatives in the past, e.g., 
during the droughts of 1977-78 and 1989-92, which allowed the agency to meet the needs of its 
member agencies.75  Past experience demonstrates that MWD has always provided its members 
agencies with sufficient supplies in the face of variable weather conditions, new environmental 
and water quality regulations, and evolving political and legal challenges.76 

 
Integrated Resources Plan.  MWD first adopted its Integrated Resources Plan (“IRP”) in 

1996.  The most updated IRP, which was adopted in 2004, discussed local water supply 
initiatives—e.g., local groundwater conjunctive use programs—and established a buffer supply 
to mitigate against the risks associated with implementation of local and imported water supply 
programs.77  The 2004 IRP noted that future water supply reliability depends not only upon 
actions by MWD to secure reliable imported supplies, but also further development of local 
projects by local agencies. 

 
On October 10, 2006, MWD released its 2006 Integrated Water Resources Plan Implementation 
Report (“2006 Implementation Report”) to report on progress toward implementing the targets 
from the 2004 IRP Update.  The 2006 Implementation Report included a summary of each of 
MWD’s water resource development categories: (1) conservation; (2) local resources; (3) 
Colorado River Aqueduct; (4) SWP supplies; (5) Central Valley storage and transfer programs; 
(6) in-region groundwater conjunctive use storage; and (7) in-region surface water storage.  This 
recent report concluded that “while changes occur in all resource areas, Metropolitan is able to 
maintain supply reliability through its diversified water resources portfolio.”78 

 
MWD supported this conclusion by providing detailed updates for each of its resource 
categories, restating dry-year IRP targets and examining current considerations, changed 
conditions, implementation strategies and identified programs, implementation challenges and 
cost information.  A brief summary of each of MWD’s water resource development categories 
(other than the Colorado River and SWP supplies, which were discussed in detail in previous 
sections of this WSA) is provided below: 

 
• Conservation: In 2006, MWD invested $10.6 million in conservation programs and 

initiatives, including executing a 10-year residential master conservation funding 
agreement with member agencies, encouraging the use of high-efficiency toilets, 
strengthening outdoor conservation programs and introducing new Industrial Process 
Improvement programs.  In 2005-2006, MWD programs conserved approximately 
762,000 AF, which was an increase of approximately 30,000 AF over the previous fiscal 
year.  MWD’s 2010 target for conservation savings is 865,000 AF.79  

 

                                                 
73 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, Water Surplus and Drought Management Plan Board Report (June 21, 2007). 
74 Id. 
75 MWD 2005 UWMP at 3-4. 
76 For example, MWD successfully dealt with disruptions to supply caused by the 2004 Jones Tract flooding and operational constraints such as 
the rehabilitation of the Colorado River Aqueduct in 2003.  See MWD 2005 UWMP at II-15. 
77 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, Integrated Resources Plan Update (2004).   
78 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, 2006 Integrated Water Resources Implementation Report at 1 (2006). 
79 Id. at 5-6. 
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• Local Resources—Recycling, Groundwater Recovery and Seawater Desalination: MWD 
has invested $213 million with its member agencies to develop local resource programs.  
MWD contributed approximately $24.5 million toward the production of 127,000 AF of 
local resource production supplies in 2006, which is an increase of 16,000 AF from 2005.  
MWD’s 2010 target for regional water recycling and groundwater recovery is 410,000 
AF.  Further, three desalination project agreements have been signed.80 

 
• Central Valley Storage and Transfer Programs:  MWD has developed significant water 

storage and transfer program partnerships in the Central Valley and has witnessed 
increased cooperation with DWR and federal agencies to facilitate water transfers.  
MWD continues to pursue transfers with Central Valley parties and has worked to 
improve existing storage programs with existing SWP storage partners.81  For 2008, 
MWD is currently seeking to acquire up to 250,000 AF by temporary transfer from the 
Central Valley. 

 
• In-Region Groundwater Storage: The 2006 Implementation Report identified that 

components of MWD’s in-region groundwater storage program may not meet its 2010 
dry-yield target of 275,000 AF.  As of October 2006, groundwater storage had been 
developed to provide about 135,000 AF.82  In response, MWD conducted a groundwater 
basin assessment to explore other groundwater storage opportunities.  MWD's recent 
Groundwater Basin Assessment Study provided new information to focus on meeting 
this goal.83  MWD will continue to develop new strategies for groundwater storage.84 

 
MWD’s 2007 Implementation Report demonstrates that the agency has continued to react 
aggressively to address challenges facing water resources.85  By amending existing strategies, 
MWD has made significant progress in most resource areas toward meeting the IRP targets.  
For example, in fiscal year 2006-2007, MWD saved approximately 812,000 AF through 
conservation efforts and is expected to meet its 2010 target.86  Local resource production is 
expected to exceed the 2010 target of 426,000 AF based on current production and expansion of 
existing programs.87  Existing supplies in Central Valley storage programs are also expected to 
exceed the 2010 target of 300,000 AF.88  While in-region groundwater storage programs are 
currently falling short of MWD’s 2010 IRP target, MWD is actively working to find new ways to 
meet this goal, and the success of other programs, such as Central Valley storage, can avoid any 
negative impacts from failure to meet this single goal.89  For example, MWD has already 
exceeded its 2010 IRP target for dry-year surface water storage.90  While SWP supplies are not 
projected to meet the 2010 or longer-term targets, MWD is actively seeking to resolve the risks 
associated with that supply.91 
 

                                                 
80 Id. at 7-8. 
81 Id. at 19. 
82 Id. at 20. 
83 Id. at I-6. 
84 Id. at 22. 
85 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, 2007 Integrated Water Resources Implementation Report (2007).   
86 Id. at 1-5. 
87 Id. 
88 Id. at 1-6 
89 Id. 
90 Id. at 1-7 
91 Id. 
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MWD is in the process of updating the 2004 IRP for release in 2009.92  The updated IRP will 
address existing and new challenges, such as the Delta smelt litigation and climate change.93  As 
can be seen by these ongoing studies, MWD is continually updating its plans to meet ever-
changing challenges to its water supplies. 
 

Five-Year Supply Plan.  A Five-Year Supply Plan is being prepared to identify the specific 
resource and conservation actions that would be implemented over the next five years to 
manage water deliveries under continued drought conditions and court ordered restrictions.94  
Since April 2008, staff has been working with the member agencies through a series of meetings 
and workshops to develop and implement the Five-Year Supply Plan.95  The Plan was initiated 
in response to a number of extraordinary events, including regulatory actions that reduced 
water supplies from the State Water Project (SWP) to protect Delta smelt, as well as a record-dry 
hydrology that will result in about 1.1 million acre-feet of withdrawals from Metropolitan 
storage from January 2007 through December 2008.96 
 
 The Five-Year Supply Plan includes a number of various programs to enhance supplies 
through conservation, Colorado River transactions, near term Delta actions, SWP transactions, 
groundwater recovery, and local resource enhancement programs (see Appendix F).97  There 
are numerous specific projects and transactions that have been identified as potential resource 
options for the next five years.  These programs are anticipated to result in an additional 519,000 
AFY to 1,255,500 AFY in 2009,98 with additional increases beyond 2009 as some improvements 
would require more than one year to bring online.  
 
 Summary of MWD Water Supply Reliability.  MWD has engaged in significant water 
supply projection and planning efforts.  As noted above, those efforts have included the water 
demands of the City’s service area as projected in the 2005 UWMP in their projections.  In its 
2003 Blueprint Report and 2005 Regional Urban Water Management Plan, MWD has 
consistently found that its existing water supplies, when managed according to its water 
resource plans, such as the WSDM and IRP, are and will be 100 percent reliable for at least a 20-
year planning period.   Since publication of those reports, MWD has continued to implement its 
water supply programs, as reported in its 2006 and 2007 Implementation Reports, the latter of 
which was published on October 9, 2007.  Although water supply conditions are always subject 
to uncertainties, MWD has maintained its supply reliability in the face of such uncertainties in 
the past, and is actively managing its supplies to ensure the same 100 percent reliability for the 
future.   
 

Climate Change.  Uncertainty remains with respect to the overall impact of global 
climate change on future water supplies in California.  Studies have found that, “Considerable 
uncertainty about precise impacts of climate change on California hydrology and water 

                                                 
92 http://www.mwdh2o.com/mwdh2o/pages/yourwater/irp/index.html 
93 Id. at 1-3 
94 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. Status Update on Five-Year Supply August 18, 2008 at 1 
95 Id. 
96 Id. 
97 Id. at 3-5. 
98 Id. at 8. 
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resources will remain until we have more precise and consistent information about how 
precipitation patterns, timing, and intensity will change.” 99 
 
The California Department of Water Resources report on climate change and effects on the State 
Water Project (SWP), the Central Valley Project, and the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 
concludes that “[c]climate change will likely have a significant effect on California’s future 
water resources . . . [and] future water demand.”  It also reports that “much uncertainty about 
future water demand [remains], especially [for] those aspects of future demand that will be 
directly affected by climate change and warming100.  While climate change is expected to 
continue through at least the end of this century, the magnitude and, in some cases, the nature 
of future changes is uncertain” 101. 
 
This uncertainty serves to complicate the analysis of future water demand, especially where the 
relationship between climate change and its potential effect on water demand is not well 
understood102.  DWR adds that “[i]t is unlikely that this level of uncertainty will diminish 
significantly in the foreseeable future.”  Still, changes in water supply are expected to occur, and 
many regional studies have shown that large changes in the reliability of water yields from 
reservoirs could result from only small changes in inflows 103.  

 
4.6.2  Impact Analysis 
 
 a.  Methodology and Significance Thresholds. There would be a significant impact if 
the PWP could not supply water for the proposed project.  In accordance with the State CEQA 
Guidelines, a project would result in a significant impact if it would: 
 

• Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater 
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted); 

• Require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; 

• Fail to have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or if new or expanding entitlements are needed.  

 
In addition, the City has two water conservation goals related to the Urban Environmental 
Accords and the Governor’s 20% by 2020 reduction.  The City actively seeks to reduce potable 
water consumption by 10% by the year 2015 and to further decrease consumption by an 
additional 5% by the year 2020 consistent with the Governor’s 20% by 2020 reduction.  
Therefore, a project is required to conserve a minimum of 20% on potable water to be 
considered less than significant.   

                                                 
99 Kiparsky and Gleick. Climate Change and California Water Resources: A Survey and Summary of the Literature. California Energy 
Commission Report 500-04-073 (2003) 
100 California Department of Water Resources. Progress on Incorporating Climate Change into Management of California’s Water Resources. 
July 2006. 
101 Id. 
102 Id.  
103 Id. also Cayan, Dettinger, and Knowles.  Trends in snowfall versus rainfall in the western US. Journal of Climate.  (2006); and Cayan et al.  
Mapping New Terrain--Climate Change and America's West.  Report of the Consortium for Integrated Climate Research in Western Mountains. 
(2006) 
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b.  Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.   

 
Impact W-1 The proposed project would generate increased demand for 

water.  The PWP would be able to supply the projected demand 
based on existing entitlements provided the proposed project 
incorporates conservation.  Impacts to water supply are 
considered Class II, significant but mitigable.  

 
The proposed project would involve development of up to 159,971 square feet (sf), including 
145,564 sf of office use with 14,407 sf of ground floor retail uses.   Project water demand is 
shown in Table 4.6-4. 
 

Table 4.6-4 
Estimated Project Water Demand 

Use 
Quantity 
(square 

feet) 
Demand 
Factor 1 

Demand 
Gallons/Day 

Demand 
Acre Feet/ 

Year 2 

Proposed Office  145,564 0.14  20,379 22.8 

Proposed Commercial  14,407 0.10  1,441 1.6 

Subtotal   159,871 n/a  21,820 24.4 

Existing Commercial 3  66,000 0.10  6,600 7.4 

Total  14,680 16.4 
1 City of Pasadena Generation Rates Spreadsheet, derived from Orange County Sanitation District 
Rates 
2 One Acre-Foot = 325,851.429 gallons 
3 The existing commercial building is vacant; however, a new  tenant could occupy the building 
without any discretionary action, which would result in about 6,600 gallons/day water demand 

 
Taking into account the existing 66,000 square foot retail building, the proposed project would 
result in a net increase in demand of 16.4 AFY.  These 16.4 AFY represent standard water 
consumption rates absent water conservation techniques.  As indicated in the discussions earlier 
in this section, water supplies face challenges from drought, climate change, and pumping 
restrictions.  Both MWD and the City include conservation as a portion of the future strategy to 
ensure that water supplies are maximized, while consumer demand is minimized.  Future 
supplies are adequate to meet demands through a 20-year planning horizon with 
implementation of conservation and groundwater recharge programs both locally and 
regionally.   
 
 Mitigation Measures.  The City requires that projects conserve at least 20% on potable 
water to be considered less than significant.  The following mitigation measure is required.  The 
Water Efficiency Credit shall become a mitigation measure to ensure that onsite consumption is 
reduced by 20%.  
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 W-1 LEED Water Efficiency Credit 3.1  Employ strategies that in 

aggregate use 20% less water than the water use baseline calculated 
for the building (not including irrigation) after meeting the Energy 
Policy Act of 1992 fixture performance requirements. Calculations are 
based on estimated occupant usage and shall include only the 
following fixtures (as applicable to the building): water closets, 
urinals, lavatory faucets, showers and kitchen sinks. 

 
 Significance After Mitigation.  Implementation of mitigation measures W-1 would result 
in a 20% reduction of water usage over normal baseline usage.  This measure would achieve 
project consistency with the City’s goal of increasing water conservation by 20% by 2020.  The 
project could further reduce water consumption by incorporating LEED Water Efficiency Credit 
3.2, which would further reduce on-site water consumption by an additional 10%, which would 
achieve an overall conservation rate of 30%. LEED Water Efficiency Credit 3.2 is also 
recommended as a priority design feature under the Greenhouse Gas Discussion near the end 
of Section 4.2  Air Quality.  However, the project’s impact to water service would be less than 
significant with implementation of mitigation measure W-1.  
 

c. Cumulative Impacts.  The proposed development, in conjunction planned and 
pending development, including 1,256 residences and 461,687 square feet of commercial 
development (see Table 3-1 in Section 3.0 Environmental Setting) would create additional 
demand for water.  However, as indicated earlier in this section and in tables 4.6-1 though 4.6-3, 
water supplies are adequate over a 20-year planning horizon in single dry year, multiple dry 
year and average years to serve projected development increases.  It is noted that there may be 
periods when local and regional plans to curtail water usage are implemented to offset reduced 
supplies during shortage periods.  However, these conservation programs in addition to plans 
and policies at the regional and local level, in addition to development of additional diversified 
supplies are part of the evolving strategy to continue meeting increasing water demands in the 
future. Provided that all new developments implement conservation, cumulative impacts to 
water service would be less than significant.   
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5.0 OTHER CEQA REQUIRED DISCUSSIONS 
 
5.1 POPULATION AND ECONOMIC GROWTH 
 
The proposed project involves the demolition of the existing two-story commercial retail 
structure, excavation for a six-level subterranean garage, and the subsequent construction of a 
160,000 square foot five-story commercial office building with 522 subterranean spaces.  On the 
ground floor, the building would have 14,407 SF of retail use while the remainder of the 
building would contain 145,564 SF of office use.  The proposed project does provide for an 
increase in jobs associated with both the retail and office component.  This has the potential to 
result in indirect growth to the City by luring employees to the area.  The 2004 Land Use and 
Mobility Elements, Zoning Code Revisions, and Central District Specific Plan FEIR states that 
about 2 jobs are generated per 1,000 square feet of non-residential development.  Therefore, 
based on a 160,000 square foot non-residential building, about 320 jobs would be generated.    
The development intensification is consistent with plans for the Central District, which is 
intended to accommodate 9,946 new jobs between 2004 and 2015 (The 2004 Land Use and 
Mobility Elements, Zoning Code Revisions, and Central District Specific Plan FEIR).   
 
For financial, retail, office, personal services, eating/drinking and manufacturing about 5.60% 
of employees will move to Pasadena after finding work in Pasadena (1991, Secondary Impacts 
of New Non-Residential Development on Pasadena’s Existing Child Care Spaces and 
Affordable Housing).  Thus, based on the provision of 320 new jobs, about 18 people would 
relocate to the City.  The generation of 320 new jobs and generation of demand for 18 additional 
residential units is consistent with the vision for the Central District, the Land Use Element and 
the General Plan which envisions 2,750 new residential units and 1.25 million square feet of 
non-residential development within the Central District between 2004 and 2015. 
 
The City has experienced an increase in housing units in the Playhouse District with the recent 
approvals of the Archstone Pasadena project, the Lake-Walnut and the Trio mixed use 
developments, Pasadena Gateway Villas, Madison Walk condominiums, Oak Knoll 
condominiums, and Walnut Place apartments.  The proposed mixed-use commercial 
development is intended to provide additional quality employment opportunities for a 
community that is striving for a balance of employment and housing within the dense urban 
core.  Though there is not a guarantee that employment opportunities would be utilized by 
local residents, the provision of additional quality employment opportunities within the Central 
District is considered advantageous to the overall long-term vitality of the City.  Because of this, 
population and economic growth inducing impacts are less than significant. 
 
5.2 REMOVAL OF OBSTACLES TO GROWTH 
 
The project site is located within a highly urbanized area that is well-served by existing 
infrastructure.  No improvements to water, sewer and drainage infrastructure would be required to 
accommodate the proposed project, other than that which may be required for site development 
intensification.  No new roads would be required.  Because the project constitutes redevelopment 
within an urbanized area, and does not require the extension of new infrastructure through 
undeveloped areas, project implementation would not remove an obstacle to growth.   
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5.3 IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
 
Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of any significant irreversible 
environmental changes that the proposed project would cause. Specifically, Section 15126.2(c) 
states: 

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the 
project may be irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes 
removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely. Primary impacts, and particularly, secondary 
impacts (such as highway improvement which provides access to a previously 
inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses. Also, 
irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with the 
project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that 
such current consumption is justified. Section 15126.2(c). 

 
The construction and implementation of the proposed project will require the use of energy and 
building materials, some of which are non-renewable. Manpower would also be committed for 
the construction of buildings and public facilities necessary to support the new development. 
Once construction is complete, long term use of the site as retail and commercial offices would 
require energy resources in the form of natural gas and electricity. Consumption of these 
resources would occur with any development in the region and are not unique to the proposed 
plan. The addition of new retail and commercial development to the Playhouse District would 
irreversibly increase local demand for non-renewable energy resources such as petroleum and 
natural gas.  However, the increasingly efficient building fixtures (LEED certified) for the 
proposed project and more efficient automobile engines are expected to offset the demand to 
some degree.   
 
The additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would increase regional air 
pollutant emissions, which would incrementally contribute to the degradation of air quality.  
Mitigation measures recommended in Section 4.2, Air Quality, including ROG, ozone precursor, 
and dust control measures, would reduce the air pollutant emissions associated with buildout 
to below SCAQMD significance thresholds.   Moreover, the proposed project will involve at a 
minimum silver LEED certification, which will offset future operating effects as well as the 
effects associated with construction of the proposed project. 
 
Implementation of the proposed project would increase traffic on area roadways.  A significant 
impact would occur on El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley 
due to traffic increases in excess of the threshold which requires physical mitigation.  Moreover, 
because El Molino is a de-emphasized street, no physical mitigation can be implemented.  The 
project does include soft mitigation such as payment of fees and pedestrian improvements; 
however, the proposed project would have a Class I, unavoidably significant impact on the 
segment of El Molino between Colorado Boulevard and Green Street, thereby requiring a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations.   
 
5.4 ISSUES FOUND LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 
 
The initial study for the project is contained in Appendix A.  The initial study found that the 
project would have a less than significant impact in the following issue areas. 
 



680 East Colorado Boulevard Commercial Project EIR 
Section 5.0 Other CEQA Required Discussions 
 
 

  City of Pasadena  
  5-3  

• Agricultural Resources • Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
• Biological resources • Hydrology and Water Quality 
• Energy • Mineral Resources 
• Population and Housing • Public Services 
• Recreation • Utilities and Service Systems 

 
The Initial Study further found that for the issue area of cultural resources, the proposed project 
would have a less than significant impact with implementation of City required standard 
mitigation for the protection of as-yet undiscovered archaeological and paleontological 
resources.  Therefore, these standard City required mitigation measures are carried over into 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the project as CUL-1 and CUL-2, and 
would reduce the potential for adverse effects to these resources to a level that is less than 
significant (refer to pages 11-12 of the initial study for the entire discussion).   
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6.0  ALTERNATIVES 
 
As required by Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, this EIR examines a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed project.  Included in this analysis are four five alternatives that 
involve different development configurations on the site in addition to the CEQA-required “no 
project” alternative.  The alternatives are listed below: 
 

• No Project Alternative 
• Offsite Parking Alternative 
• Dual Access Alternative 
• 100% FAR Alternative 
• 80% Reduced Project Alternative 
• Height Averaging Alternative 

 
The offsite parking alternative, the dual access alternative, the 100% FAR alternative, and the 
reduced project alternative are all intended to explore elimination of the Class I impact caused 
by the increase in traffic volume on the segments of El Molino Avenue between Colorado 
Boulevard and Playhouse Alley and between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard.  El Molino 
Avenue is classified as a de-emphasized street in the City’s General Plan Mobility Element, 
meaning that street improvements are not permitted to allow for additional travel capacity.  The 
Height Averaging Alternative was added in response to comments received during the public 
review period.  Each of the various alternatives is described below along with the relative 
impact analysis.  The impact analysis for each alternative is limited to the impacts that would be 
reduced by the respective alternative as compared with the proposed project.  This assumes all 
other aspects are consistent with the proposed project and any impacts not discussed below are 
not altered.  This section also evaluates the feasibility of similar development at alternative 
locations and, as required by CEQA, includes a discussion of the “environmentally superior 
alternative” among those studied.  Table 6.1 summarizes the characteristics of the alternatives. 
 
Table 6-1 shows the different characteristics of the proposed project in addition to each of the 
other alternatives.  Figure 6-1 shows the locations of the off-site parking structures.   
 

Table 6-1  
Characteristics of the Proposed Project and Alternatives 

Scenario On-site Parking 
spaces 

Off-site Parking 
spaces stories 

 

Office 
(SF) 

Retail 
(SF) Project  Public Project Public 

Levels 
Below 
Grade  

Proposed Project  145,564 14,407 3676 1556 0 0 6 5 
1 – No Project none 66,000 36 0 0 0 0 2 
2 – Off-site Parking 145,564 14,407 304 96 62 60 4.5 5 
3 - Dual Access 145,564 14,407 3676 1556 0 0 6 5 
4 -100% Floor Area Ratio  130,721 14,407 333 1556 0 0 5.5 5 
5 - 80% Reduced Project 31,471 none 71 0 0 0 1 1 
6 – Height Averaging 145,564 14,407 367 155 0 0 6 6 
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6.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
 
6.1.1 Description 
 
This alternative assumes that the proposed project would not be developed and that the two-
story commercial retail building would not be demolished.  Thus the existing building would be 
preserved along with the 36 surface parking spaces and 28 trees.  In addition, the visual 
character of the Playhouse District would remain in its current state.   
 
6.1.2 Impact Analysis 
 
Because this alternative would not involve a change in land use, no change in environmental 
conditions would occur.  However, it should be emphasized that the existing building is 
currently unoccupied.  Based on the size of the building (66,000 square feet) and the previous 
furniture store retail use [Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Code 890], lease of the 
existing building for a furniture store would create 330 ADT, which exceeds the 4.9% traffic 
increase on El Molino Avenue by 19 ADT.  A different more generic specialty retail use (ITE 
Code 814) would create about 2,900 ADT, which is 1.8 times the amount of traffic the proposed 
project would generate.  Therefore, the no-project alternative would not necessarily eliminate 
the Class I unavoidably significant traffic impact due to traffic in excess of 4.9% on the segments 
of El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley and between Union 
Street and Colorado Boulevard.  Other impacts pertaining to aesthetics, construction generated 
air quality emissions, noise, and geology and water would be reduced or eliminated.    
 
6.2 OFFSITE PARKING ALTERNATIVE 
 
6.2.1 Description 
 
This alternative would consist of the same project characteristics as the proposed project with 
14,407 SF ground floor retail space and 145,564 SF of office space on four additional floors.  
However, this alternative includes two options for off-site parking that would divert some 
traffic from El Molino Avenue (see Figure 6-1).  The size of the on-site subterranean parking 
structure would be 4.5 levels to accommodate 400 on-site spaces rather than 522 with six levels 
like the proposed project.  The additional parking spaces (122) would be available off-site at one 
of two locations: either at the Madison Structure located on South Madison Avenue along 
Playhouse Alley or at 621 East Colorado Boulevard between Madison Avenue and El Molino 
Avenue (see Figure 6-1).  Neither of these alternatives would involve additional construction at 
off-site locations. 
 
6.2.2 Impact Analysis 
 
Because the offsite parking alternative’s project characteristics would be similar to the proposed 
project with the exception of parking,  significant impacts would be similar to those impacts 
that result from the proposed project.  Like the proposed project this alternative would also 
involve the demolition of the current structure and site grading and excavation in order to 
construct the 159,971 SF building and the necessary parking structure (400 total on-site parking 
spaces).  Excavation would be reduced by about 20-25%.  This alternative would have the same 
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impacts as the proposed project with respect to all issue areas except for temporary air quality 
effects and traffic effects because the development intensity is the same and the only difference 
would be traffic distribution patterns.  The environmental effects of the project for each issue 
area are discussed below.  
 

a.  Aesthetics.  The effects of this alternative would be the same as the proposed project 
because the above ground structure would be the same as the proposed project.  The change in 
the depth of the subterranean structure would not eliminate or add any additional significant 
effects.  Mitigation measure AES-3 would still apply to reduce the potential for adverse effects 
from glare.  

 
b.  Air Quality.   Air quality impacts are expected to be similar to the proposed project, 

although slightly less as a result of the decrease in the size of the subterranean parking 
structure.  Like the proposed project, air pollutant emissions generated by construction of the 
alternative project would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds for NOx, CO, SO2, or PM10 or PM2.5  

but could potentially exceed SCAQMD thresholds for ROG as a result of architectural coatings.  
However, this alternative would be expected to follow similar mitigation measures as the 
proposed project to reduce ROG and fugitive dust emissions. Operational emissions would be 
about the same as the proposed project as both would contribute the same amount of traffic to 
the surrounding roadways and both would involve development of the same amount and types 
of uses.   
 
 c.  Noise & Vibration.  This alternative would have about the same impacts as the 
proposed project with respect to the potential for construction noise and vibration and 
operational noise.  It is noted that the vehicular generated noise patterns would be slightly 
different as compared with the proposed project because the alternative parking sites are both 
one block away from the project site.  However, since project and cumulative noise levels were 
below FICON thresholds, this alternative would not generate any increases that would exceed 
those thresholds either.  Mitigation measure N-3 for rooftop parapets would apply the same as 
for the proposed project. 
 
 d.  Geology.  This alternatives impact would be about the same as the proposed project, 
though the depth of the excavation would be decreased by about 15 feet.  Mitigation measure 
GEO-2 would still apply requiring adherence to geotechnical recommendations and the 
excavation plan.  No additional adverse effects would be created and this alternative would not 
eliminate the need for any mitigation measures.   
 
 e.  Traffic and Circulation.   This alternative was fully analyzed in the traffic report that 
was prepared for the proposed project (referred to as Alternatives 3 & 4 in that study, which is 
included in Appendix E of this EIR).  Both off-site parking locations would result in a significant 
impact at the Colorado Boulevard/El Molino Avenue intersection and would require 
implementation of mitigation measures TC-1(a-e), which would fully mitigate the impact at this 
intersection, the same as with the proposed project.  Moreover, both of these off-site parking 
locations would result in a significant impact on the street segments of El Molino Avenue north 
of Walnut Street, El Molino Avenue between Walnut Street and Union Street, between Green 
Street and Cordova Street, between Cordova Street and Del Mar Boulevard, between Colorado 
Boulevard and Playhouse Alley, and between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard, the same 
as with the proposed project.  Mitigation measures TC-1(a-e) and TC-2 would also apply; 
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however, the impact to the street segments of El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard 
and Playhouse Alley and between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard would not be reduced 
to a less than significant level.  Therefore, the impacts associated with this alternative would be 
Class I, unavoidably significant, the same as with the proposed project.   
 
 f.  Water Service.  This alternative would create the same demand for water as would 
the proposed project.  The impact would be the same as the proposed project, Class II, 
significant but mitigable, with inclusion of mitigation measure W-1.   
 
6.3 DUAL ACCESS ALTERNATIVE 
 
6.3.1 Description 
 
This alternative would consist of the same project characteristics as the proposed project with 
14,407 SF ground floor retail space and 145,564 SF of office space on four additional floors.  
However, this alternative includes two options for on-site vehicle access that would divert some 
traffic from El Molino Avenue to Green Street.  The size of the on-site subterranean parking 
structure would be six levels the same as with the proposed project.   
 
6.3.2 Impact Analysis 
 
Because the dual access alternative’s project characteristics would be similar to the proposed 
project with the exception of access,  significant impacts would be similar to those impacts that 
result from the proposed project.  Like the proposed project, this alternative would also involve 
the demolition of the current structure and site grading and excavation in order to construct the 
159,971 SF building and the necessary parking structure (522 total on-site parking spaces).  This 
alternative would have the same impacts as the proposed project with respect to all issue areas 
except for traffic effects because the development intensity is the same and the only difference 
would be traffic distribution patterns.  The environmental effects of the project for each issue 
area are discussed below.  
 

a.  Aesthetics.  The effects of this alternative would be the same as the proposed project 
because the above ground structure would be the same as the proposed project.  Mitigation 
measure AES-3 would still apply to reduce the potential for adverse effects from glare.  

 
b.  Air Quality.  Air quality impacts are expected to be the same as the proposed project.  

Like the proposed project, air pollutant emissions generated by construction of the alternative 
project would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds for NOx, CO, SO2, or PM10 or PM2.5  but could 
potentially exceed SCAQMD thresholds for ROG as a result of architectural coatings.  However, 
this alternative would be expected to follow similar mitigation measures as the proposed 
project to reduce ROG and fugitive dust emissions. Operational emissions would be the same as 
the proposed project.  
 
 c.  Noise & Vibration.  This alternative would have the same impacts as the proposed 
project with respect to the potential for construction noise and vibration and operational noise.  
Mitigation measure N-3 for rooftop parapets would apply the same as for the proposed project. 
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 d.  Geology.  This alternatives impact would be about the same as the proposed project.  
Mitigation measure GEO-2 would still apply requiring adherence to geotechnical 
recommendations and the excavation plan.  No additional adverse effects would be created and 
this alternative would not eliminate the need for any mitigation measures.   
 
 e.  Traffic and Circulation.   This alternative was fully analyzed in the traffic report that 
was prepared for the proposed project (referred to as Alternative 2 in that study, which is 
included in Appendix E of this EIR).  The dual access alternative would result in a significant 
impact (2.4% to 4.9% increase in ADT) at the Colorado Boulevard/El Molino Avenue 
intersection and at the street segments of El Molino Avenue north of Walnut Street, between 
Walnut Street and Union Street, between Green Street and Cordova Street, and between 
Cordova Street and Del Mar Boulevard; and would require implementation of mitigation 
measures TC-1(a-e), which would fully mitigate the impact at the intersection and street 
segments, the same as with the proposed project.   
 
This alternative would additionally result in a significant impact on the street segments 
between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley and between Union Street and Colorado 
Boulevard, the same as with the proposed project.  Mitigation measure TC-2 would apply; 
however, the impact to these street segments would not be reduced to less than significant.  
Therefore, the impacts associated with this alternative would be Class I, unavoidably significant, 
the same as with the proposed project.   
 
 f.  Water Service.  This alternative would create the same demand for water as would 
the proposed project.  The impact would be the same as the proposed project, Class II, 
significant but mitigable, with inclusion of mitigation measure W-1.   
 
6.4  100% FLOOR AREA RATIO (FAR) ALTERNATIVE 
 
6.4.1 Description 
 
This alternative assumes a 10% FAR reduction from the proposed project.  The proposed 
project’s FAR is 110% consisting of a 159,971 SF structure on a 57,762 SF lot.  A 100% FAR 
would reduce the building size to 145,128 SF, approximately 14,843 SF less than the proposed 
project.  Like the proposed project this alternative would consist of 14,407 SF of retail use on the 
ground floor.  However, due to the reduction in the overall size, the alternative would reduce 
the amount office space from 145,564 SF to 130,721 SF on the upper four floors.    
 
6.4.2 Impact Analysis 
 
This alternative would have similar impacts to the proposed project as it would consist of 
ground floor retail with commercial office space on the four additional floors.  However, due to 
the reduction in FAR, this alternative would have proportionately fewer impacts than the 
proposed project.  Like the proposed project this alternative would also involve the demolition 
of the current structure and site grading and excavation in order to construct the 145,128 SF 
building and the necessary subterranean parking structure .  This alternatives environmental 
effects are discussed below. 
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a.  Aesthetics.  The aesthetic impacts associated with this project would be about the 
same as the proposed project, though the building would be about 10% smaller than the 
proposed project. Mitigation measure AES-3 would still apply to reduce the potential for 
adverse effects from glare. 

 
b.  Air Quality.  Air quality impacts are expected to be the same as the proposed project.  

Like the proposed project, air pollutant emissions generated by construction of the alternative 
project would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds for NOx, CO, SO2, or PM10 or PM2.5  but could 
potentially exceed SCAQMD thresholds for ROG as a result of architectural coatings.  However, 
this alternative would be expected to follow similar mitigation measures as the proposed 
project to reduce ROG and fugitive dust emissions. Operational emissions would be about 10% 
less than the proposed project with respect to stationary emissions from natural gas 
consumption and mobile emissions from vehicle trips (also reduced by about 10%).  
 
 c.  Noise & Vibration.  This alternative would have the same impacts as the proposed 
project with respect to the potential for construction noise and vibration and operational noise.  
Mitigation measure N-3 for rooftop parapets would apply the same as for the proposed project. 
 
 d.  Geology.  This alternatives impact would be about the same as the proposed project, 
though the subterranean excavation would be slightly reduced as this alternative.  Mitigation 
measure GEO-2 would still apply requiring adherence to geotechnical recommendations and 
the excavation plan.  No additional adverse effects would be created and this alternative would 
not eliminate the need for any mitigation measures.   
 
 e. Traffic and Circulation.  This alternative would generate about 10% less traffic.  
However, the decrease in traffic volume is not significant enough to eliminate the significant 
but mitigable impacts at the Colorado Boulevard/El Molino intersection and at the street 
segments of El Molino north of Walnut Street, between Walnut Street and Union Street, 
between Green Street and Cordova Street, and between Cordova Street and Del Mar Boulevard.  
and Mitigation measure TC-1(a-e) would still be required.  Additionally, the street segment 
impacts on El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and El Molino Avenue Green Street 
and between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard would still occur.  Mitigation measure TC-2 
would be necessary, but the impacts would remain Class I, unavoidably significant, the same as 
with the proposed project.   
 
 f.  Water Service.  This alternative would create about 10% less demand for water as 
compared with the proposed project.  The impact would be the same as the proposed project, 
Class II, significant but mitigable, with inclusion of mitigation measure W-1.   
 
6.5 80% REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
 
6.5.1 Description 
 
This alternative would involve reducing the overall square footage of the development from 
159, 971 SF to 31,471 SF.  Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would incorporate 
office space with retail space on the ground floor.  However, the size of the project would be 
reduced by 80%.  Such a large reduction in size would eliminate the number of floors from five 
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to one.   This alternative takes into consideration a 10% transit credit as well as the 25% TOD 
parking restriction.  It is also worth noting that this project alternative (31,471 SF) would be 
about half the size of the existing structure (66,000 SF) but would need to incorporate additional 
parking in order to satisfy City standards.     
 
6.5.2 Impact Analysis 
 
Because the reduced project would considerably decrease  the overall size of the project, 
significant impacts would be less than those impacts that result from the proposed project.  Like 
the proposed project this alternative would also involve the demolition of the current structure 
and site grading and excavation in order to construct the 31,471 SF building and the necessary 
parking.  This alternatives environmental effects are discussed below. 
 

a.  Aesthetics.  The visual character of the Playhouse District would be altered with 
construction of a new building; however, the building would only be one story and the scale of 
the building would be smaller than both the current building and the proposed project.  This 
alternative, depending on the design would also be subject to mitigation measure AES-3 to 
reduce the potential for glare.  This alternative is not likely to reduce any impacts or create any 
impacts since the analysis indicates the proposed project would not have significant effects with 
implementation of AES-3 for glare.   

 
b.  Air Quality.    Since the project size is reduced from 159, 971 to 31,471 SF, impacts to 

air quality are expected to be fewer.  Like the proposed project, air pollutant emissions 
generated by construction of the reduced project alternative would not exceed SCAQMD 
thresholds for NOx, CO, SO2, or PM10 or PM2.5  but could potentially exceed SCAQMD 
thresholds for ROG as a result of architectural coatings.  However, this alternative would be 
only one story in size and an 80%overall reduction in square footage. Thus any potential ROG 
emission impacts would be fewer than the proposed project.  Operational emissions would also 
be fewer than the proposed project as a result of the reduced size.  Though it is noted that 
construction mitigation for fugitive dust would still be required.  
 

c.   Noise and Vibration.  This alternative would not create nor eliminate any significant 
impacts with respect to noise and vibration, though it is noted that mitigation measure N-3 
would still be required for rooftop parapets to reduce operational noise.  Moreover, it is also 
noted that construction duration would be shortened due to the 80% reduction in project size.   
 
  d. Geology and Soils.  This alternative would reduce the need for subsurface 
excavation, as it is likely the 31,471 SF building and required 71 parking spaces could be 
accommodated on the 57,762 SF lot.  Nevertheless mitigation measure GEO-2 would still be 
necessary to ensure that the potential for adverse effects from settlement and corrosivity is 
reduced to a level that is less than significant.  
 
  e. Traffic and Circulation.  This alternative would eliminate the unavoidably significant 
impacts due to traffic volume increase on El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and 
Playhouse Alley and between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard.  The reduced project 
would only contribute 315 trips along El Molino Avenue.  This increase in trips is less than 4.9% 
of the total existing (2007) ADT count along El Molino Avenue (6,432 vehicles) and thus the 
project would not be required to complete physical mitigation measures.  The reduction in 
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project size would also reduce project-generated traffic at the El Molino Avenue/Colorado 
Boulevard intersection and at the street segments of El Molino north of Walnut Street, between 
Walnut Street and Union Street, between Green Street and Cordova Street, between Cordova 
Street and Del Mar Boulevard.  and eliminate the need for Mitigation at the El Molino 
Avenue/Colorado Boulevard intersection would not be required for this alternative.    
 
Taking into consideration the 25% TOD parking restriction, the maximum number of on-site 
parking spaces would be 71 spaces based on the Pasadena Zoning Code requirement of 3 spaces 
per 1000 SF of office.  This would reduce the number of parking spaces by 451 spaces on-site or 
roughly 86%.   
 
 f.  Water Service.  This alternative would create less demand for water as compared 
with the proposed project since this alternative would be about 80% smaller than the proposed 
project.  The impact would be the same as the proposed project, Class II, significant but 
mitigable, with inclusion of mitigation measure W-1.   
 
6.6 HEIGHT AVERAGING ALTERNATIVE 
 
6.6.1 Description 
 
This alternative assumes the project would be constructed with the same square footage and 
uses, but shifts the project massing such that the building tapers or steps down as it transitions 
from Zone 1 to Zone 3 (see Figure 6-2) through height averaging per Municipal Code 
§17.30.050.  Under this alternative, 30% of the proposed fifth floor area would be relocated to 
create a sixth floor on the northern most portion of the property adjacent Colorado Boulevard 
(see Figure 6-2).  The maximum building height would be 88 feet at the top of the sixth floor, 76 
feet at the top of the fifth floor, 63 feet at the top of the fourth floor, 50 feet at the top of the third 
floor, 35 feet at top of the second floor, and about 25 feet at the top of the parking garage 
canopy.   This alternative would require findings by the Design Commission.  
 
6.6.2 Impact Analysis 
 
This alternative would have similar impacts to the proposed project as it would consist of the 
same amount of use, but the massing would be a little heavier on the northern end of the project 
adjacent to Colorado Boulevard, where there would be six stories instead of five.  The massing 
in the center of the building would be a little less.  This alternatives environmental effects are 
discussed below. 
 

a.  Aesthetics.  The aesthetic impacts associated with this alternative would be about the 
same as the proposed project.  None of the impact determinations would change and the project 
would still have less than significant impacts on the Playhouse landmark structure and the 
landmark eligible Arcade Lane buildings. This alternative would cast a slightly different 
shadow as compared with those on Figure 4.1-5 and 4.1-6, however, the shadows would not 
substantially reduce the existing shadows or create new shadows that would affect another 
sensitive resource.  The lengthened shadows from the partial sixth story would primarily affect 
Colorado Boulevard or fall onto existing developed buildings.  The light and glare impacts 
would be the same as the proposed project, Class II, significant but mitigable through use of 
building material specifications.   
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b.  Air Quality.  Air quality impacts are expected to be the same as the proposed project.  

Like the proposed project, air pollutant emissions generated by construction of the alternative 
project would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds for NOx, CO, SO2, or PM10 or PM2.5  but could 
potentially exceed SCAQMD thresholds for ROG as a result of architectural coatings.  However, 
this alternative would be expected to follow similar mitigation measures as the proposed 
project to reduce ROG and fugitive dust emissions. Operational emissions would be about the 
same as the proposed project, since all of the square footages and uses would remain 
unchanged.   
 
 c.  Noise & Vibration.  This alternative would have the same impacts as the proposed 
project with respect to the potential for construction noise and vibration and operational noise.  
Mitigation measure N-3 for rooftop parapets would apply the same as for the proposed project. 
 
 d.  Geology.  This alternative’s impacts would be about the same as the proposed 
project, since the project only shifts some massing, but retains the same subterranean garage.  
Mitigation measure GEO-2 would still apply requiring adherence to geotechnical 
recommendations and the excavation plan.  No additional adverse effects would be created and 
this alternative would not eliminate the need for any mitigation measures.   
 
 e. Traffic and Circulation.  This alternative would generate the same traffic and the 
same impacts as the proposed project.  As with the proposed project, there would be significant 
but mitigable impacts at the Colorado Boulevard/El Molino intersection and at the street 
segments of El Molino north of Walnut Street, between Walnut Street and Union Street, 
between Green Street and Cordova Street, and between Cordova Street and Del Mar Boulevard.  
Mitigation measure TC-1(a-e) would still be required.  Additionally, the street segment impacts 
on El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and Green Street and between Union Street 
and Colorado Boulevard would still occur.  Mitigation measure TC-2 would be necessary, but 
the impacts would remain Class I, unavoidably significant, as with the proposed project.   
 
 f.  Water Service.  This alternative would create the same demand for water as 
compared with the proposed project.  The impact would be the same as the proposed project, 
Class II, significant but mitigable, with inclusion of mitigation measure W-1.   
 
6.7 ALTERNATIVE SITE ANALYSIS 
 
The California Supreme Court, in Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990), indicates 
that a discussion of alternative sites is needed if the project “may be feasibly accomplished in a 
successful manner considering the economic, environmental, social, and technological factors 
involved” at another site. 
 
As suggested in Goleta, several criteria form the basis of whether alternative sites need to be 
considered in detail.  These criteria take the form of the following questions: 
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1. Could the size and other characteristics of another site physically accommodate the 

project? 
2. Is another site reasonably available for acquisition? 
3. Is the timing of carrying out development on an alternative site reasonable for the 

applicant? 
4. Is the project economically feasible on the alternative site? 
5. Is the land use designation of the alternative site compatible with the project? 
6. Does the lead agency have jurisdiction over the alternative site? 
7. Are there any social, technological, or other factors that may make the alternative site 

infeasible? 
 
Other sites located throughout Pasadena could potentially meet some of the criteria outlined in 
the Goleta decision.  However, this project is aimed at redeveloping the southeast corner of El 
Molino Avenue at Colorado Boulevard and the applicant’s objective is to create a viable 
commercial complex in the Playhouse District.  The existing 66,000 SF retail structure, if 
occupied, would generate significant impacts to the street segment of El Molino Avenue 
between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley.  Moreover, development on another site 
would not provide the 156 public spaces to serve the Playhouse and Central District.  Lastly, it 
is not feasible for the applicant to exchange the proposed site for another site without financial 
losses.  
 
6.8 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 
 
As required by CEQA, this section identifies the environmentally superior alternative.  The only 
alternative to reduce the project’s unavoidably significant effects on El Molino Avenue between 
Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley and between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard is 
Alternative 5, the 80% reduced project alternative.  As compared with the vacant baseline 
condition, even the No-Project Alternative, which allows for continued use of the existing 
building as a furniture store, would exceed the street segment threshold criteria for El Molino 
Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley and between Union Street and 
Colorado Boulevard, resulting in a Class I, unavoidably significant impact.   
 
Additionally, this alternative will not fulfill the applicant’s objective of creating a feasible, 
substantial commercial project with all proposed components, including the public plaza, 
public parking garage, and adequate office space.  In addition, this alternative may not achieve 
the goals of the Central District Specific Plan and the Pasadena Playhouse Sub-district, 
including the in the D-1 Precinct.  None of the other alternatives including either the 100% FAR, 
off-site parking alternative or dual access alternative would avoid the Class I unavoidably 
significant impact to the El Molino Avenue street segment between Colorado Boulevard and 
Playhouse Alley and between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard.  Moreover, none of these 
alternatives appears to be environmentally superior to the proposed project.   
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8.0  ADDENDA and ERRATA/ 
COMMENTS and RESPONSES 

 
8.1 ADDENDA and ERRATA 
 
The changes incorporated into this EIR involve clarifications resulting from comments received 
from the applicant, staff, and the public.   
 
This section of the Final EIR for the 680 East Colorado Boulevard Commercial Project presents 
modifications to the Draft EIR text based on comments received and the City’s responses, which 
are included below in Section 8.2.  Deletions are noted by strikeout and insertions by underline. 
Individual typographical corrections are not specifically stated.  
 
Executive Summary 
 
The following introductory language was modified on page ES-1. 
 

This Final EIR incorporates information from the Draft EIR (circulated from October 16, 
2008, through December 10, 2008), the Revised Draft EIR (circulated from April 10, 2009 
through May 25, 2009), clarifications that were made in response to both written and 
oral comments received during either of the public review periods (see Section 8.0 
Addenda Errata/Comments and Responses), as well as some updates to setting information. 
 To assist the reader in identifying changes, this final EIR includes all of the Draft EIR 
sections with new information is shown in underline format and deleted information is 
shown in strikethrough format throughout this document. 
 
This section summarizes the characteristics of the proposed project, alternatives, 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project, recommended mitigation 
measures, and the level of significance of project impacts after mitigation.   
 
A revised Draft EIR was prepared pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines § 15088.5.  The recirculation requirements and process are discussed 
in greater detail in Section 1.0, Introduction.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(c), 
the Revised Draft EIR included only the sections of the Draft EIR that were changed in 
response to new information.  The following sections of the original Draft EIR are 
included in the Revised Draft EIR.   
 
Section 0.0 Executive Summary 
Section 1.0 Introduction 
Section 2.0 Project Description 
Section 4.5 Traffic 
Section 6.0 Alternatives 

 
The following language was modified to summarize the updated Alternatives in the Executive 
Summary on page ES-3.  
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Alternative 2 –Off-Site Parking Alternative.   This alternative explores providing a 
portion of the proposed parking at two alternative locations.  The two distinct off-site 
locations are both within one block of the project site and would divert a portion of the 
project generated traffic off of El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and 
Playhouse Alley, where a significant street segment impacts occurs. 
 
Alternative 3 – Dual Access.  This alternative explores the provision of split access from 
both Green Street and El Molino Avenue as a method of diverting a portion of the 
project generated traffic off of El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and 
Playhouse Alley where a significant street segment impacts occurs. 

 
Alternative 5 – 80% Reduced Project.   This alternative would involve reducing the 
overall square footage of the development from 159, 971 SF to 31,471 SF as an office use 
and is the only alternative that would eliminate the significant and unavoidable street 
impacts on the segments of El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and 
Playhouse Alley and between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard.   

 
Alternative 5 is environmentally superior overall since it would eliminate the Class I 
unavoidably significant impacts to El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and 
Playhouse Alley and between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard.   None of the other 
alternatives, including the No-Project Alternative, would reduce the impact to this these 
de-emphasized street segments for which physical mitigation measures are not allowed. 
  The Reduced Project Alternative would not provide an economically viable project for 
the applicant and would not meet the objective of providing a viable commercial project 
within the Playhouse District.   

 
The following language was modified to summarize the new height averaging alternatives in 
the Executive Summary on page ES-3 in response to comment 1T.  
 

Alternative 6 – Height Averaging Alternative.  This alternative maintains the same 
square footage and uses of the proposed project (145,564 SF of office use plus 14,407 SF 
of retail use) but changes the massing of the project to include six stories adjacent 
Colorado Boulevard.  The Height Averaging Alternative shifts the project massing such 
that the building tapers or steps down as it transitions from Zone 1 to Zone 3 (see Figure 
6-2) through height averaging per Municipal Code §17.30.050.  Under this alternative, 
30% of the proposed fifth floor area would be relocated to create a sixth floor on the 
northern most portion of the property adjacent Colorado Boulevard (see Figure 6-2).  
The maximum building height would be 88 feet at the top of the sixth floor, 75 feet at the 
top of the fifth floor, 63 feet at the top of the fourth floor, 50 feet at the top of the third 
floor, 35 feet at top of the second floor, and about 25 feet at the top of the parking garage 
canopy.  This alternative would require findings by the Design Commission. This 
alternative would have all of the same impacts as the proposed project.  

 
The following changes were made in response to comment 3J on page ES-1. 
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Summary of Project Characteristics 
Lot Size 1.3 acres (57,762 square feet) 

Total Floor Area 
 159,971 square feet total 

• 14,407 SF of retail use 
• 145,564 SF of office use 

Floor Area Ratio * 2.8 

Maximum Building Height 75’-0” 

Number of Levels Above Grade 5 levels 

Number of Levels Below Grade 6 levels 

Parking Spaces  522 ** 

Source: .Gensler. Plan Set, June 2008 
*  The project site contains separate zones with floor area ratios of 2.0 and 3.0.  The floor area ratio 
presented here is an average based on the total square footage proposed as allowed in each zone 
and the total area of the site.  
** 156 155 of these spaces are proposed to serve the Playhouse District as public parking spaces 

 
The following changes were made to Table ES-1 in the Executive Summary on page ES-8.  
 
Impact TC-1  The proposed project 
would incrementally increase traffic 
levels at study area intersections.  The 
increased traffic levels would not cause 
an exceedance of adopted significance 
criteria at 12 of the 13 intersections.  
However, project-generated traffic would 
cause the El Molino Avenue/Colorado 
Boulevard intersection to operate at an 
unacceptable level of service during the 
PM peak hour.  Thus, the proposed 
project’s traffic impacts would be Class 
II, significant but mitigable. 

TC-1(c)  Left-turn Pocket Installation on El 
Molino Avenue at Green Street Intersection.  
The northbound and southbound approaches on 
El Molino Avenue shall be restriped and a 
southbound left-turn pocket shall be installed.  
The re-striping would necessitate 
reconstruction/modification of the existing catch 
basin on the northeast corner to accommodate 
safe movement of vehicles traveling northbound 
on El Molino Avenue.  The resultant lane 
configurations at the southbound approach to the 
intersection would be one exclusive left-turn lane 
and one through lane.  The traffic signal at the El 
Molino Avenue/Green Street intersection shall be 
modified to provide southbound left-turn phasing. 
    
 
TC-1(d)   Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM).  The project shall comply with the City's 
Trip Reduction ordinance.  Upon submittal of a 
TSM Program for review and approval, the 
owner/developer shall place a deposit based on 
the current General Fee Schedule with the 
Department of Transportation prior to the 
issuance of a building permit. This deposit is 
subject to a refund or an additional billing in the 
event that the deposit amount is not sufficient to 
cover the cost of the review. The developer shall 
pay an annual Transportation Demand 
Management status report review fee based on 
the current General Fee Schedule, in compliance 
with the requirements of the Trip Reduction 
Ordinance. 
 
The TSM program shall encourage a mix of 

Less than 
significant. 
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tenants with varying start/stop times to help 
reduce AM/PM peak-hour traffic.  The TSM shall 
also require the use of marketing materials and 
website design that directs site visitors to the site 
via the City’s arterials and traffic corridors, 
instead of using de-emphasized streets like El 
Molino and Glenarm. 

 
 
The following changes were made to Table ES-1 on page ES-9 in response to comments 1K, 1D, 
1F, and 1H. 
 
Impact TC-2  The proposed project 
would incrementally increase traffic 
levels along study area roadways.  
The projected increases are less than 
exceed the City’s adopted thresholds 
on four of the five six of the ten study 
area road segments.  However, 
because the projected increase in 
traffic on one of the five road 
segments exceeds the City’s 
thresholds, impacts would be Class I, 
unavoidably significant.  Impacts to 
four of the six street segments are 
Class II, significant but mitigable. 
However, there are two segments of 
El Molino Avenue for which impacts 
would be Class I, unavoidably 
significant, because no physical 
improvements can be made to this 
de-emphasized street.   
 

TC-2  Street Segment Mitigation.  The following 
measures are recommended conditions by 
PASDOT:  
 
• Contribute funds toward a pedestrian safety 

study in the vicinity of the project. The plan 
shall study measures such as mid-block 
signals, curb extensions, pedestrian countdown 
signals, enhanced crosswalks etc to improve 
walking safety and convenience to and from 
parking structures/businesses in the area. 

• Provide wayfinding signage between the 
parking garage and the Pasadena Playhouse, 
directing patrons to utilize designated 
crosswalks at Green Street or Colorado 
Boulevard.  The sign program and format is 
subject to the review and approval of the 
Planning Division and the Department of 
Transportation.  

• Provide pedestrian lighting to and from the 
project to the nearest transit stops within a 
quarter mile radius. 

• Offer unbundled parking option with lease. 
• Contribute funds to the Pasadena ARTS 

program. 
• Provide Metro Corporate Transit Passes to 

employees of this project site. 
 

Unavoidably 
Significant 

 
The following change was made to Table ES-1 on page ES-9 in response to comment 3J.  
 
Impact TC-3  The proposed project 
would provide 522 parking spaces, of 
which 366 367 would be project-only 
spaces and 156 155 would be public 
spaces to serve the Playhouse District. 
 The proposed parking spaces would 
meet the City’s parking requirements. 
Therefore, impacts to parking supply 
would be Class III, less than 
significant.     

None required.  Less than 
significant. 

 
The following introductory language was modified in Section 1.0  Introduction.   
 

A Draft EIR for the 680 East Colorado Boulevard Commercial Project EIR was circulated for 
a 45-day public review period of October 16, 2008, through December 1, 2008.  In 
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addition, the public review period was informally extended to December 10, 2008 to 
receive additional oral comments of the Planning Commission and public.  During this 
time written and oral comments were received and responses to comments were 
formulated.  During consideration of the comments, it was determined that additional 
analysis of street segments along El Molino Avenue would be undertaken to further 
evaluate the extent of traffic additions to this de-emphasized street north and south of 
the project site.  The traffic analysis revealed that the impacts identified in the Draft EIR 
extended further to the north and south along El Molino Avenue.  Therefore, though the 
Draft EIR evaluated the most affected portion of this de-emphasized street, the revised 
Draft EIR evaluated additional segments.  The revised Draft EIR incorporated revisions 
resulting from the additional street segment analysis as well as some clarifications made 
in response to comments on the original Draft EIR.  The Revised Draft EIR and 
supporting documents were also available for review over a period of 45 days in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5 at the Planning and Development 
Department Public Counter (located at 175 North Garfield Avenue, Pasadena CA 91109) 
and on the City’s website at 
http://www.ci.pasadena.ca.us/planning/environmental/PlayhousePlaza/PlayHouseP
laza_Home.asp.   
 
The public review period for the Revised Draft EIR extended from April 10, 2009 
through May 25, 2009.  Written responses were prepared for the written and oral 
comments received during both public review periods and at the City initiated Public 
Meetings held between November 2008 and May 2009.  Each comment received by the 
City of Pasadena has been included within the EIR.  Responses to all comments have 
been prepared to address the concerns raised by the commenters and to indicate where 
and how the EIR addresses environmental issues. Responses to comments are contained 
in Section 8.0 Addenda Errata/Comments and Responses.  
 
During the public review periods, written comments may be were forwarded to: 
 
Lead Agency:  City of Pasadena 
Contact Person: John Steinmeyer, Senior Planner 
   Planning Division 
Address:  175 N. Garfield Avenue (Hale Building) 
   Pasadena, California 91101-1704 
Phone:   (626) 744-6880 
E-mail:   jsteinmeyer@cityofpasadena.net 
 
The Draft EIR and supporting documents are were also available for review at the 
Planning and Development Department Public Counter located at 175 North Garfield 
Avenue, Pasadena CA 91109, and on the City’s website at 
http://www.ci.pasadena.ca.us/planning/environmental/PlayhousePlaza/PlayHouseP
laza_Home.asp.   

 
Section 2.0 Project Description 
 
Figures 2-3 and 2-4 were updated to reflect the most recent design. 
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The following clarifications were added to the required project approvals on page 2-19 and 
page 2-20.  
 

• Certification of the Final EIR 
• Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC) because of the traffic segment impacts on 

North and South El Molino Avenue that cannot be adequately mitigated  
• Design Review 
• Adjustment Permit (AP) for allowable adjustments from the Zoning Code standards 

• (a) To exceed FAR  in one  FAR district 
• (b) To Exceed Height in two different height districts 
• (c) To provide only two loading spaces (5 are required for 145,000 s.f. office + 15,000 s.f. 

of retail) 
• (d) To not have a 0’ building setback on South El Molino Avenue and East Colorado 

Boulevard 
• Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for a new construction project exceeding 25,000 s.f. 
• Minor Conditional Use Permit (MCUP) for a new construction project exceeding 15,000 

square feet in the Transit-Oriented District (TOD) 
• Minor Conditional Use Permit (MCUP) to establish a commercial parking facility (155 

commercial public parking spaces for use by Playhouse District) 
• Central District FAR Increase of 10%(15,983 s.f. for a total of 159,829 s.f.) 
• Public Art Approval 
• Tree Removal Permit 

• (a) Private Tree Removal to remove one protected specimen tree [Ethrythrina caffra (Coral 
tree)] from the private property 

• (b)Public Street Tree Removal to remove and/or relocate three public street trees (Mexican 
fan palms) on North El Molino Avenue as approved by the Urban Forestry Advisory 
Committee on March 2, 2009 

• Building and Demolition Permits 
• Any other incidental discretionary approvals needed for the construction and operation of the 

proposed project. 
 
Section 4.1 Aesthetics 
 
Figure 4.1-3 was removed from the EIR 
 
The following language was modified on page 4.1-8 and 4.1-9 of the EIR. 
 

Figure 4.1-3 is a conceptual rendering of the project as it would be seen from across El 
Molino Avenue looking northeast, provided by the applicant’s architect. 
 
The proposed project has been designed in consideration of these two adjacent historic 
resources. 

 
The following language was modified on page 4.1-13. 
 

Pedestrian Paseo.  Directly opposing the entry courtyard to the Pasadena Playhouse, 
a new pedestrian walkway  paseo connects Arcade Lane, with Playhouse Plaza and 
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visually connects with the anchoring Pasadena Playhouse. With proposed enhanced street 
paving, the paseo is seen as an extension of the Playhouse courtyard. The new 8,600 square 
foot paseo, which will serve as public open space is lined with retail and courtyard 
amenities, creating vibrant pedestrian connectivity for the playhouse district.  Figure 4.1-3 
in this section and Figure 2-8 in Section 2.0  Project Description shows a views of the 
pedestrian plaza looking towards from the Pasadena Playhouse and from the Arcade Lane 
Building respectively.   

 
Section 4.5   Traffic and Circulation 
 
The following changes were made to the introductory language on page 4.5-1 in response to 
comment 1K. 
 

This section evaluates existing conditions and potential impacts to the local circulation 
system.  The analysis summarizes the findings of a traffic impact analysis prepared by 
Linscott, Law and Greenspan Engineers, dated July 3, 2008 (See Appendix E) and 
subsequent analysis prepared by the City of Pasadena Department of Transportation with 
the assistance of Linscott, Law and Greenspan Engineers, dated March 10, 2009.  The traffic 
analysis evaluated the potential for traffic impacts on the local street system and 
assessed the adequacy of the proposed site access and parking plan.  The July 2008 report 
reflected analysis of thirteen intersections and five street segments.  The subsequent traffic 
impact report dated March 2009 reflected analysis of five additional street segments in the 
project vicinity.   Traffic volumes were based on traffic count data contained in a 
previous traffic study prepared for the proposed project, titled Draft Traffic Impact Study, 
Mixed-Use Project 680 E. Colorado Boulevard, City of Pasadena, CA, dated June 8, 2007 and 
prepared by Willdan.  Count data for the supplemental segment analysis was obtained 
in February 2009.   
 

The following changes were made to the language on page 4.5-4 in response to comment 1K. 
 
The following ten street segment locations were identified for analysis by City of 
Pasadena staff for inclusion in the ADT analysis: 
 
1. El Molino Avenue south of Colorado Boulevard (between Colorado Boulevard and 

Playhouse Alley) 
2. Oak Knoll Avenue south of Colorado Boulevard (between Colorado Boulevard and 

Green Street) 
3. Colorado Boulevard east of Hudson Avenue (between Hudson Avenue and Lake 

Avenue) 
4. Green Street east of El Molino Avenue (between El Molino Avenue and Arcade 

Alley) 
5. Green Street east of Hudson Avenue (between Hudson Avenue and Lake Avenue) 
6. El Molino Avenue north of Walnut Street 
7. El Molino Avenue between Walnut Street and Union Street 
8. El Molino Avenue between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard 
9. El Molino Avenue between Green Street and Cordova Street 
10. El Molino Avenue between Cordova Street and Del Mar Boulevard 
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The following street segments were added to Table 4.5-2 on page 4.5-8 in response to comment 
1K. 
 

Table 4.5-2   
Existing Daily Roadway Volumes 

Roadway Segment Average Daily 
Traffic Volume 

6. El Molino Avenue north of Walnut Street 7,606 

7. El Molino Avenue between Walnut Street and Union Street 7,619 

8. El Molino Avenue between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard 7,973 

9. El Molino Avenue between Green Street and Cordova Street 6,414 

10. El Molino Avenue between Cordova Street and Del Mar Boulevard 5,592 

 
The following clarification was made to mitigation measures TC-1(c). 
  

TC-1(c) Left-turn Pocket Installation on El Molino Avenue at Green Street 
Intersection.  The northbound and southbound approaches on El 
Molino Avenue shall be restriped and a southbound left-turn pocket 
shall be installed.  The re-striping would necessitate 
reconstruction/modification of the existing catch basin on the 
northeast corner to accommodate safe movement of vehicles 
traveling northbound on El Molino Avenue.  The resultant lane 
configurations at the southbound approach to the intersection 
would be one exclusive left-turn lane and one through lane.  The 
traffic signal at the El Molino Avenue/Green Street intersection 
shall be modified to provide southbound left-turn phasing.     

 
The following change was made to mitigation measure TC-1(d) in response to comment 2H.  
 

TC-1(d) Transportation Demand Management (TDM).  The project 
shall comply with the City's Trip Reduction ordinance.  Upon 
submittal of a TSM Program for review and approval, the 
owner/developer shall place a deposit based on the current 
General Fee Schedule with the Department of Transportation 
prior to the issuance of a building permit. This deposit is subject 
to a refund or an additional billing in the event that the deposit 
amount is not sufficient to cover the cost of the review. The 
developer shall pay an annual Transportation Demand 
Management status report review fee based on the current 
General Fee Schedule, in compliance with the requirements of 
the Trip Reduction Ordinance. 

 
The TSM program shall encourage a mix of tenants with varying 
start/stop times to help reduce AM/PM peak-hour traffic.  The 
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TSM shall also require the use of marketing materials and 
website design that directs site visitors to the site via the City’s 
arterials and traffic corridors, instead of using de-emphasized 
streets like El Molino and Glenarm. 

 
The following language clarification was added on page 4.5-23. 
 

Significance After Mitigation.  Implementation Mitigation Measures TC-1 (a-c) 
would improve the LOS of the El Molino Avenue/Colorado Boulevard intersection to 
LOS C (0.780) from LOS D (0.822) during the PM peak hour.  Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure TC-1(d) would ensure compliance with the City of Pasadena’s 
Transportation Management Ordinance.    Implementation of Mitigation Measure TC-
1(e) would ensure that the applicant pay the required Traffic Reduction and 
Transportation Improvement Fee.  Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measures 
TC-1 (a-e) would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  Additional analysis of 
El Molino Avenue Street segments indicates that there are no significant secondary 
impacts as a result of the turn restrictions.   

 
The following changes were made to impact statement TC-2 in response to comment 1K. 
 

Impact TC-2 The proposed project would incrementally increase traffic levels 
along study area roadways.  The projected increases are less 
than exceed the City’s adopted thresholds on four of the five six 
of the ten study area road segments.  However, because the 
projected increase in traffic on one of the five road segments 
exceeds the City’s thresholds, impacts would be Class I, 
unavoidably significant.  Impacts to four of the six street 
segments are Class II, significant but mitigable. However, there 
are two segments of El Molino Avenue for which impacts would 
be Class I, unavoidably significant, because no physical 
improvements can be made to this de-emphasized street.   

 
The following impact discussion on page 4.5-24 was modified in response to comment 1K.  
 

Table 4.5-7 summarizes traffic impacts to study area roadway segments.  Using the 
threshold criteria established by the City of Pasadena (see Table 4.5-5), the table shows 
the daily traffic analysis, which determines the street segment impacts by the proposed 
project on weekdays.  As shown in the table, the proposed project is anticipated to 
increase daily traffic volumes by less than 2.4% on four of the ten analyzed street 
segments.  While this level of increase requires staff review, no physical mitigations are 
required.  However, as shown on Table 4.5-7, the proposed project is anticipated to 
increase daily traffic volumes between 2.5% and 4.9% on four of the ten studied street 
segments, including El Molino Avenue north of Walnut Street, El Molino Avenue 
between Walnut Street and Union Street, El Molino Avenue between Green Street and 
Cordova Street, and El Molino Avenue between Cordova Street and Del Mar Boulevard.  
 

The following street segments were added to Table 4.5-7 on page 4.5-25 in response to comment 
1K. 
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Table 4.5-7 
Street Segment Impact Analysis 

Proposed Project 

Street Segments Direction 
Existing 
Weekday 

ADT Volume Total 
Project 

Distribution

Project-
Generated

ADT 

Existing 
w/Project 

ADT 

Percent ADT 
Growth 

NB 
 

SB 

3,702 
 

3,904 

15.0% Out 
 

20.0% In 

119 
 

159 

3,821 
 

4,063 

3.1% 
 

3.9% 
6. El Molino 

Avenue north 
of Walnut 
Street 

Subtotal 7,606 -- 278 7,884 3.5% 

NB 
 

SB 

3,562 
 

4,057 

20.0% Out 
 

30.0% In 

159 
 

238 

3,721 
 

4,295 

4.3% 
 

5.5% 

7. El Molino 
Avenue 
between 
Walnut Street 
and Union 
Street Subtotal 7,619 -- 397 8,016 4.9% 

NB 
 

SB 

4,342 
 

3,631 

35.0% Out 
 

35.0% In 

277 
 

277 

4,619 
 

3,908 

6.0% 
 

7.1% 

8. El Molino 
Avenue 
between Union 
Street and 
Colorado 
Boulevard Subtotal 7,973 -- 554 8,527 6.5% 

NB 
SB 

3,304 
 

3,110 

20.0% In 
 

15.0% Out 
 

159 
 

119 

3,463 
 

3,229 

4.6% 
 

3.7% 

9. El Molino 
Avenue 
between Green 
Street and 
Cordova Street Subtotal 6,414 -- 278 6,692 4.2% 

NB 
 

SB 

2,888 
 

2,704 

15.0% In 
 

10.0% Out 

119 
 

79 

3,007 
 

2,783 

4.0% 
 

2.8% 

10. El Molino 
Avenue 
between 
Cordova Street 
and Del Mar 
Boulevard Subtotal 5,592 -- 198 5,790 3.4% 

Source:  Lindscott, Law and Greenspan, 2008  
Lindscott, Law and Greenspan, 2009 
 See Appendix E for complete traffic study. 

 
The following discussions were modified on pages 4.5-26 and 4.5-27 in response to the 
expanded traffic report (March 10, 2009).  
 

As shown in Table 4.5-7, the proposed project is anticipated to increase daily traffic 
volumes by more than 4.9% on two of the ten street segments, including the segment of 
El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley and the segment 
of El Molino Avenue between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard.  Because these 
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increases exceed the City’s 4.9% ADT Growth threshold, impacts to these two street 
segments would be significant.   
 

Mitigation Measures.  Based on the City’s street segment significance criteria, 
the net increase in ADT volumes for El Molino Avenue north of Walnut Street, El 
Molino Avenue between Walnut Street and Union Street, El Molino Avenue between 
Green Street and Cordova Street, and El Molino Avenue between Cordova Street and 
Del Mar Boulevard  require soft mitigation measures (e.g., transportation demand 
management measures).  Additionally, the street segments of EI Molino Avenue 
between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley and El Molino Avenue between 
Union Street and Colorado Boulevard require both physical (e.g., roadway 
improvements, traffic signal upgrades, etc.) and soft mitigation measures (e.g., 
transportation demand management measures).  As such, the following mitigation 
measure, along with Mitigation Measures TC-1(d-e), is required. 

 
TC-2   Street Segment Mitigation.  The following measures are recommended 

conditions by PASDOT:  
 

• Contribute funds toward a pedestrian safety study in the vicinity of the 
project. The plan shall study measures such as mid-block signals, curb 
extensions, pedestrian countdown signals, enhanced crosswalks etc to 
improve walking safety and convenience to and from parking 
structures/businesses in the area. 

• Provide wayfinding signage between the parking garage and the Pasadena 
Playhouse, directing patrons to utilize designated crosswalks at Green 
Street or Colorado Boulevard.  The sign program and format is subject to 
the review and approval of the Planning Division and the Department of 
Transportation.  

• Provide pedestrian lighting to and from the project to the nearest transit 
stops within a quarter mile radius. 

• Offer unbundled parking option with lease. 
• Contribute funds to the Pasadena ARTS program. 
• Provide Metro Corporate Transit Passes to employees of this project site. 

 
 Significance After Mitigation.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures TC-2, 
along with mitigation measures TC-1 (ad-e) would be expected to reduce project-
generated traffic on street segments. Note that implementation of these measure would 
also fulfill the City’s requirement of implementing both physical mitigation (TC-1 (a-c)) 
and soft mitigation (TC-1 (d-f) and TC-2).  However, it cannot be assured that these 
mitigation measures would reduce the increase in project-traffic along the most affected 
roadway segments to 4.9% or less, which would eliminate the need for physical 
improvements (see Table 4.5-5).  PasDOT has determined that there are no feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of the project on El Molino Avenue between 
Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley and on El Molino Avenue between Union 
Street and Colorado Boulevard to below levels of significance.  Therefore, the impact to 
these street segments as a result of the proposed project would be unavoidably 
significant, and if the project is entitled, a Statement of Overriding Consideration would 
be required.    
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The following changes were made to Impact TC-3 on page 4.5-25 in response to comment 3J. 
 
 Impact TC-3 The proposed project would provide 522 parking spaces, of 

which 366 367 would be project-only spaces and 156 155 would 
be public spaces to serve the Playhouse District.  The proposed 
parking spaces would meet the City’s parking requirements. 
Therefore, impacts to parking supply would be Class III, less 
than significant.   

 
As discussed in Setting, The project site is currently developed with a two-story 
commercial retail structure totaling approximately 66,000 square feet (SF) with 36 surface 
parking spaces.  The proposed project involves the demolition of existing improvements, 
excavation for a six-level subterranean garage, and the subsequent construction of an 
approximately 160,000 SF, five-story commercial office building with 522 parking spaces to 
be provided in the six subterranean levels, of which 366 367 would be project-only spaces 
and 156155 would be public spaces to serve the Playhouse District.  Vehicular access to the 
subterranean parking structure would also be from El Molino Avenue.  Table 4.5-8 
shows the City’s parking requirements and the proposed parking spaces.   

 
The following changes were made to Table 4.5-8 on page 4.5-27 in response to comment 3J. 
 

Table 4.5-8 
Summary of Parking Requirements 

Land Use City Code Parking Ratio Proposed  
Total 

Parking 
Spaces 

Officea 3 spaces/1,000 sf 145,564 sf 437 328 

Retailb 3 spaces /1,000 sf 14,407 sf 43 39 

Total Required/Maximum Allowed Parking Spaces 360 367 

Commercial Off-Street Parkingc 162 155 

Total Parking Spaces Provided 522d 

Notes: 
a  Section 17.50.340 D.1(a )of the City of Pasadena Zoning Code states that for office uses 
the minimum amount of required off-street parking shall be reduced by 25 percent, and this 
reduction shall be the maximum allowed number of parking spaces. 
b Section 17.50.340 D.1(b) of the City of Pasadena Zoning Code states that for all other 
nonresidential uses the minimum amount of required off-street parking shall be reduced by 10 
percent, and this reduction shall be the maximum allowed number of parking spaces. 
c Section 17.50.340 D.2(a ) states that off-street commercial parking shall require the granting 
of a Minor Conditional Use Permit in compliance with Section 17.61.050.  The applicant 
proposed 156 155 public spaces; however, there are six additional spaces. 
d 162155 of these spaces are proposed to serve the Playhouse District as public parking 
spaces 

 
The following changes were made to the cumulative traffic discussion on page 4.5-30 in 
response to the expanded traffic report (March 10, 2009).   
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As shown in Tables 4.5-6 and 4.5-7, which summarize the level of service and street 
segment analysis conducted for proposed project, traffic would incrementally increase 
with cumulative + project traffic, but with the implementation of mitigation measures 
set forth in the section, would remain below the respective significance thresholds at all 
of the analyzed intersections and on four of the five eight of the ten analyzed roadway 
segments.  However, impacts resulting from project-traffic would remain significant and 
unavoidable at the roadway segment on El Molino Avenue between Colorado 
Boulevard and Playhouse Alley and on El Molino Avenue between Union Street and 
Colorado Boulevard, both of which lie within the urban core adjacent the Colorado 
Boulevard corridor.  Because impacts would be unavoidably significant at these 
roadway segments, when considering cumulative impacts from planned and pending 
projects within the City, the project’s contribution to the overall change would be 
cumulatively considerable.  Mitigation measure TC-1(a-e) and TC-2 would reduce 
impacts to the extent feasible.  However, these mitigation measures cannot be said to 
reduce traffic increases to 4.9% or below, which is the threshold that requires physical 
improvements.  Therefore, the cumulative impact to these street segments is likewise 
unavoidably significant.   

 
Section 4.6  Water Service 
 
The following update to setting information was made starting on page 4.6-4. 
 

PWP Actions and Programs to Address Water Supply Issues.  PWP has many 
options at hand to address potential water supply issues, arising from either a reduction 
in its MWD allocations or its ability to pump groundwater from the Pasadena subarea of 
the Raymond Basin.  The most immediate tool available is the declaration of a “water 
shortage” pursuant to Pasadena Municipal Code (PMC) Chapter 13.10.   
 

City of Pasadena Water Shortage Plan I.  In December of 2007, PWP projected a local 
“water shortage” as defined in PMC § 13.10.020.G.  On that basis, the City Council 
implemented a Water Shortage Plan I.  The goal of the Water Shortage Plan I was to 
reduce total water usage in the City by 10%.1  The Water Shortage Plan I contains nine 
voluntary water reduction measures to assist all Pasadena customers with conservation 
techniques (PMC § 13.10.040).   
 

• Refrain from hosing or washing sidewalks, walkways, driveways, parking area 
or other paved surfaces; 

• Refrain from cleaning, filling, or maintaining levels in decorative fountains, 
ponds, lakes, and similar structures unless such structure is equipped with a 
water recycling system; 

• Refrain from serving drinking water, unless at the express request of a customer, 
in all restaurants, hotels, cafes, cafeterias, or other public places where food is 
sold, served or offered for sales; 

                                                 
1 See minutes of December 17, 2007 City Council meeting, at 
http://www.cityofpasadena.net/councilagendas/2007%20agendas/Minutes%202007/20071217.pdf;  
see related staff report at http://www.cityofpasadena.net/councilagendas/2007%20agendas/Dec_17_07/6A.pdf. 
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• Promptly repair all leaks from indoor and outdoor plumbing fixtures, including 
but not limited to sprinkler systems; 

• Refrain from allowing water to run off landscape areas into adjoining streets, 
sidewalks, parking lots or alleys; 

• Refrain from allowing water to run off into adjoining streets, sidewalks, parking 
lots or alleys while washing vehicles; 

• Refrain from landscape watering more often than once every three days. 
 
Since declaration of the local water shortage, PWP engaged in an aggressive public 
education campaign to raise awareness of the Water Shortage Plan I and its conservation 
techniques.  Among other things, PWP engaged in a City-wide marketing campaign to 
raise awareness of the Plan I techniques; hosted efficient irrigation workshops; joined 
MWD in offering a new regional incentive program for water efficient devices (“SoCal 
Water $mart”); and provided a host of links and information options on its website to 
educate Pasadena residents about other ways to save water.  Despite this aggressive 
public education campaign, as of the summer of 2008 total water usage in the City had 
not changed appreciably, and the goal of the Water Shortage Plan I was not being met.   
 

City of Pasadena Water Shortage Plan II.  The purpose of Water Shortage Plan II is 
to ensure that water is put to the maximum beneficial use and that water conservation is 
properly implemented.  In the event of a continued water shortage, PWP could 
recommend to the City Council moving to a Water Shortage Plan II, pursuant to PMC § 
13.10.040.  At this time, PWP anticipates requesting that the City Council move to a 
Water Shortage Plan II by early 2009.  In that event, the water reduction measures 
outlined above would become mandatory, and the City could impose penalties on 
violators.  PWP anticipates that implementation of Water Shortage Plan II would result 
in the 10% reduction the City has been seeking.   
 
Plan II includes the same measures as Plan I with the addition of the following 
measures: 
 

• No customer of the department shall use or allow the use of water for landscape 
watering between the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.; 

• No customer of the department shall uses or all the use of water from the 
department to refill a swimming pool emptied after the commencement of a 
water shortage period. 

 
Throughout the end of 2008 and early 2009, PWP has taken the following steps to 
update its approach to water supply issues: 
 

Comprehensive Water Conservation Plan (CWCP).  On April 13, 2009, the City 
Council adopted the CWCP.2  As a long-term goal, the CWCP presupposes an initial 
target of reducing per-capita potable water consumption 10% by 2015 and 20% by 2020.  
Whereas PWP’s past water conservation programs relied heavily on indoor efficiency, 
the CWCP reflects an emphasis on: 
 

                                                 
2 http://www.cityofpasadena.net/councilagendas/2009%20agendas/Apr_13_09/agendarecap.asp 
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• Using price signals in rate design to encourage conservation; 
• Increased emphasis on outdoor water efficiency; and 
• Maximizing efficiencies related to new construction. 
 

The CWCP includes six water conservation approaches that will be pursued 
simultaneously to meet the City’s water conservation targets: 
 

1. Implement Water Conservation Rate Design: 
 Modified block rate structure with higher cost tiers for high water use 
 Develop a budget-based water rate proposal 

2. Adopt Sustainable Water Supply Ordinances: 
 Establish a Permanent Water Waste Prohibition Ordinance 
 Modify existing Water Shortage Ordinance 
 Adopt a Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance 
 Evaluate potential effectiveness of a Fixture Replacement on Resale 

Ordinance, and adopt, if appropriate 
 Review the Gray Water Systems and Storm Water Capture Ordinances and 

update or modify, as appropriate 
 Adopt appropriate water use limitations and mitigation measures associated 

with new development 
3. Provide Incentives for Use of Water Efficient Technology and Practices: 

 Indoor fixture incentives 
 Irrigation technology incentives 
 Water-efficient landscape and turf replacement incentives 

4. Provide Direct Installation and Distribution of Efficient Technologies; 
5. Provide Water Use Audits; and 
6. Provide Water Use Information, Education, and Outreach: 

 Usage data on bills 
 Appropriate water use standards or guidelines 
 Efficient indoor and outdoor water use practices.3 

 
The City has begun the process to increase water rates as envisioned by the CWCP, and 
which are necessary for covering surcharges imposed by MWD on PWP whenever 
customers exceed MWD’s new allocation targets.4  The City is in the process of holding 
the required public hearings.5 
 

Water Waste Prohibition and Water Shortage Plan (WWP/WSP) Ordinance.  Also on 
April 13, 2009, the City Council directed the drafting of an ordinance which will replace 
the City’s previously adopted Water Shortage Plan I.6  The proposed WWP/WSP 
Ordinance includes a number of permanent water waste prohibitions as well as 
procedures that would be initiated in the event of a water shortage.  
 

                                                 
3 http://www.cityofpasadena.net/councilagendas/2009%20agendas/Apr_13_09/5D1.pdf 
4 http://ww3/waterandpower/YourWater/WaterRates/ 
5 http://ww3/waterandpower/YourWater/WaterRates/Public%20Hearing%20Notice%2009.pdf 
6 http://www.cityofpasadena.net/councilagendas/2009%20agendas/Apr_13_09/agendarecap.asp 

8-15



680 East Colorado Boulevard Commercial Project EIR 
Section 8.0  Addenda and Errata/Comments and Responses 
 
 

 
City of Pasadena 

 

The proposed ordinance is consistent with the MWD Model Water Waste ordinance and 
is intended to address the shortcomings identified with the City’s current Water 
Shortage Procedure Ordinance that it will replace.  The proposed ordinance includes a 
number of permanent water waste prohibitions as well as procedures that would be 
initiated in the event of a water shortage.  The proposed permanent water waste 
prohibitions include: 
 

• Watering with potable water (i.e., drinking water) is prohibited between the 
hours of 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on any day, except by use of a hand-held 
container, a handheld hose equipped with a water shut-off nozzle or device, or 
for very short periods of time for the express purpose of adjusting or repairing an 
irrigation system; 

• No watering during periods of rain; 
• No excessive water flow or runoff; 
• No washing down hard or paved surfaces except were necessary to alleviate 

safety or sanitary hazards and then only by use of a hand-held bucket or similar 
container, a hand-held hose equipped with a water shut-off nozzle or device, a 
low-volume, high-pressure cleaning machine equipped to recycle any water 
used, or a low volume high-pressure water broom; 

• Obligation to fix leaks, breaks or malfunctions when discovered or within seven 
days of receiving notice from PWP; 

• Recirculating water systems are required for fountains and decorative water 
features; 

• Using potable water to wash a vehicle is prohibited, except by use of a hand-held 
bucket or a hand-held hose equipped with a water shut-off nozzle or device.  
(This subsection does not apply to any commercial car washing facility); 

• Drinking water may be served in restaurants only upon request by a customer; 
• Restaurants are required to use water conserving dish wash spray valves; 
• Commercial lodging establishments must provide guests option to decline daily 

linen services; 
• Installation of single pass cooling systems is prohibited in buildings requesting 

new water service;  
• Installation of non-recirculating water systems is prohibited in new commercial 

conveyor car wash and new commercial laundry systems; and 
• Effective on July 1, 201 0, commercial conveyor car wash systems must have 

installed operational recirculating water systems or secured a waiver of this 
requirement from the City of Pasadena. 

 
The proposed ordinance establishes a penalty schedule for violations, and the penalties 
are meant to be deterrents rather than sources of funds.  The proposed ordinance is 
anticipated to come before the City Council in late June or early July of 2009. 
 
The following update to setting information was made on page 4.6-8. 
 

As additional funding can be secured, the City anticipates increasingly offsetting 
the use of potable water for landscaping with recycled water, thus leaving more potable 
water for other uses.  PWP is also considering other water supply enhancement and 
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storage projects.  In addition, the City is looking at ways to strengthen the local 
regulation of water use through other Pasadena Municipal Code amendments.  As one 
example, the City is awaiting the DWR Office of Water Use and Efficiency’s update to 
the state model water efficient landscape ordinance.  DWR anticipates that the model 
ordinance will be updated in early 2009.7  By late 2009, and pursuant to the requirements 
of Government Code Section 65595, the City anticipates updating its ordinances 
regulating landscaping water use to be at least as stringent as the state model ordinance. 
 Through these efforts, PWP anticipates serving demand in the City as forecast in the 
City’s General Plan and Urban Water Management Plan into the foreseeable future. 

 
The following update to setting information was made on page 4.6-11. 
 

The full cases are expected to reach the court for decision during late 2009 or possibly 
into 2010. 

 
The following update was made to setting information on page 4.6-12. 
 

The earliest that a decision from the appellate court is expected would be during in the 
latter part of 2008.8 The stay has been extended through July of 2009.9 
 

The following update to setting information was made on page 4.6-14. 
 

In December of 2008, the USFWS issued a revised BiOp.10  The BiOp is effective 
immediately and sets guidelines for pumping operations for the State Water Project and 
federal Central Valley Project to ensure the continued existence of delta smelt and its 
habitat.  At the time, the effect of the BiOp was seen as likely to result in the reduction of 
water deliveries from the CVP and SWP.  
 
In the face of these new environmental restrictions and California entering the third year 
of drought, in October of 2008 DWR issued an initial 15 percent allocation to MWD of 
SWP supplies in 2009.11  In addition, MWD expects continued reduced deliveries from 
the Colorado River as that watershed continues to recover from record drought.12  In 
February of 2009 the Governor proclaimed a state of emergency and ordered a range of 
actions to manage the drought crisis.13   
 
However, after recent precipitation events in late winter of 2009 which increased 
snowpack to nearly 90% of normal, in March of 2009 DWR revised its allocations 
upward, to 20 percent.14  At the same time, DWR’s most-recent snow survey of the 
winter season indicates snowpack water content statewide is 81 percent of normal, and 

                                                 
7 http://www.owue.water.ca.gov/landscape/ord/updatedOrd.cfm/#schedule  
8 Id. 
9 http://appellatecases.courtinfo.ca.gov/search/case/dockets.cfm?dist=1&doc_id=676185&doc_no=A117715 
10 http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/documents/SWP-CVP_OPs_BO_12-15_final_OCR.pdf 
11 http://www.water.ca.gov/swpao/docs/notices/08-07.pdf 
12 http://www.mwdh2o.com/mwdh2o/pages/news/press_releases/2009-02/conservation%20increase.pdf 
13 http://gov.ca.gov/press-release/11556/ 
14 http://www.water.ca.gov/swpao/docs/notices/09-04.pdf; see also 
http://www.water.ca.gov/news/newsreleases/2009/031809allocation20.doc 
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as a result in April of 2009 DWR increased the 2009 SWP delivery allocation to 30 
percent.  “DWR’s new approval considered several factors, including existing storage in 
SWP conservation reservoirs, SWP operational constraints, including the conditions of 
the recent Biological Opinion for Delta smelt, and 2009 contractor demands.”15  While 
this is an improvement from DWR’s March allocation of 20 percent, drought conditions 
continue and DWR strongly urges continued conservation.16 

 
Section 6.0  Alternatives 
 
The following language was modified on page 6-1 in response to the expanded traffic report 
(March 10, 2009) and to address the inclusion of a new alternative that evaluates height 
averaging alternative.   
 

• Height Averaging Alternative 
 

The offsite parking alternative, the dual access alternative, the 100% FAR alternative, 
and the reduced project alternative are all intended to explore elimination of the Class I 
impact caused by the increase in traffic volume on the segments of El Molino Avenue 
between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley and between Union Street and 
Colorado Boulevard.  El Molino Avenue is classified as a de-emphasized street in the 
City’s General Plan Mobility Element, meaning that street improvements are not 
permitted to allow for additional travel capacity.  The Height Averaging Alternative was 
added in response to comments received during the public review period.  Each of the 
various alternatives is described below along with the relative impact analysis. 
 

Table 6-1  
Characteristics of the Proposed Project and Alternatives 

Scenario On-site Parking 
spaces 

Off-site Parking 
spaces stories 

 

Office 
(SF) 

Retail 
(SF) Project  Public Project Public 

Levels 
Below 
Grade  

Proposed Project  145,564 14,407 3676 1556 0 0 6 5 
1 – No Project none 66,000 36 0 0 0 0 2 
2 – Off-site Parking 145,564 14,407 304 96 62 60 4.5 5 
3 - Dual Access 145,564 14,407 3676 1556 0 0 6 5 
4 -100% Floor Area Ratio  130,721 14,407 333 1556 0 0 5.5 5 
5 - 80% Reduced Project 31,471 none 71 0 0 0 1 1 
6 – Height Averaging 145,564 14,407 367 155 0 0 6 6 
 
The following language was added on page 6-3 in response to the expanded traffic report 
(March 10, 2009).  

 

                                                 
15 http://www.water.ca.gov/swpao/docs/notices/09-06.pdf 
16 http://www.water.ca.gov/news/newsreleases/2009/041509allocationam.doc 
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Therefore, the no-project alternative would not necessarily eliminate the Class I 
unavoidably significant traffic impact due to traffic in excess of 4.9% on the segments of 
El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley and between 
Union Street and Colorado Boulevard. 
 

The following language was added on page 6-4 and page 6-5 in response to the expanded traffic 
report (March 10, 2009).   
 

Moreover, both of these off-site parking locations would result in a significant impact on 
the street segments of El Molino Avenue north of Walnut Street, El Molino Avenue 
between Walnut Street and Union Street, between Green Street and Cordova Street, 
between Cordova Street and Del Mar Boulevard, between Colorado Boulevard and 
Playhouse Alley, and between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard, the same as with 
the proposed project.  Mitigation measures TC-1(a-e) and TC-2 would also apply; 
however, the impact to the street segments of El Molino Avenue between Colorado 
Boulevard and Playhouse Alley and between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard 
would not be reduced to a less than significant level.   

 
The following language was added on page 6-6 in response to the expanded traffic report 
(March 10, 2009). 
 

The dual access alternative would result in a significant impact (2.4% to 4.9% increase in 
ADT) at the Colorado Boulevard/El Molino Avenue intersection and at the street 
segments of El Molino Avenue north of Walnut Street, between Walnut Street and 
Union Street, between Green Street and Cordova Street, and between Cordova Street 
and Del Mar Boulevard; and would require implementation of mitigation measures TC-
1(a-e), which would fully mitigate the impact at the intersection and street segments, the 
same as with the proposed project.   
 
This alternative would additionally result in a significant impact on the street segments 
between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley and between Union Street and 
Colorado Boulevard, the same as with the proposed project.  Mitigation measure TC-2 
would apply; however, the impact to these street segments would not be reduced to less 
than significant.  Therefore, the impacts associated with this alternative would be Class 
I, unavoidably significant, the same as with the proposed project.   

 
The following language was modified on page 6-7 in response to the expanded traffic report 
(March 10, 2009). 

 
However, the decrease in traffic volume is not significant enough to eliminate the 
significant but mitigable impacts at the Colorado Boulevard/El Molino intersection and 
at the street segments of El Molino north of Walnut Street, between Walnut Street and 
Union Street, between Green Street and Cordova Street, and between Cordova Street 
and Del Mar Boulevard.  and Mitigation measure TC-1(a-e) would still be required.  
Additionally, the street segment impacts on El Molino Avenue between Colorado 
Boulevard and El Molino Avenue Green Street and between Union Street and Colorado 
Boulevard would still occur. 
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The following language was modified on page 6-9 in response to the expanded traffic report 
(March 10, 2009). 

 
The reduction in project size would also reduce project-generated traffic at the El Molino 
Avenue/Colorado Boulevard intersection and at the street segments of El Molino north 
of Walnut Street, between Walnut Street and Union Street, between Green Street and 
Cordova Street, between Cordova Street and Del Mar Boulevard.  and eliminate the 
need for Mitigation at the El Molino Avenue/Colorado Boulevard intersection would 
not be required for this alternative.    
 

The following language (new alternative) was added in response to comment 1T.  
 

6.6  HEIGHT AVERAGING ALTERNATIVE 
 
6.6.1Description 
 
This alternative assumes the project would be constructed with the same square footage 
and uses, but shifts the project massing such that the building tapers or steps down as it 
transitions from Zone 1 to Zone 3 (see Figure 6-2) through height averaging per 
Municipal Code §17.30.050.  Under this alternative, 30% of the proposed fifth floor area 
would be relocated to create a sixth floor on the northern most portion of the property 
adjacent Colorado Boulevard (see Figure 6-2).  The maximum building height would be 
88 feet at the top of the sixth floor, 75 feet at the top of the fifth floor, 63 feet at the top of 
the fourth floor, 50 feet at the top of the third floor, 35 feet at top of the second floor, and 
about 25 feet at the top of the parking garage canopy.   This alternative would require 
findings by the Design Commission.  
 
6.6.2Impact Analysis 
 
This alternative would have similar impacts to the proposed project as it would consist 
of the same amount of use, but the massing would be a little heavier on the northern end 
of the project adjacent to Colorado Boulevard, where there would be six stories instead 
of five.  The massing in the center of the building would be a little less.  This alternatives 
environmental effects are discussed below. 
 

a.  Aesthetics.  The aesthetic impacts associated with this alternative would be 
about the same as the proposed project.  None of the impact determinations would 
change and the project would still have less than significant impacts on the Playhouse 
landmark structure and the landmark eligible Arcade Lane buildings. This alternative 
would cast a slightly different shadow as compared with those on Figure 4.1-5 and 4.1-6, 
however, the shadows would not substantially reduce the existing shadows or create 
new shadows that would affect another sensitive resource.  The lengthened shadows 
from the partial sixth story would primarily affect Colorado Boulevard or fall onto 
existing developed buildings.  The light and glare impacts would be the same as the 
proposed project, Class II, significant but mitigable through use of building material 
specifications.   
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b.  Air Quality.  Air quality impacts are expected to be the same as the proposed 
project.  Like the proposed project, air pollutant emissions generated by construction of 
the alternative project would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds for NOx, CO, SO2, or PM10 
or PM2.5  but could potentially exceed SCAQMD thresholds for ROG as a result of 
architectural coatings.  However, this alternative would be expected to follow similar 
mitigation measures as the proposed project to reduce ROG and fugitive dust emissions. 
Operational emissions would be about the same as the proposed project, since all of the 
square footages and uses would remain unchanged.   
 
 c.  Noise & Vibration.  This alternative would have the same impacts as the 
proposed project with respect to the potential for construction noise and vibration and 
operational noise.  Mitigation measure N-3 for rooftop parapets would apply the same 
as for the proposed project. 
 
 d.  Geology.  This alternative’s impacts would be about the same as the proposed 
project, since the project only shifts some massing, but retains the same subterranean 
garage.  Mitigation measure GEO-2 would still apply requiring adherence to 
geotechnical recommendations and the excavation plan.  No additional adverse effects 
would be created and this alternative would not eliminate the need for any mitigation 
measures.   
 
 e. Transportation and Traffic.  This alternative would generate the same traffic 
and the same impacts as the proposed project.  The same as with the proposed project, 
there would be significant but mitigable impacts at the Colorado Boulevard/El Molino 
intersection and at the street segments of El Molino north of Walnut Street, between 
Walnut Street and Union Street, between Green Street and Cordova Street, and between 
Cordova Street and Del Mar Boulevard.  Mitigation measure TC-1(a-e) would still be 
required.  Additionally, the street segment impacts on El Molino Avenue between 
Colorado Boulevard and Green Street and between Union Street and Colorado 
Boulevard would still occur.  Mitigation measure TC-2 would be necessary, but the 
impacts would remain Class I, unavoidably significant, the same as with the proposed 
project.   
 
 f.  Water Service.  This alternative would create the same demand for water as 
compared with the proposed project.  The impact would be the same as the proposed 
project, Class II, significant but mitigable, with inclusion of mitigation measure W-1.   

 
Figure 6-2 on page 6-11 was added to show the El Molino elevation of the Height Averaging 
Alternative (please refer to page 6-11). 
 
The following discussion on page 6-13 was modified in response to the expanded traffic study 
(March 10, 2009). 
 

As required by CEQA, this section identifies the environmentally superior alternative.  
The only alternative to reduce the project’s unavoidably significant effects on El Molino 
Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley and between Union Street 
and Colorado Boulevard is Alternative 5, the 80% reduced project alternative.  As 
compared with the vacant baseline condition, even the No-Project Alternative, which 
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allows for continued use of the existing building as a furniture store, would exceed the 
street segment threshold criteria for El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard 
and Playhouse Alley and between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard, resulting in a 
Class I, unavoidably significant impact.   
 
Additionally, this alternative will not fulfill the applicant’s objective of creating a 
feasible, substantial commercial project with all proposed components, including the 
public plaza, public parking garage, and adequate office space.  In addition, this 
alternative may not achieve the goals of the Central District Specific Plan and the 
Pasadena Playhouse Sub-district, including the in the D-1 Precinct.  None of the other 
alternatives including either the 100% FAR, off-site parking alternative or dual access 
alternative would avoid the Class I unavoidably significant impact to the El Molino 
Avenue street segment between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley and between 
Union Street and Colorado Boulevard.  Moreover, none of these alternatives appears to 
be environmentally superior to the proposed project.   

 
8.2 COMMENTS and RESPONSES 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that the lead agency evaluate public comments on 
environmental issues included in a Draft EIR and prepare written responses to those comments. 
 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b), “The written responses shall describe the 
disposition of significant environmental issues raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to 
mitigate anticipated impacts or objections).  In particular, the major environmental issues raised 
when the lead agency’s positions is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in 
the comments must be addressed in detail giving reasons why specific comments and 
suggestions were not accepted.”  The Guidelines call for responses that contain a “good faith, 
reasoned analysis” with statements supported by factual information.  Some of the comments 
raised, however, are more general in context, stating opinion either in favor of or opposition to 
the proposed project, or are comments more specific to design considerations than 
environmental impacts.  In such cases, the comment is noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration, along with all of the comments. 
 
This section of the Final EIR for the 680 East Colorado Boulevard Project EIR contains all of the 
written comments received during the 45-day public review periods.  The first public review 
period extended from October 16, 2008, through December 1, 2008, but was informally extended 
to December 10, 2008 to receive additional oral comments of the Planning Commission and 
public. The second public review period extended from April 10, 2009 through May 25, 2009.  
Written comments were also prepared for the summary of oral comments heard at City 
initiated Public Meetings held between November 2008 and May 2009.  Each comment received 
by the City of Pasadena has been included within this report.  Responses to all comments have 
been prepared to address the concerns raised by the commenters and to indicate where and 
how the EIR addresses environmental issues.  Changes that were made to the EIR in response to 
comments are outlined in the beginning of this section under Addenda Errata.   
 
This document constitutes the Final EIR to be presented to the City of Pasadena Planning 
Commission and City Council for certification prior to decisions on acceptance and approval of 
the 680 East Colorado Boulevard Commercial Project.  Specific comments contained within any 
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particular written letter have been numbered in order to provide a reference to it in the 
response.  Each letter is presented first, with the responses following. 
 

Commenter Page 

1. Oral Comments at Public Meetings 
 Transportation Advisory Commission 11/6/2008 
 Design Commission, 11/24/2008 
 Planning Commission, 12/10/2008 
 Planning Commission, 5/13/ 2009 

8-28 

2. Juliana Delgado and Jennifer Higginbotham, Transportation Advisory 
Commission, December 3, 2008 8-39 

3. R. Scott Jenkins, Hahn & Hahn LLP, December 9, 2008 8-51 

4. Gail Farber, County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, December 
9, 2008 8-64 

5. Susan Chapman, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (Metro), November 25, 2008 8-67 

6. Paul Jacoy, Playhouse District Association, November 20, 2008 8-69 

7. Michele Engemann, Pasadena Playhouse, December 5, 2008 8-71 

8. Susan N. Mossman, Pasadena Heritage, December 10, 2008 8-73 

9. Marsha V. Rood, FAICP,  December 10, 2008 8-77 

10. Kenneth McCormick, October 2008 8-85 

11. Terry Roberts, State Clearinghouse, December 11, 2008 8-90 

12. Terri Geiss, Ph.D, Pasadena Heritage, May 12, 2009 8-93 
 
The following General Responses have been prepared to address common themes in the letters 
submitted by commenters.   
 
General Response 1 - Traffic Additions on a De-Emphasized Street Segment 
 
One common theme presented verbally and contained within written letters suggests that the 
project would add traffic onto a de-emphasized street.  The project site is located on a segment 
of El Molino Avenue that is within the Central District Specific Plan and Playhouse Subdistrict. 
The location of the project site is within the urban core of downtown along the Colorado 
Boulevard corridor and not within the lower density (e.g.) single family and/or multifamily 
residential areas that lie to the north and south of the project site.  El Molino is de-emphasized 
along its entire length within the City limits, which is about four miles.  The de-emphasis is 
intended to protect the residential neighborhoods north and south of the urban downtown core 
as described in Section 4.1.3.1 of the Mobility Element of the General Plan.   
 
The proposed project would take access from and have a significant impact on the segment of 
El Molino Avenue that lies between Playhouse Alley and Colorado Boulevard. The significant 
street segment impact would likewise extend to the street segment of El Molino Avenue 
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between Colorado Boulevard and Union Street.  These two segments are about 0.13 miles long, 
or about 3% of the entire length of the four mile long de-emphasized street.  It should be 
recognized that the unavoidably significant impact to the street segment of El Molino Avenue 
between Playhouse Alley and Colorado Boulevard is based on a 12.3% increase in traffic 
volume, while the threshold for this street segment is 4.9%.  The traffic increase on the segment 
between Colorado Boulevard and Union Street is 6.5%, while the threshold is 4.9%.  Mitigation 
measures TC-1(d-e) and TC-2 cannot be guaranteed to reduce the traffic on these street 
segments to at or below the 4.9% threshold.   
 
Section 4.1.3.1 of the Mobility Element of the General Plan states:   
 

“The Council established, as City policy, that traffic growth would be limited on selected 
streets in order to protect residential neighborhoods.  Traffic management initiatives are 
underway to direct the increase in traffic to multimodal corridors and to enforce traffic 
restrictions on streets. No capital or operational transportation improvements to increase 
traffic will be made on the de-emphasized streets.”  
 

In addition, Policy 3.11 of the Mobility Element states: 
 

“Recognize designated de-emphasized streets as routes where efforts will be made to limit 
increases in travel.  Measures that would increase traffic in these streets will not be 
planned or implemented”.   

 
The mitigation measures included in EIR Section 4.5, Traffic and Circulation, for intersection 
impacts and street segment impacts would serve to reduce congestion without providing 
physical improvements to the de-emphasized segments.  Turn restrictions are a passive 
mitigation that would be implemented at the Colorado Boulevard intersection to maintain flow 
conditions on the de-emphasized street segment, without physically modifying the street 
segment.  Moreover, the dedicated turn lanes provided at the Union Street intersection and 
Green Street intersection would encourage vehicles to turn onto both Union Street and Green 
Street from El Molino rather than proceeding straight through on El Molino Avenue into 
neighborhood areas.  Therefore, the mitigation measures would serve to direct traffic through 
this downtown corridor of El Molino Avenue between Union Street and Green Street, further 
encouraging east-west diversion at Union Street and Green Streets, which are still within the 
urban core and would not serve to increase traffic in residential areas to the north and south of 
this urban core.  Moreover, as discussed in Section 6.0, Alternatives, even the No-project 
Alternative with activation of the currently developed furniture store would result in an 
unavoidably significant impact to the segment of El Molino Avenue between Playhouse Alley 
and Colorado Boulevard as compared with the vacant baseline condition.  The only alternative 
that would eliminate this impact is an 80% reduced project, which likely would not be 
economically feasible and which would not achieve the project objectives.   
 
General Response 2 – The Project Size and Use is not Appropriate for this Location 
 
Several commenters stated opinions that the proposed project is too large for the site and is not 
the best use for the site, likely in part because the site is also located on El Molino Avenue, 
which is de-emphasized.  Though this comment is about the project and not about the Draft EIR 
analysis, based on the guidance provided by the Central District Specific Plan, the proposed 
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project appears to be generally consistent with the vision for this area, as further indicated 
below.   
 
The proposed project would provide development in accordance with the concept for the 
Playhouse sub-district of the Central District Specific Plan.  Development according to the sub-
district concepts is envisioned pursuant to the following guidance Central District Specific Plan 
Guidance.   
 

Objective:  The objective of this sub-district is to provide for a vibrant, mixed-use 
environment focused on Colorado Boulevard and the Playhouse that 
functions as a cultural and arts center for the community.  (Page 112 
Central District Specific Plan) 

 
The project site is located in the D-1 precinct of the Pasadena Playhouse sub-district.  The D-1 
character is envisioned as follows: 
  

D-1 Playhouse North/Colorado Boulevard:  Colorado Boulevard through the 
Pasadena Playhouse Sub-district is marked by concentrations of commercial 
activity and periodic landmark structures, such as the Sanwa Bank building. 
 However, the lack of continuity should be remedied through more intense, 
mixed use development; orientation to the street is critical.  Connections to 
areas north are compromised by the relatively disjointed development 
patterns of Union Street, where there are a number of surface parking lots.  
This also makes for a rather unattractive streetscape leading up to the Civic 
Center; infill development is recommended.  (Page 112 Central District 
Specific Plan) 

 
The proposed project would provide a pedestrian and street-oriented development facing 
Colorado Boulevard with pedestrian linkages and would provide infill development.  The 
Pasadena Playhouse Linkage Concept (page 113 of the Central District Specific Plan) identifies 
El Molino Avenue as a “Primary Pedestrian Connection” having “Streetscape Priority.”  The 
proposed project would enhance the pedestrian experience along El Molino due to the paseo 
and pedestrian linkages to the Arcade Lane building.   
 
The intersection of El Molino Avenue and Colorado Boulevard is identified as a “Secondary Focal 
Intersection” (page 113 of the Central District Specific Plan).  The proposed project would 
involve construction of a LEED certified building, appropriately scaled and designed for a focal 
point intersection as shown on Figure 4.1-4.  Moreover, as envisioned for “Pasadena’s Main 
Street,” the following guidance is provided.   
 

“The physical orientation, massing and form of buildings along Colorado Boulevard will 
mark its preeminence and stature as Pasadena’s “Main Street.”  As the central spine of 
the Sub-district, Colorado Boulevard should also communicate the unique cultural and 
arts identity of this particular area.  An important measure will be to improve retail 
continuity along the street as well as introduce new upper story residential and office 
(bold added for emphasis) development in support of retail activity…” (page 114 of the 
Central District Specific Plan) 
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As discussed in Section 5.0, the City has experienced an increase in housing units in the 
Playhouse District with the recent approvals of the Archstone Pasadena project, the Lake-
Walnut and the Trio mixed use developments, Pasadena Gateway Villas, Madison Walk 
condominiums, Oak Knoll condominiums, and Walnut Place apartments.  The proposed 
commercial development is intended to provide additional quality employment opportunities 
for a community that is striving for a balance of employment and housing within the dense 
urban core. 
 
Within the Central District Specific Plan, Sub-district Map 4 identifies the existing parking lot as 
a “Principal Outdoor Space” and “important pedestrian crossings” are identified at Green Street and 
Union Street, which would receive dedicated turn lanes and signal phasing under mitigation 
measures TC-1(b) and TC-1(c).  The turn signal phasing would ensure that vehicular conflicts 
with pedestrians are minimized at these “important pedestrian crossings.”  The principal outdoor 
space would be carried over into the new project as a paseo, physically maintaining and 
enhancing the existing midblock pedestrian passages as indicated on Subdistrict Map 4: 
Pasadena Playhouse Linkage Concept.   
 
Moreover, as discussed in the EIR on page 2-6, the project is located within the Central District, 
where 10% Floor Area Ratio increases are allowed by code if the project meets certain criteria 
and if the following findings can be made pursuant to §17.30.050(C).  
 

a. The additional floor area allows development that would otherwise be economically 
infeasible;  

b. The additional floor area will not be injurious to adjacent properties or uses, or 
detrimental to environmental quality, quality of life, or the health, safety, and welfare 
of the public;  

c. The additional floor area will promote superior design solutions and allow for public 
amenities that enhance the property and its surroundings; and  

d. The additional floor area is consistent with the objectives and policies of the Central 
District Specific Plan and the General Plan.  

 
The EIR analyzes all feasible mitigation measures that could be imposed on the project to 
mitigate impacts.  Outside of the CEQA and mitigation measure context, the Commission may 
also impose additional conditions of approval per §17.30.050(C)(3), including specification for 
additional architectural design, additional public amenities or additional traffic demand 
management measures.  Project benefits to support the finding are documented on page 2-6 in 
Section 2.0, Project Description.  As discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, building heights range 
from one to 10 stories along Colorado Boulevard, while most structures in the immediate 
project vicinity are one to three stories in height, with some exceptions such as churches and the 
Playhouse Tower.  Several taller buildings are nearby on Colorado Boulevard, including the 
five-story Trio Apartments on the opposite corner from the project site and the nine-story 
(including the mezzanine floor) Bank of the West building.  The maximum allowable height for 
the project site is 75 feet, or up to 90 feet using height averaging (see new Alternative 6 in 
Section 6.0  Alternatives).  However, the project site is composed of three different height zones.  
The allowable heights are summarized in the following table.  
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Allowable Building Height 

Zone Allowed Proposed 

ZONE 1(FAR 3.0) 75' (90') 75' 

ZONE 2 (FAR 2.0) 50' (60') 75' 

ZONE 3 (FAR 2.0) 35' 0' 

Source:  17.30.030 

 
It is noted that the project site is particularly challenging in that it fronts Colorado Boulevard, 
which is the City’s “Main Street” envisioned for buildings of the grandest scale within the 
Central District Specific Plan, as well as limited by adjacency to El Molino Avenue, which is a 
de-emphasized street pursuant to the Mobility Element.  Decisionmakers will need to weigh the 
objectives of these two guidance documents and determine whether the site should be 
developed in accordance with similar development along Colorado Boulevard and in 
accordance with visions of the Central District Specific Plan, or whether restriction of traffic on 
this one 0.13 mile long segment of El Molino Avenue within the downtown urban core adjacent 
the Colorado Boulevard corridor should be prioritized as influencing the “Main Street” 
development due to the potential for traffic to affect residential neighborhoods outside of the 
developed downtown core.  In the event that decisionmakers evaluate the project benefits and 
find that the project benefits outweigh the project’s adverse effects due to exceedance of the 
4.9% threshold at two locations on El Molino Avenue, a statement of overriding considerations 
would need to be made.   
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RESPONSE 1 TO VERBAL COMMENTS AT PUBLIC MEETINGS 
 
COMMENTER: Various members of the public and commissioners at the following public 

meetings.   
 
   Commission      Date 
   Transportation Advisory Commission Meeting  11/6/2008 
   Design Commission Meeting    11/24/2008 
   Planning Commission Meeting    12/10/08 
 
COMMENTS  
A.  Parking – Is the project overparked? 
B.  The project could adversely affect historic resources. 
C.  Vibration from excavation could adversely affect nearby buildings. 
D.  Effects of mid-block pedestrian crossing on pedestrian and vehicular circulation.  
E.  No new traffic on El Molino south of Green Street. 
F.  Traffic effects on pedestrian circulation. 
G.  Level of Service methodology and suggestion for separate retail trip generation evaluation.   
H.  Expression of project support, requests traffic mitigation improvements be implemented 

prior to construction, requests the El Molino frontage be enhanced by the 1996 Streetscapes 
and Walkways design, requests a comprehensive sign program, and asks the feasibility of 
access via Green Street. 

I.  The commenter prefers a plaza to a paseo for the project design. 
J.  Commenter prefers tapering massing and considers the project’s amenities of value to the 

Playhouse.  
K.  The traffic analysis should include intersections to the north and south within residential 

areas.  
L.  Commenter requests that the project’s public parking spaces be evaluated with trip 

generation.   
M.  The commenter requests analysis of 50% and 75% reduced project alternatives. 
N.  Consider converting El Molino Avenue between Union Street and Green Street to one way 

as a mitigation measure. 
O.  Consider an alternative that moves the parking garage entrance to Colorado Boulevard. 
P.  Consider closing El Molino Avenue from Green Street to Colorado Boulevard, or closing 

residential portions to through traffic. 
Q.  The EIR should address pedestrian conflicts, including effects of design on pedestrian safety 

and encouraging people to J-walk. 
R.  The General Plan says do not add traffic to El Molino Avenue. 
S.  What about the dual access alternative that diverts traffic to Green Street.   
T.  Add a height averaging alternative to the EIR that shows how the massing would change if 

this procedure were used to increase the massing at Colorado Boulevard and decrease the 
massing opposite the Playhouse.   
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RESPONSES 
 
Response 1A  
 
Several commenters questioned whether the project area would be “overparked” and suggested 
alternatives such as reduced parking, shared parking between day office use and evening 
public use, and use of nearby underutilized parking spaces.  
 
The proposed project complies with the City’s parking requirements (§17.46 and §17.50.340 of 
the City of Pasadena Zoning Code) and the parking standards for transit-oriented development. 
 Table 4.5-8 in the Traffic and Circulation section of the Draft EIR contains a summary of parking 
requirements and demonstrates the project’s compliance with the City’s parking requirements.  
A portion of the proposed project involves the development of public parking spaces that 
would be available to the Playhouse District.  The Playhouse District contains a shortage of 
parking spaces, as identified in the 2005 Pasadena Playhouse Parking Study (December 19, 2005 
Agenda Report from City Manager to City Council).  The proposed project could close the gap 
on the shortage of public spaces in the Playhouse District and therefore is not considered to be 
“overparked.”  The request to reduce or eliminate public spaces is noted for consideration, but 
would have no bearing on traffic impacts as analyzed pursuant to the City’s methodology.  
Moreover, no other significant physical environmental effects would be avoided by reducing 
the provision of public spaces.  
 
Response 1B  
 
Several commenters are concerned that the size and scale of the proposed project could 
adversely affect nearby structures including historic buildings such as the Pasadena Playhouse 
and the landmark eligible Arcade building.  The applicant is requesting an Adjustment Permit 
to exceed allowable height and floor area, respectively, because the site is located in multiple 
FAR and height districts.  The applicant also requests a 10% floor area ratio increase, which is 
an additional discretionary entitlement allowed by the Zoning Code.  The Draft EIR includes an 
alternative that would not include the 10% floor area increase; and an 80% reduction alternative 
that would not result in an unavoidably significant (requiring a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations) impact on traffic.   
 
The potential for adverse aesthetic impacts on adjacent landmark eligible structures was 
explored in the EIR under Impact AES-1 in Section 4.1, Aesthetics.  The impact was determined 
to be less than significant in part because the project has been preliminarily designed in 
consideration of these resources, and in part because the City already has a process for 
evaluation and design compatibility determinations.  The evaluation of the project’s 
consideration for adjacent historic resources is discussed on page 4.1-9 of the Draft EIR, and 
includes the following text.  
 

The project incorporates a paseo, linking El Molino Avenue with the Arcade Lane 
buildings.  This pedestrian corridor would provide for future pedestrian line-of-sight 
between the historic Playhouse and the Arcade.  The paseo would help to physically and 
visually link the two structures.  The proposed project would be physically and visually 
set back from the Pasadena Playhouse by El Molino Avenue.  
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In addition to these aspects of the project that have been designed in consideration of historic 
resources, the Playhouse District Design Guidelines acknowledge a “unique design eclecticism” 
that includes “contemporary design” in the district and could accommodate differing 
architectural themes where appropriate.  Thus, the proposed architectural design is consistent 
with the vision for development in the Playhouse District.  
 
Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, the EIR sets forth enough detail about 
the development envelope on the site to fully evaluate its potential environmental effects.  
CEQA does not require design level details in an EIR.  In any event, indirect aesthetic impacts 
on adjacent historic landmarks and landmark-eligible structures due to potential 
incompatibility of design and scale were further discussed under Impact AES-2 in light of the 
City’s standard evaluation practice.  The City’s Design Review process, consisting of Concept 
and Final Design Review by the Design Commission at a noticed public hearing, has 
consistently been used to address aesthetic issues in the Central District and citywide.  There 
are other buildings (directly across the street and adjacent to the subject site, new and old) that 
equal or exceed the height of the proposed project.  Therefore, the height and mass of the 
proposed building appears to be generally compatible with existing development in the 
vicinity, and that is what was analyzed in the EIR.  The proposal includes open spaces, setbacks, 
and step-backs that provide flexibility for the Design Commission to alter the design of the 
building.  To depart from the City’s policy that Design Review can be used to address detailed 
design issues would be highly unusual, requiring such detail at this stage would affect the 
design review process by the Design Commission, and would not shed further light on the 
potentially significant environmental effects of the building that could be mitigated at this 
stage.  The proposal does not seem extraordinary enough to warrant such a departure from City 
practice. 
 
The Design Commission also functions in the capacity of the Historic Preservation Commission 
in the Central District.  In Design Review, the Commission will review the project for 
compliance with the City’s historic preservation ordinance.  The applicant does not propose the 
demolition or substantial alteration of any existing historic structure or other historic resource.  
The project site is adjacent to, not located in, the Playhouse National Register Historic District 
(N.R.H.D).  The adjacent two-story arcade building to the east is not a designated resource, nor 
is it included in the N.R.H.D.  The Draft EIR includes a shadow analysis of the project, which 
concludes that the project would not create any substantial, long-lasting shadows on the 
Pasadena Playhouse Courtyard located west of the site, across the street.  The Playhouse 
complex of buildings includes the two, large, plain, rectangular masses of approximately 65 feet 
in height.  The proposal does not seem extraordinary to warrant further historic preservation 
analysis on adjacent properties.  All potential impacts on existing historic resources in the 
vicinity can be resolved in Design Review. 
 
Response 1C  
 
Concern was expressed regarding the project’s excavation and vibration, which could 
potentially affect historic resources.   
 
As discussed under Impact N-1 in Section 4.3, Noise and Vibration, project construction would 
not have the potential to cause groundborne vibrations on and adjacent to the site due to the 
use of vibratory equipment as indicated in the shoring plan (see Appendix D).  Construction 
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procedures include drilling and backfilling of soldier piles to reduce groundborne vibrations.  
The drilling process generally does not cause noticeable vibration.  Additionally, the Building 
Department and City Engineer would review the shoring and basement construction plans to 
ensure that the structures on adjacent properties would not be adversely affected.  
Implementation of the construction measures indicated in the shoring plan (Appendix D) 
would reduce the potential for adverse impacts related to vibrations to local historic buildings 
to a less than significant level. 
 
Response 1D 
 
Commenters state that if a mid-block pedestrian crossing zone is created on El Molino Avenue, 
its potential impacts on vehicular and pedestrian traffic should be analyzed. 
 
The project description in the Draft EIR does not describe physical crosswalk improvements as 
being a part of this project, and none of the currently proposed project approvals would give 
the applicant the necessary authority to construct the crosswalk.  The Draft EIR only analyzes 
the proposed construction and improvements on the project site.   
 
The following condition of approval will be included as recommended by the City Department 
of Public Works.  
 

4. Any public right-of-way improvements that are not required as conditions of 
approval of this application and are proposed by the developer in the future shall 
be reviewed by the required City departments for compliance with all required 
engineering and safety standards under a separate application.  Such 
improvements may include sidewalk and street enhancements on El Molino 
Avenue (including the establishment of a mid-block pedestrian crossing zone).  
The review of such improvements may require additional traffic, pedestrian, and 
engineering studies at the cost of the applicant.  In addition, any physical 
improvements related to the proposal will require funding by the applicant. 

 
If a mid-block crossing zone is proposed in the future, it would require scrutiny pursuant to the 
City’s standard procedures for evaluating and reviewing street enhancements.  It should be 
emphasized that the absence of a cross walk does not present any particular environmental 
hazard.  There are two existing cross walks at either end of the block.  The Green Street 
crosswalk is located about 150 feet to the south of the proposed paseo, while the Colorado 
Boulevard crosswalk is located about 210 feet north of the proposed paseo.  Under current 
conditions, existing Playhouse patrons park offsite, perhaps at locations that are one or more 
blocks away and walk to the site, potentially utilizing multiple crosswalks.  It is acknowledged 
that it would be more convenient to walk directly across from the project site garage to the 
Playhouse if a crosswalk were constructed in the future.  However, there is no evidence to 
support that the absence of a crosswalk between the proposed project and the Playhouse 
presents a significant physical environmental impact under CEQA.   
 
Nevertheless, existing mitigation measure TC-2 will be modified to include a wayfinding 
component as shown in underline below.   
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TC-2   Street Segment Mitigation.  The following measures are recommended 
conditions by PASDOT:  

 
• Contribute funds toward a pedestrian safety study in the vicinity of the 

project. The plan shall study measures such as mid-block signals, curb 
extensions, pedestrian countdown signals, enhanced crosswalks etc to 
improve walking safety and convenience to and from parking 
structures/businesses in the area. 

• Provide wayfinding signage between the parking garage and the Pasadena 
Playhouse, directing patrons to utilize designated crosswalks at Green 
Street or Colorado Boulevard.  The sign program and format is subject to 
the review and approval of the Planning Division and the Department of 
Transportation.  

• Provide pedestrian lighting to and from the project to the nearest transit 
stops within a quarter mile radius. 

• Offer unbundled parking option with lease. 
• Contribute funds to the Pasadena ARTS program. 
• Provide Metro Corporate Transit Passes to employees of this project site. 

 
Response 1E  
 
The commenter states an opinion that no new traffic is allowed on El Molino south of Green 
Street.  Please refer to General Response 1.   
 
Response 1F  

 
The commenter is concerned about the effect traffic increases may have on pedestrian 
circulation.  Pedestrian circulation is addressed in mitigation measure TC-2 through 
contribution of funds towards a pedestrian safety study in the vicinity of the project and 
provision of pedestrian lighting to and from the project to the nearest transit stops.  As 
discussed above under response 1D, mitigation measure TC-2 has also been expanded to 
include wayfinding signage between the Playhouse and the parking garage.  Please also see 
Response 2C for additional discussion of the effects of project access on pedestrian and bicycle 
circulation.   

 
Response 1G  

 
The commenter asks how traffic Level of Service “A” is measured and suggests calling out the 
retail trip generation separately.  As discussed in the Draft EIR on page 4.5-4, “Level of Service” 
(LOS) A through F are used to rate roadway operations, with LOS A indicating very good 
operating conditions and LOS F indicating poor conditions (more complete definitions of level 
of service are contained in Appendix E for reference).  LOS A through LOS C are generally 
considered acceptable, while LOS D through LOS F indicate poor conditions.    
 
Separate retail trip generation was considered; however, since the ground floor commercial 
space and uses were in flux during the analysis due to refinement of the paseo design, and 
because the retail portion of the project composes only 9% of the overall project, there was no 
need to evaluate the retail separately. By definition ITE code 710 General Office accounts for 
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multiple tenants including ”tenant services such as …… service retail facilities” [see footnote (c) of 
Table 4.5-3 in Section 4.5  Traffic].   

 
Response 1H  

 
The commenter states that the Pasadena Playhouse Board of Directors supports the project, 
requests traffic mitigation improvements be implemented prior to construction, requests the El 
Molino frontage be enhanced by the 1996 Streetscapes and Walkways design, requests a 
comprehensive sign program, and asks the feasibility of access via Green Street. 
 
Traffic mitigation improvements would be implemented as a condition of occupancy such that 
no new tenants would be allowed to occupy the building until traffic mitigation improvements 
were completed.  The El Molino frontage would be consistent with applicable provisions of the 
1996 Streetscapes and Walkways Design.  With respect to the comprehensive sign program, 
mitigation measure TC-2 has been modified to include a wayfinding sign program component 
between the Playhouse and the project’s parking garage to guide patrons to designated 
crosswalks (see Response 1D).   
 
The feasibility of providing access on Green Street was explored and evaluated in the EIR under 
Alternative 3, whereby the project would take access from both Green Street and El Molino 
Avenue.  However, the Green Street access would not reduce the environmental impacts to 
below a less than significant level.  Moreover, it has been determined that no access is feasible 
given that the property is owned by another party not willing to provide access.  Please refer to 
additional discussion of infeasibility in Response 3M. 

 
Response 1I 

 
The commenter states he would like to see the design modified from a paseo to a plaza, would 
prefer the building color to be other than yellow, and would prefer it if the project were a hotel. 
 
The commenter does not speak to the Draft EIR, but rather comments on the proposed project.  
The commenter’s suggestions are noted for consideration by decisionmakers.  The project 
requires design review by the City’s Design Commission in accordance with 17.61.030.  In the 
design review process, all exterior design features of the project (e.g., site plan, massing, 
modulation, colors, materials, finishes, paving, landscaping, etc.) would be reviewed at noticed 
public meetings. 
 
Response 1J 
 
The commenter would like the building design to include tapering massing and also notes 
pedestrian connections and parking are valued by the Pasadena Playhouse.  The commenter 
does not speak to the Draft EIR, but rather comments on the proposed project.  The 
commenter’s suggestions are noted for consideration by decisionmakers.  The project requires 
design review by the City’s Design Commission in accordance with 17.61.030.  In the design 
review process, all exterior design features of the project (e.g., site plan, massing, modulation, 
colors, materials, finishes, paving, landscaping, etc.) would be reviewed at noticed public 
meetings.  In addition, Section 6.0 Alternatives has been revised to include a sixth alternative that 
evaluates a height averaging design that features heights which taper from Colorado Boulevard 
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southward towards Green Street.  The height averaging alternative has all of the same impacts 
of the project, but features a slightly different profile as viewed from adjacent and nearby 
properties.  
 
Response 1K  
 
The commenter states an opinion that the traffic analysis is inadequate and should be expanded 
to include neighborhoods to the north and south to ensure no impacts will result in nearby 
residential neighborhoods. 
 
The traffic study was completed in accordance with the City's "Transportation Impact Review 
Current Practice and Guidelines" and included the most affected intersections and street segments 
in the vicinity.  However, in response to this and other similar comments, the traffic analysis 
was expanded to include five additional street segments as follows.   
 

6. El Molino Avenue north of Walnut Street 
7. El Molino Avenue between Walnut Street and Union Street 
8. El Molino Avenue between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard 
9. El Molino Avenue between Green Street and Cordova Street 
10. El Molino Avenue between Cordova Street and Del Mar Boulevard 
 

The traffic analysis revealed similar traffic impacts on these other street segments of El Molino 
Avenue.  The new analysis does not change the conclusions of the EIR; however, it does clarify 
the extent of the traffic impacts along El Molino Avenue.  In accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15088.5 a revised Draft EIR was recirculated for public review.  Existing mitigation measures 
would reduce impacts to levels that are less than significant for four of the six significantly 
affected intersections.  However, due to an exceedance of the4.9% traffic increase along two 
street segments for which no physical mitigation can be implemented, the impact remains Class 
I unavoidably significant.  These are the previously identified segment of El Molino Avenue 
between Playhouse Alley and Colorado Boulevard, as well as the segment of El Molino Avenue 
between Colorado Boulevard and Union Street.   
 
As discussed in the Revised Draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measures TC-2, along with 
mitigation measures TC-1 (d-e) would be expected to reduce project-generated traffic on street 
segments. However, it cannot be assured that these mitigation measures would reduce the 
increase in project-traffic along the most affected roadway segments to 4.9% or less, which 
would eliminate the need for physical improvements (see Table 4.5-5 in Section 4.5  Traffic and 
Circulation).  PasDOT has determined that there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce 
the impacts of the project on El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse 
Alley and on El Molino Avenue between Union Street and Colorado Boulevard to below levels 
of significance.  Therefore, the impact to these street segments as a result of the proposed project 
would be unavoidably significant, and if the project is entitled, a Statement of Overriding 
Consideration would be required.   
 
Response 1L 
 
The commenter requests that the public parking be analyzed for trip generation within the 
traffic study.   
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This comment is noted; however, the City has consistently determined that general public 
parking spaces (a parking use by itself) in an existing commercial district do not generate new 
trips in the vicinity, as such trips already exist as a result of the existence of the surrounding 
commercial uses. The demand for parking comes from building floor area.  As long as the 
public parking facility has adequate ingress/egress and meets all PasDOT and Public Works 
standards, it would not create traffic impacts. 
 
Response 1M 
 
The commenter states the Final EIR should include additional project alternatives such as a 50% 
reduction and 75% reduction in project size and alternative uses. 
 
The purpose behind the required analysis of alternatives in CEQA is to avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of a project while still achieving most of the basic project 
objectives.  Thus, alternatives analyses that comply with CEQA are not an exploratory method 
to test the effects of different sizes of projects, but instead are defined in a more methodical 
manner in relation to the adverse environmental effects of the proposed project.  With the 
information gathered from such an analysis, a lead agency may choose to adopt the proposed 
project, or any variation thereof that fits within the parameters of what was analyzed in the 
CEQA document.   
 
In accordance with CEQA and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the Draft EIR includes 
several alternatives, which were chosen because they would be most likely to reduce the 
significant impact to the street segment of El Molino Avenue between Playhouse Alley and 
Colorado Boulevard, including a “no project” alternative.  CEQA requires a range of reasonable 
alternatives be considered and that alternatives address clearly identified potential impacts.  
Because the alternatives analysis indicates that the project size required to avoid adversely 
affecting the segment of El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley is 
an 80% reduction, the 50% and 75% reductions suggested by the commenter would not achieve 
any additional environmental benefit as compared with the alternatives that have already been 
analyzed.  If there is a desire from a planning perspective to analyze other various increments, 
that can be done outside of the CEQA context since the EIR has disclosed the level of alternative 
which would avoid the potentially significant effect.  Therefore, these two additional 
alternatives will not be added to the Final EIR.   
 
Response 1N 
 
The commenter states that the EIR should consider converting El Molino Avenue between 
Union Street and Green Street to a northbound one way as a mitigation measure. 
 
Mitigation measures are intended to reduce the significant effects of project impacts.  The 
impact that needs to be reduced is the traffic increase along the segments of El Molino Avenue, 
which are located between Playhouse Alley and Union Street.  Changing the street to convey 
northbound one-way traffic between Green Street and Union Street would not reduce the 
volume of project generated traffic that would access the site from El Molino Avenue, and thus 
would not reduce the impact.  Therefore, this is not a mitigation measure that could be used to 
mitigate the project’s significant impacts.  Moreover, this one-way configuration could have 

8-35



680 East Colorado Boulevard Commercial Project EIR 
Section 8.0  Addenda and Errata/Comments and Responses 
 
 

 
City of Pasadena 

 

other secondary impacts, including diverting southbound traffic to other nearby north-south 
streets in the vicinity as well as encouraging traffic to come up from the residential 
neighborhood from the south.  Lastly, this measure could conflict with the Mobility Element 
directive that indicates “no transportation or operational improvements to increase traffic capacity will 
be implemented” (page 77 of the Mobility Element of the General Plan).   
 
The Department of Transportation has indicated that conversion of El Molino Avenue to a one-
way street could be studied as part of the Mobility Element Update, if it were determined to be 
a potential solution to a larger problem in the area.   
 
Response 1O 
 
The commenter requests consideration of an alternative that moves the parking garage entrance 
to Colorado Boulevard.  
 
Location of the project garage entrance on Colorado Boulevard was considered but was 
dismissed because of the high volume of vehicles, pedestrians and ARTS buses that utilize this 
designated multimodal corridor.  Curb cuts along Colorado Boulevard at the location of the 
project site would need to be sited about 140 feet from the intersection of Colorado Boulevard 
and El Molino Avenue to accommodate the 36-foot wide garage entry.  There is potential for 
vehicular queuing on Colorado Boulevard if vehicles seeking to enter the garage are delayed by 
passing pedestrians, whose presence is encouraged along Colorado Boulevard.  By definition, 
the multimodal corridor is intended to encourage multiple modes of transportation including 
not only vehicles, but also pedestrians, buses and bicycles.   
 
The project is located within the Central District, and the Central District Specific Plan (CDSP).  
Public Realm Design Guideline SE 2 directs to minimize pedestrian conflicts.  The CDSP also 
recommends the following for the Street Environment (SE). 
 

SE 2.1  Minimize the number of drive approaches along a block to reduce conflicts between 
pedestrians and automobiles. 

SE 2.2 Consolidate and place drive approaches near mid-block when necessary; alley access 
should be provided for service and parking if feasible.  

 
The proposed project consolidates three existing driveways on El Molino Avenue.  Under the 
proposed project, two of these drives would be eliminated and the southern-most driveway 
would be designed to accommodate two lanes and a loading area.  Figure 2-2 in Section 2.0 
Project Description shows an aerial with the three existing driveways, while Figure 2-3 shows the 
driveway that is proposed with the new project.  Please see additional discussion of driveways 
and pedestrian circulation under Response 2C.   
 
The proposed project consolidates the driveways on El Molino Avenue and avoids curb cuts on 
Colorado Boulevard.  The proposed project locates the driveway in the vicinity of the existing 
driveways.  Alley access is not available for the project site, and placing the driveway midblock 
was prioritized below creation of the plaza opposite the playhouse to visually link the 
structures to the Arcade Building on the east.   
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Response 1P   
 
Consider closing El Molino Avenue from Green Street to Colorado Boulevard, or closing 
residential portions to through traffic. 
 
El Molino Avenue is classified as a Minor Arterial in the Mobility Element.  Minor Arterials are 
generally not considered for closure due to the volumes of traffic that these streets carry.  Other 
reasons for keeping the street open include providing access for other businesses and residents 
and secondary impacts to nearby streets that receive diverted traffic.  Moreover, as previously 
discussed the segment impacts occur north of Green Street between Playhouse Alley and Union 
Street.  Therefore, even if El Molino Avenue was closed south of Green Street, the significant 
unavoidable segment impacts to El Molino Avenue between Playhouse Alley and Union Street 
would not be avoided.  The Department of Transportation has an on-going program of 
protecting neighborhoods from intrusion of thru traffic.  Additional measures to protect the 
residential portions of El Molino could be studied as a part of the mobility element update and 
NTMP. 
 
Response 1Q.   
 
The EIR should address pedestrian conflicts, including effects of design on pedestrian safety 
and encouraging people to J-walk.  Please refer to response1D and response 2C.   
 
Response 1R.   
 
The General Plan says do not add traffic to El Molino Avenue.  Please refer to General Response 
1. 
 
Response 1S.   
 
What about the dual access alternative that diverts traffic to Green Street.   
 
The dual access alternative was evaluated in Section 6.0  Alternatives and was fully analyzed in 
the traffic report that was prepared for the proposed project (referred to as Alternative 2 in that 
study, which is included in Appendix E of this EIR).  The dual access alternative would result in 
a significant impact (2.4% to 4.9% increase in ADT) at the Colorado Boulevard/El Molino 
Avenue intersection and at the street segments of El Molino Avenue north of Walnut Street, 
between Walnut Street and Union Street, between Green Street and Cordova Street, and 
between Cordova Street and Del Mar Boulevard; and would require implementation of 
mitigation measures TC-1(a-e), which would fully mitigate the impact at the intersection and 
street segments, the same as with the proposed project.   
 
The dual access alternative would additionally result in a significant impact on the street 
segments between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley and between Union Street and 
Colorado Boulevard, the same as with the proposed project.  Mitigation measure TC-2 would 
apply; however, the impact to these street segments would not be reduced to less than 
significant.  Therefore, the impacts associated with this alternative would be Class I, unavoidably 
significant, the same as with the proposed project.   
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Please see Response 3M for additional discussion of the infeasibility of this alternative due to a 
lack of site access at Green Street.   
 
Response 1T.   
 
The commenter requests analysis of a height averaging alternative in the EIR.  A height 
averaging alternative was added to Section 6.0 Alternatives and is reiterated at the beginning of 
this section under subsection 8.1  Addenda Errata.  The height averaging alternative would 
change the massing of the proposed project but would maintain the same square footage and 
uses.  The height averaging alternative would not eliminate any significant impacts of the 
project and would have all of the same impacts as the proposed project.  It would be neither 
superior nor inferior to the proposed project under CEQA.  Design Review would likewise be 
required for this alternative, as it is standard for City projects.  Design review would evaluate 
whether the height averaging alternative offers any additional substantial design merits as 
compared with the proposed project including how the design fits into the context of the 
adjacent historic and eligible historic resources.  
 
Additional discussion regarding the size and scale of the project in the context of the Central 
District Specific Plan is contained under General Response 2.   
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TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COMMISSION 

 
 
 
 
 
December 3, 2008 
 
Via E-Mail & Hand Delivery 
Mr. John Steinmeyer 
City of Pasadena 
Department of Planning and Development  
175 North Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena, California  91101-1704 
 
Re: 680 East Colorado Blvd. Commercial Project Draft Environmental Impact Report 
 
 
 
Dear Mr. Steinmeyer: 
 
At its meeting of November 6, 2008, the Transportation Advisory Commission (“TAC”) 
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“Draft EIR”) for the IDS Playhouse 
Plaza/680 East Colorado Blvd. Commercial Project (“the Project”).  The purpose of this 
letter is to summarize TAC’s comments and recommendations regarding the Draft EIR.  
 
In general, TAC is in favor of a well-designed project at the proposed site that would 
increase the success of the Pasadena Playhouse and its environs. TAC also supports an 
expanded pedestrian network in the Pasadena Playhouse Sub-district of the Central 
District Specific Plan area that might result from the Project’s proposed plaza and 
walkable linkages to Arcade Lane and the Playhouse Courtyard, which is also consistent 
with the general findings of the Playhouse District Association’s “Downtown Pasadena 
Walkabout Report” (November 2008).  TAC also recognizes that the increase in 
proposed public parking spaces adjacent to the Playhouse is an opportunity, especially for 
seniors who are most likely to benefit from close, convenient spaces.   However, the 
Project as proposed raises concerns that should be addressed more fully in the Final EIR. 
 
 

A

   Letter 2
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 2

Project Characteristics: (§ 2.5) 
 
According to the DEIR, the Project proposes an 8,600 square foot east-to-west pedestrian 
corridor between the Pasadena Playhouse and the Arcade Building but does not discuss a 
proposed mid-block pedestrian crosswalk along El Molino Avenue.   The 8,600 square 
foot paseo is proposed to “serve as public open space and provides for future pedestrian 
line-of-sight between the historic Pasadena Playhouse and the Arcade Building....”  In 
consideration of this amenity, the Project applicant is requesting a 10% Central District 
Floor Area increase because of the proposed set aside of publicly accessible open space 
(which would meet the “unique factor” intent to support granting of the increase).   
Furthermore, in this Section of the DEIR, only a “line-of-sight” or “view corridor” 
between the Project and the Playhouse is mentioned, although Section 4.1 (Aesthetics) 
states “The paseo would help to physically and visually link the two structures.”  To 
achieve the direct physical connection between the two properties, the Project proposes 
“enhanced street paving” so that “the paseo is seen as an extension of the Playhouse 
courtyard”(p. 4.1 – 13).  Fig. 2-3, “Site Plan,” shows a proposed, mid-block pedestrian 
crosswalk installed on El Molino Avenue to link physically the Project site and the 
Playhouse property.    Figure 4.1-3, “Architect’s Rendering of Project as Seen from 
Across El Molino Avenue,” also provides a clearer visualization of a potential mid-block 
crosswalk.  
 
Therefore, TAC recommends Section 2.5 of the Final EIR include a more complete 
description of the project that includes the proposed mid-block pedestrian crosswalk 
along El Molino Avenue. 
 
 
 
Traffic and Circulation (§ 4.5) 
 
The DEIR states that Section 4.5 “evaluates existing conditions and potential impacts to 
the local circulation system.”  However, only impacts on vehicular traffic circulation are 
addressed.  The Final EIR should address impacts on all aspects of circulation, including 
pedestrian and bicycle. 
 
 
A. Impact Analysis/Methodology (§ 4.5.2a.) 
 
While the project would increase net new average daily trips (“ADTs”) by 1,585 trips, 
TAC recognizes this is less by about half of the 2,900 ADTs that would be generated if 
the Project were specialty retail uses instead of mostly office uses.   Nonetheless, the 
Project will generate negative mobility impacts from traffic and parking.  Furthermore, 
Table 4.5-3, “Project Trip Generation Estimates,” provides an analysis based on the 
square footage of the Project and the proposed onsite uses.  However, it is unclear how 
general uses for the Playhouse Sub-district have been factored into the estimates.  The 
Project is providing 162 spaces for public use for access to any of the offsite uses in the 
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vicinity, including and especially the Pasadena Playhouse.    The Final EIR needs to 
address this discrepancy and/or provide revised traffic generation estimates. 
 
According to the City’s Mobility Element, El Molino Avenue, which borders the Project, 
is classified in its entirety as a de-emphasized street.  This classification is intended to 
limit future street improvements that would increase traffic on El Molino Avenue “to 
protect the residential character of neighborhoods abutting the street throughout the 
City.”(p.3-2).  Therefore, TAC recommends the DEIR provide a better explanation of 
why segments further south along El Molino Avenue were not studied and/or increase the 
number of street segments studied along El Molino Avenue south of the Project for the 
Final EIR. 
 
Furthermore, since Project traffic to and from the 210 freeway would be increased and 
210 intersections are currently operating at level of service D, TAC recommends that 
impacts on these segments and intersections also be studied for the Final EIR.  
 
 
B. Project-Related Traffic Impacts and Mitigation Measures (§ 4.5.2b.) 
 
The DEIR shows that the Project would incrementally increase traffic levels at the 
studied intersections, resulting in a Class II, significant but mitigable impact (TC-1).  To 
do so, the DEIR proposed five (5) related mitigation measure: TC-1 (a) through (e).   
 
TAC questions the impact on the circulation system in general with respect to measure 
TC-1 (a), which would prohibit northbound and southbound left-turns along El Molino at 
the Colorado Blvd. intersection.  A greater discussion and explanation for the 
recommendation should be included in the Final EIR, specifically how these facilities 
would not contribute to capacity enhancement restrictions on a de-emphasized street.   
Furthermore, TAC recommends that mitigation TC-1 (d), Transportation Demand 
Management, which would require compliance with the City’s Trip Reduction Ordinance 
be expanded to require a mix of tenants with varying start/stop times to help reduce 
AM/PM peak-hour traffic.  Tenants (and the Project as a whole) should also be required 
to use marketing materials and their websites to direct visitors to the site via the City’s 
arterials and traffic corridors, instead of using de-emphasized streets, such as El Molino 
and Glenarm.  Closing the street to through-traffic during peak hours should also be 
studied and considered as a possible mitigation.     
 
TAC recognizes that the Project as proposed would result in an unavoidable and 
unmitigable, significant Class I impact (TC-2) with respect to traffic level of service 
(LOS) at El Molino Avenue and Colorado Blvd.  TAC supports the Pasadena Department 
of Transportation’s (“PasDOT”) recommended mitigation measures (p. 4.5-25), except as 
noted in Item C. below.  TAC further recommends that funds be contributed to control 
cut-through traffic.  These measures in themselves, however, are insufficient for 
mitigating the TC-2 impact to a less than significant level. Unless the Project were 
redesigned, a finding of consistency with the General Plan (specifically, the Mobility 
Element) could not be made for Project approval.  Therefore, TAC recommends the City 
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give further attention to mitigating potential traffic impacts on El Molino Avenue by 
undertaking the following: 
 

1. Studying in greater depth ingress/egress into the Project parking garage in terms 
of vehicle cueing and related traffic delays, as well as potential conflicts with 
pedestrians, especially those crossing El Molino mid-block during events and 
periods of high parking demand; 

2. Proactively working with the applicant to explore Project ingress/egress from 
Green Street or Colorado Blvd. only, eliminating the El Molino driveway;  

3. Studying designating El Molino as a southbound, one-way street from Walnut to 
California to function as a two-way couplet with northbound Hudson; and 

4. Adding an additional mitigation measure, requiring the Project applicant to 
support (by contributing to the funding or urging the City to install) traffic 
calming measures such as speed humps in single-family residential areas south of 
the Project along El Molino.  

 
 
C. Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation Concerns 
 
Given the importance of increasing walkability in Pasadena’s Playhouse Sub-district and 
the Central District in general, the Final EIR should address in more depth impacts on 
pedestrian as well as bicycle circulation.   
 
Among the four (4) required findings for granting the 10% increase in FAR discussed in 
Section 2 of the DEIR, the Planning Commission must find:  

 
b. The additional floor area will not be injurious to adjacent properties or uses, or 

detrimental to environmental quality, quality of life, or the health, safety, and 
welfare of the public; (p. 2-6) 

 
Because the increase in FAR is requested to offset the proposed public space, in order to 
make this finding the City should study further the potential safety hazards of a mid-
block crossing—proposed as a necessary part of the public space--to both pedestrians and 
motorists.  It should be noted in the Final EIR that the Project as proposed even without 
installation of a mid-block crosswalk has nonetheless the potential of increasing mid-
block pedestrian crossings. 
 
With respect to the pedestrian crosswalk and the potential for pedestrians to cross mid-
block as a result of this Project, the City should also complete a revised analysis that 
incorporates the potential impact on traffic.  TAC recommends that several scenarios be 
analyzed: 
 

1. Installation mid-block on El Molino Avenue of a crosswalk at grade or raised 
with enhanced paving and appropriate cautionary signage, lighting, or 
signalization (similar to the signalization for the crosswalk on Lake Avenue in 
front of Macy’s); 
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2. During events scheduled at the Pasadena Playhouse, partial closing of El Molino 
Avenue between Colorado Blvd. and south of the proposed crosswalk, with 
vehicle access to the Project’s parking from Green Street only; and 

3. Permanent closure of El Molino between Colorado Blvd. and south of the 
crosswalk, with vehicle access to the Project’s parking from Green Street only.  

 
Furthermore, the Final EIR should address potential pedestrian-vehicle conflicts as a 
result of the Project parking driveway as proposed.    It should also include an analysis of 
the effects of increased pedestrian traffic on vehicle circulation, especially at the two 
intersections along El Molino Avenue at Green and Colorado.  Although PasDOT has 
recommended a pedestrian study as a mitigation measure for Street Segment Impacts, 
TC-2 (p. 4.5 – 25) TAC recommends that a comprehensive study be conducted prior to 
Project approval and the findings reported in the Final EIR.   
 
In conjunction with this, TAC recommends further analysis of potential negative impacts 
of installing left-turn pockets at Union and Green Streets along El Molino, TC-1 (b) and 
TC-1 (c), on pedestrian and bicycle circulation resulting from increased vehicle 
movement through crosswalks at those locations. 
 
 
D. Parking Concerns 
 
While the DEIR analyzes proposed parking in terms of the Project’s proposed land use 
and the City’s respective parking requirements, it neglects the cumulative effect of 
additional parking spaces in the Central District.  The Project proposes to increase onsite 
parking from thirty-six (36) current spaces to 522 spaces.  Although Table 4.5-8, 
“Summary of Parking Requirements,” shows the total number of parking spaces required 
for the Project as 360--the maximum allowable by Code--a total of 522 is being proposed 
to include 162 onsite public parking spaces. The Final DEIR should provide greater 
discussion of the rationale for providing excess parking.   Specifically, it should explain 
in further detail why additional public parking is being proposed when it would seem that 
the public use demand would be heaviest on evenings and weekends, the proposed office 
use heaviest during the daytime and weekdays--a situation that would seem to lend itself 
to shared parking and reduction in the total number of proposed spaces actually needed.  
The Final EIR also needs to discuss guarantees to ensure the excess spaces for public 
parking will be made available at all times for the public at large (e.g. project conditions 
of approval requiring a separate underground entrance and ticketing system). 
Additionally, the Final EIR should include discussion of potential sites for providing 162 
public parking sites at other offsite, proximate locations. 
 
Finally, the amount of destination-based parking spaces (as opposed to shared “park once 
and walk” spaces) being proposed for this Project, their cost to the applicant in terms of 
building and maintaining six floors of underground parking as well as making the project 
as a whole viable, and the effect in terms of traffic congestion of providing a single 
driveway for ingress and egress on a de-emphasized street brings to light the need for 
Playhouse Sub-district-wide solutions.  TAC is therefore recommending that the City 
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conduct a sub-district-wide parking study. This should assess the number of all available 
spaces, when they are being used on a 24-hour basis, and the opportunities for shared 
parking arrangements among the biggest providers in the sub-district (e.g. the Project, 
Target, Trio, the new medical office project).   TAC is also recommending that the 
revision of the General Plan Mobility Element emphasize efficient, City-wide parking 
measures and work to reduce unutilized and underutilized parking spaces.  
 
On behalf of our fellow Commissioners, we thank the City for giving TAC the 
opportunity to review and comment on the Draft EIR.  TAC looks forward to reviewing 
the Final EIR and the responses to its comments. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
JULIANNA DELGADO    JENNIFER HIGGINBOTHAM 
Chair       Vice-Chair 

           
 
cc: Mayor and City Council 
 Planning Commission 

             JAD:120108 
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Letter 2 
 
COMMENTER: Juliana Delgado and Jennifer Higginbotham, Transportation Advisory 

Commission 
 
DATE:   December 3, 2008 
 
Response 2A 
 
The commenter states the Transportation Advisory Commission (TAC) is in favor of a project 
that supports an expanded pedestrian network such as the public space and walking link 
between Arcade Lane and the Playhouse, and sees an increase in parking spaces near the 
Playhouse as a means for convenient access for seniors.  The commenter suggests that there are 
other items of concern which are expressed in the following comments.   
 
These comments are noted for consideration by decision makers.  The comment regarding a 
preference for particular project features, such as the walking link, do not make such features 
part of the proposed project, and thus are not analyzed in the EIR.  Please see response 1D for 
additional discussion regarding a mid-block crosswalk.  Issues of concern to the TAC are 
addressed below.  
 
Response 2B 
 
The commenter states the project proposes an 8,600 square foot east-to-west pedestrian corridor 
between the Playhouse and the Arcade Building but does not discuss a proposed mid-block 
pedestrian crosswalk along El Molino Avenue.  TAC recommends Section 2.5 of the Final EIR 
include a more complete description of the project that includes the proposed mid-block 
pedestrian crosswalk along El Molino Avenue. 
 
The issue of the mid-block pedestrian crosswalk is discussed above and under Response 1D.   
 
Response 2C 
 
The commenter notes that the Draft EIR states that Section 4.5 “evaluates existing conditions 
and potential impacts to the local circulation system.”  The commenter states only impacts on 
vehicular traffic circulation are addressed and that the Final EIR should address impacts to 
other areas of circulation including pedestrian and bicycle modes. 
 
The proposed project was analyzed in a manner consistent with other projects in the City and 
according to CEQA thresholds or as superseded by locally adopted thresholds.  There are no 
established thresholds of significance for the pedestrian and bicycle circulation and there is no 
precedent requiring analysis.  Nevertheless, one might be concerned if the proposed project 
were to either create a new hazard to bicycles and pedestrians such as a new curb cut or cross 
traffic at a bicycle lane, or impede an existing access.  
 
The proposed project involves redevelopment of an existing developed site and would not 
impede existing bicycle and pedestrian circulation.  The project would likewise not introduce a 
new hazard to bicycles or pedestrians since the proposed project would take access similar to 
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the existing access along El Molino Avenue where there are three existing driveways on the 
property.  Under the proposed project, two of these drives would be eliminated and the 
southern-most driveway would be designed to accommodate two lanes and a loading area.  
Figure 2-2 in Section 2.0 Project Description shows an aerial with the three existing driveways, 
while Figure 2-3 shows the driveway that is proposed with the new project. Under the 
proposed project, two lanes would accommodate traffic into and out of the subterranean 
garage, while one lane would accommodate truck loading.  The proposed lanes are positioned 
in about the same location as the southernmost existing driveway.  In addition, El Molino is not 
designated in the Mobility Element as a part of the Bikeways Network (Figure 8) and does not 
contain a bike lane.  Please also see Response 1F for additional discussion of pedestrian 
circulation.   
 
Response 2D 
 
The commenter states the project would increase net new average daily trips (“ADTs”) by 1,585 
trips and opines this is less than about half of the 2,900 ADTs that would be generated if the 
project were specialty retail instead of mostly office uses.  The commenter states it is unclear 
how the general uses for the Playhouse sub-district have been factored into the estimates and 
the Final EIR needs to address this discrepancy and/or provide revised traffic generation 
estimates that include the 162 public parking spaces that would be constructed with the 
proposed project. 
 
Please see the discussion above regarding the City’s policy on traffic analysis of parking spaces 
under Response 1L and parking supply under Response 1A. 
 
Response 2E 
 
The commenter states the City’s Mobility Element classifies El Molino Avenue as a de-
emphasized street, which is intended to limit future street improvements that would increase 
traffic on El Molino Avenue “to protect the residential character of neighborhoods abutting the 
street throughout the City.”  The commenter recommends that the Draft EIR provide a better 
explanation of why segments further south along El Molino Avenue were not studied and the 
need to increase the number of street segments studied along El Molino Avenue south of the 
project for the Final EIR. 
 
This comment is addressed above under Response 1K.   
 
Response 2F 
 
The commenter opines traffic generated by the project to and from the 210 freeway would be 
increased and 210 intersections are currently operating at a level of service D.  The commenter 
states impacts on these segments and intersections should also be studied in the Final EIR. 
 
The project’s effects on the Lake Street intersections with Corson Street and Maple Street, which 
provide access to the 210 freeway, were analyzed in the traffic study and EIR.  The eastbound 
(EB) 210 intersection and ramp was intersection #9 and the westbound (WB) 210 intersection 
and ramp was #10 as indicated in Table 4.5-1.  Table 4.5-1 shows the existing peak hour level of 
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service (LOS) at both of these intersections as LOS D, except during the AM peak hour on the 
EB 210 Corson Street ramp which currently operates at LOS B.   
 
Figures 4.5-5 and 4.5-6 show project traffic distribution during the AM and PM peak hour for 
both of these intersections, and project traffic added to each intersection is summarized below. 
 

Summary of Project Traffic Effects to the 210 Freeway 

Project Traffic Added (vph) 

Intersection a 
AM Peak 

Hour b 
PM Peak 

Hour c 

Significant 
impact? d 

9. Lake Avenue Maple-Street/I-
210 Freeway WB Ramp 41 17 No 

10. Lake Avenue-Corson 
Street/I-210 Freeway EB 
Ramp 

25 41 No 

Source:  Section 4.5 Traffic and Circulation, vph = vehicles per hour during the peak hour 
period, the per hour traffic would be less during off-peak periods. 
a Table 4.5-1 
b Figure 4.5-5 
c  Figure 4.5-6 
d Table 4.5-6 

 
During the AM peak hour the proposed project would add 41 vehicles to the WB 210 and 25 
vehicles to the EB 210 Freeway.  During the PM peak hour, the proposed project would add 
about 17vehicles to the WB 210 Freeway and 41 vehicles to the EB 210 Freeway.  As shown in 
Table 4.5-6 of the Draft EIR, even under cumulative conditions, project-added traffic would 
result in volume to capacity (V/C) changes of 0.001 to 0.005.  Project-added traffic would result 
in an LOS decrease at the WB 210 onramp intersection at Maple Street from D to E; however, 
because the V/C increase of 0.005 does not exceed the threshold of 0.03 (Table 4.5-4), no 
significant impact occurs.  Moreover, since project traffic decreases with increasing distance 
from the site, there is even less potential for project-generated significant impacts further from 
the site on the 210 Freeway.  
 
Response 2G 
 
The commenter questions the impact to the circulation system in general with respect to 
measure TC-1(a), which would prohibit northbound and southbound left-turns along El Molino 
at the Colorado Blvd. intersection.  The commenter suggests further discussion including how 
these facilities would not contribute to capacity enhancement restrictions on a de-emphasized 
street to be included in the Final EIR. 
 
This topic is discussed under General Response 1 and also under Response 1E.   
 
Response 2H 
 
The commenter opines mitigation measure TC-1(d), which would require compliance with the 
City’s Trip Reduction Ordinance, should be expanded to require a mix of tenants with varying 
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start/stop times to help reduce AM/PM peak-hour traffic.  The commenter also opines that 
tenants (and the project as a whole) should be required to use marketing materials and their 
websites to direct visitors to the site via the City’s arterials and traffic corridors, instead of using 
de-emphasized streets like El Molino and Glenarm. 
 
Mitigation Measure TC-1(d) will be expanded in response to this comment, within the qualifier 
that the City is without the legal authority to go quite as far as the commenter suggested.   New 
text is shown in underline format.   
 

TC-1(d) Transportation Demand Management (TDM).  The project shall 
comply with the City's Trip Reduction ordinance.  Upon submittal 
of a TSM Program for review and approval, the owner/developer 
shall place a deposit based on the current General Fee Schedule 
with the Department of Transportation prior to the issuance of a 
building permit. This deposit is subject to a refund or an additional 
billing in the event that the deposit amount is not sufficient to cover 
the cost of the review. The developer shall pay an annual 
Transportation Demand Management status report review fee 
based on the current General Fee Schedule, in compliance with the 
requirements of the Trip Reduction Ordinance. 

 
The TSM program shall encourage a mix of tenants with varying 
start/stop times to help reduce AM/PM peak-hour traffic.  The 
TSM shall also require the use of marketing materials and website 
design that directs site visitors to the site via the City’s arterials and 
traffic corridors, instead of using de-emphasized streets like El 
Molino and Glenarm. 

 
Response 2I 
 
The commenter suggests closing El Molino to through-traffic during peak hours should be 
studied and considered as possible mitigation.  Since the subsequent analysis of residential 
intersections revealed no significant impacts to segments other than the segments between 
Playhouse Alley and Union Street, closure of other portions of the street would not offset the 
project’s impact.  Moreover, closure of the affected portion of the street to through traffic would 
divert existing traffic to adjacent north south streets, potentially causing other significant 
secondary impacts.  Please see additional discussion regarding this project’s effect on El Molino 
Avenue under General Response 1. 
 
Response 2J 
 
The commenter mistakenly identifies an unavoidably significant impact at the intersection of 
Colorado Boulevard and El Molino Avenue.  The commenter correctly identifies the 
unavoidably significant impact at Impact T-2 however, which is the street segment between 
Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley.  The commenter expresses support for mitigation 
measure TC-2 except as indicated below in comments 2K through 2N.   
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These comments are noted for consideration, but it should be emphasized that the unavoidably 
significant impact to the street segment of El Molino Avenue between Playhouse Alley and 
Colorado Boulevard only occurs because the project added traffic is 12.3%, while the threshold 
for this street segment is a 4.9% increase in ADT.  Likewise, the unavoidably significant impact 
to the segment of El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and Union Street only occurs 
because the project added traffic is 6.5%, which exceeds the threshold of 4.9%.  These are 
exceedances of a threshold that is intended to reduce traffic increases within residential 
neighborhoods along El Molino Avenue throughout the entire City.  These exceedances do not 
necessarily correspond to a decrease in a performance standard like LOS or ICU along these 
street segments.  Moreover, no additional unmitigable intersection impacts were identified.  
Please also see General Response 1. 
 
Response 2K 
 
The commenter states the Final EIR should address in more depth the impacts to pedestrian 
and bicycle circulation.  Please refer to Response 2C for a discussion regarding pedestrian and 
bicycle impacts. 
 
Response 2L 
 
The commenter states the City should further study the potential safety hazards of a mid-block 
crossing to both pedestrians and motorists.  The commenter notes that the project as proposed 
even without installation of a mid-block crosswalk has the potential of increasing mid-block 
pedestrian crossings.  This topic is discussed under Response 1D and Response 2C.   
 
Response 2M 
 
The commenter suggests the City complete a revised analysis incorporating the potential 
impact of a mid-block crosswalk on traffic.  The commenter recommends analyzing potential 
scenarios and the potential for potential pedestrian-vehicle conflicts.  Please see Response 1D 
and 2C. 
 
Response 2N 
 
The commenter recommends further analysis of potential negative impacts resulting from 
installing left-turn pockets at Union and Green Streets along El Molino and further analysis of 
TC-1(b) and TC-1(c) to pedestrian and bicycle circulation resulting from increased vehicle 
movement through crosswalks at those locations.   
 
Mitigation measures TC-1(b) and TC-1(c) were designed to lessen impacts related to traffic 
intersection congestion on El Molino at Union Street and Green Street.  The mitigation measures 
TC-1(b) and TC-1(c) both require signal turn phasing such that left turning vehicles would have 
an uninterrupted right of way, which would minimize conflicts to pedestrians and bicyclists.  
The turn mitigation would require upgrades and software improvements to existing signal 
equipment, including dedicated turn-arrow signal heads that would minimize conflicts between 
crosswalk patrons and turning motorists.  Impacts that relate to pedestrians and bicycle 
circulation that would be considered significant under CEQA include the following: conflicts 
with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation; and increased 
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hazard due to design features.  The proposed project would not conflict with adopted 
alternative transportation plans and would not increase hazards due to design features.  The 
Commission may impose additional applicable conditions of approval on the proposed project.  
 
Response 2O 
 
The commenter states that the Draft EIR neglects to analyze the cumulative effect of additional 
parking spaces in the Central District.  The commenter states the Final EIR should provide a 
discussion of the rationale for providing 522 parking spaces when the project requires 360 and 
include the possibility of devising a shared parking plan between public and office use.  Please 
refer to the discussion on this issue under Response 1A. 
 
Response 2P 
 
The commenter states the Final EIR should guarantee that the excess public parking spaces be 
available at all times for the public at large.  The commenter also states the Final EIR should 
include a discussion of potential alternative sites for providing 162 public parking sites.  The 
public parking spaces would be conditioned for public use only as a part of the Development 
Agreement.  The Draft EIR evaluated two off-site parking alternatives.  These were analyzed in 
the Traffic Study that was conducted for the project (see Appendix E) and were evaluated as 
project alternatives in Section 6.0, Alternatives.  Since the public spaces do not add any traffic to 
the quantification of the unavoidably significant impact, providing these spaces off-site would 
not serve to quantifiably reduce any project specific impacts.  It should also be noted that the 
public spaces are proposed at 155 rather than the 162 originally characterized in the DEIR.   
 
Response 2Q 
 
The commenter states the City should conduct a sub-district wide parking study to assess the 
number of available spaces, when spaces are used on a 24-hour basis, and the opportunities for 
shared parking arrangements among the biggest providers in the sub-district.  The commenter 
also recommends the revision of the General Plan Mobility Element emphasizing citywide 
parking measures to reduce unutilized and underutilized parking spaces.  These comments do 
not pertain to the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR, but rather pertain to the scope and 
design of the project and whether provision of public spaces is necessary.   Please refer to 
Response 1A for additional discussion regarding the provision of public parking spaces.   
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Letter 3 
 
COMMENTER: R. Scott Jenkins, Hahn & Hahn LLP 
 
DATE:   December 9, 2008 
 
Response 3A 
 
The commenter states that they are writing on behalf of IDS Real Estate Group and the 
California Teachers Retirement System (CalSTRS), the Applicant for the proposed project.  The 
commenter opines that the Draft EIR fully complies with the CEQA, and includes all of the 
content and analysis required of an environmental impact report.  This comment is noted for 
the record, but no response is necessary.  
 
Response 3B 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the DEIR does describe the relationship between the 
unique factors involved with the proposed project and the actual findings required to approve 
the increase in FAR.  The commenter asserts that the additional floor area: 1) allows 
development that would otherwise be economically infeasible; 2) will not be injurious to 
adjacent properties or uses, or detrimental to the public welfare; 3) will promote superior design 
solutions and allow public amenities that enhance the property and its surroundings; and, 4) is 
consistent with the objectives and policies of the Central District Specific Plan and the General 
Plan.  
 
This comment is noted and the above comment corresponds to the findings that would be 
required to approve the 10% Floor Area Ratio increase.  These findings are discussed on page 2-
6 of the Draft EIR.  Please refer to additional discussion under General Response 2.   
 
Response 3C 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the DEIR does not observe that adjacent to the Arcade 
building on the east side is the recently completed Archstone Project, a mixed use development 
that approaches 75 feet in height, and is similar in overall massing to the proposed project.   The 
Archstone Residential project is described on page 4.1-1; however, it is acknowledged that no 
description of the building as approaching 75 feet tall was made.  This distinction is noted for 
the record.  Please see additional discussion on this topic under General Response 2.   
 
Response 3D 
 
The commenter states that they agree with the Draft EIR that there is currently no agreement 
among experts, or guidance at the state level, regarding the level at which an individual project 
on greenhouse gas emissions may be considered significant.  The commenter refers to text on 
page 4.2-16 in Section 4.2 Air Quality where there is a discussion on greenhouse gas significance. 
 These comments are noted for the record.  
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Response 3E 
 
The commenter states that they disagree that traffic impacts are deemed significant at the El 
Molino Avenue and Colorado Boulevard intersection and unavoidably significant on the street 
segment of El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley.   
 
Street segments and intersections analyzed in the traffic analysis were identified by the City and 
the project trip generation forecast was submitted for review and acceptance by PasDOT staff.  
The traffic analysis follows the requirements of the City of Pasadena Department of 
Transportation which has established threshold criteria for determining whether or not project 
related traffic may have a significant impact at local intersections and upon local street 
segments.   
 
Impacts related to the increase in traffic at study area intersections as a result of the proposed 
project would be less than significant at 12 of the 13 study area intersections.  However, the 
project’s contribution to the increase in V/C at the intersection of El Molino Avenue and 
Colorado Boulevard would exceed the City’s impact threshold criteria.  Therefore, the proposed 
project would create a potentially significant impact at this intersection.  Mitigation measures 
TC-1(a-e) are required to reduce impacts at the intersection of El Molino Avenue/Colorado 
Boulevard to a less than significant level. 
 
Based on the City of Pasadena requirements, the percentage increase in ADT volumes on study 
area street roadway segments during the project year that is due to project traffic determines 
the significance of project impacts.  The proposed project is anticipated to increase daily traffic 
volumes by less than 2.4% on four of the five analyzed street segments.  While this level of 
increase requires staff review, no physical mitigations are required.  However, as shown in 
Table 4.5-7, the proposed project is anticipated to increase daily traffic volumes by 11.1% to 
13.5% on the segment of El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley.  
Because this increase exceeds the City’s 4.9% threshold, impacts to the street segment would be 
potentially significant.  The City of Pasadena Department of Transportation has determined 
that there are no feasible soft mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of the project on El 
Molino Street to below levels of significance.  Therefore, the impact to this street segment as a 
result of the proposed project would be unavoidably significant and if the project is expected to 
be entitled, a Statement of Overriding Consideration would be required.   
 
Response 3F 
 
The commenter states that the former Homestead House furniture store that existed on the site 
has been closed for many months including at the time the Traffic Study was conducted.  As a 
result, the site was given a “zero credit” in the Traffic Study for generating traffic.  The 
commenter opines that this “zero credit” does not take into account the fact that the site 
generated a meaningful traffic flow prior to the furniture store closing and therefore, a zero 
baseline means that any activity on the site will generate a statistically significant increase in 
traffic.  
 
These comments are noted for consideration.  Section 6.0, Alternatives, acknowledges that even 
the No Project Alternative, assuming a furniture store use, would generate an unavoidably 
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significant traffic increase to this segment of El Molino Avenue between Playhouse Alley and 
Colorado Boulevard.  
 
Response 3G 
 
The commenter opines that the public perception that there is too much existing traffic at the 
intersection of El Molino Avenue and Colorado Boulevard is statistically incorrect since LOS A 
through LOS C are generally considered acceptable levels of service.  The commenter further 
quotes from the traffic section of the Draft EIR regarding LOS and indicates that after mitigation 
the intersection would operate at LOS C during the PM peak hour period which is considered 
acceptable.  These are accurate comments on the LOS at the intersection of El Molino Avenue 
and Colorado Boulevard as determined in the traffic study and Draft EIR.   
 
Response 3H 
 
The commenter opines that the cumulative traffic condition assessments in the traffic analysis 
are very conservative of future conditions and are predicted on a worst case scenario.  The 
commenter also opines that with recent high fuel prices and the deepening economic recession, 
there is a clear and present decrease in traffic.  
 
The commenter’s opinions are noted for consideration.  The traffic analysis was conducted in 
accordance with City practices and consistent with other projects.  Please refer to Response 3E.   
 
Response 3I 
 
The commenter opines that because the City’s traffic thresholds analyze traffic impacts on 
“street segments” rather than just intersections, only in Pasadena and in one other California 
city would this project be deemed to have created an unavoidable significant environmental 
impact.  The commenter also opines that the developer is prevented from taking reasonable and 
customary measures to reduce traffic impacts because El Molino Boulevard is a “de-
emphasized” street.  These comments are noted for consideration but the comments do not 
pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The project was analyzed pursuant to adopted 
thresholds. 
 
Response 3J 
 
The commenter states that the Draft EIR contains some inaccuracies between the Summary of 
Parking Requirements as set forth in Table 4.5-8 and Table ES-1 in the Executive Summary. In 
particular the Executive Summary states that the proposed project includes 366 office parking 
spaces and 156 public parking spaces, for a total of 522.  Table 4.5-8 shows 328 office parking 
spaces, 32 retail parking spaces, and 162 public parking spaces, for a total of 522.  The 
commenter states that the actual parking allocations are as follows:  office parking spaces – 328, 
retail parking spaces – 39, and public parking spaces – 155, for a total of 522.   
 
In response to these comments, the following changes have been made.   
 
Executive Summary page ES-1 has been revised as follows: 
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Summary of Project Characteristics 

Lot Size 1.3 acres (57,762 square feet) 

Total Floor Area 
 159,971 square feet total 

• 14,407 SF of retail use 
• 145,564 SF of office use 

Floor Area Ratio * 2.8 

Maximum Building Height 75’-0” 

Number of Levels Above Grade 5 levels 

Number of Levels Below Grade 6 levels 

Parking Spaces  522 ** 

Source: .Gensler. Plan Set, June 2008 
*  The project site contains separate zones with floor area ratios of 2.0 and 3.0.  The floor area ratio 
presented here is an average based on the total square footage proposed as allowed in each zone 
and the total area of the site.  
** 156 155 of these spaces are proposed to serve the Playhouse District as public parking spaces 

 
Table ES-1 on page ES-9 has been revised as follows. 
 
Impact TC-3  The proposed project 
would provide 522 parking spaces, of 
which 366 367 would be project-only 
spaces and 156 155 would be public 
spaces to serve the Playhouse District. 
 The proposed parking spaces would 
meet the City’s parking requirements. 
Therefore, impacts to parking supply 
would be Class III, less than 
significant.     

None required.  Less than 
significant. 

 
Impact TC-3 on page 4.5-25 and Table 4.5-8 on page 4.5-26 have been revised as follows: 
 

Impact TC-3 The proposed project would provide 522 parking spaces, of 
which 366 367 would be project-only spaces and 156 155 would 
be public spaces to serve the Playhouse District.  The 
proposed parking spaces would meet the City’s parking 
requirements. Therefore, impacts to parking supply would be 
Class III, less than significant.   

 
As discussed in Setting, The project site is currently developed with a two-story commercial retail 
structure totaling approximately 66,000 square feet (SF) with 36 surface parking spaces.  The 
proposed project involves the demolition of existing improvements, excavation for a six-level 
subterranean garage, and the subsequent construction of an approximately 160,000 SF, five-story 
commercial office building with 522 parking spaces to be provided in the six subterranean levels, 
of which 366 367 would be project-only spaces and 156155 would be public spaces to serve the 
Playhouse District.  Vehicular access to the subterranean parking structure would also be from 
El Molino Avenue.  Table 4.5-8 shows the City’s parking requirements and the proposed parking 
spaces.   
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Table 4.5-8 
Summary of Parking Requirements 

Land Use City Code Parking Ratio Proposed  
Total 

Parking 
Spaces 

Officea 3 spaces/1,000 sf 145,564 sf 437 328 

Retailb 3 spaces /1,000 sf 14,407 sf 43 39 

Total Required/Maximum Allowed Parking Spaces 360 367 

Commercial Off-Street Parkingc 162 155 

Total Parking Spaces Provided 522d 

Notes: 
a  Section 17.50.340 D.1(a )of the City of Pasadena Zoning Code states that for office uses 
the minimum amount of required off-street parking shall be reduced by 25 percent, and this 
reduction shall be the maximum allowed number of parking spaces. 
b Section 17.50.340 D.1(b) of the City of Pasadena Zoning Code states that for all other 
nonresidential uses the minimum amount of required off-street parking shall be reduced by 10 
percent, and this reduction shall be the maximum allowed number of parking spaces. 
c Section 17.50.340 D.2(a ) states that off-street commercial parking shall require the granting 
of a Minor Conditional Use Permit in compliance with Section 17.61.050.  The applicant 
proposed 156 155 public spaces; however, there are six additional spaces. 
d 162155 of these spaces are proposed to serve the Playhouse District as public parking 
spaces 

 
Response 3K 
 
The commenter compliments the City and the preparers of the Draft EIR on the comprehensive 
discussion of water service within the City’s service area.  The commenter also states that the 
Applicant is committed to working closely with the City to significantly reduce water 
consumption at the project site.   These comments are noted for consideration.   
 
Response 3L 
 
The commenter agrees with DEIR Section 5.1, Population and Economic Growth, that the proposed 
project will generate 320 new jobs and that “additional employment opportunities within the 
Central District is considered advantageous to the overall long-term vitality of the City”.  The 
commenter opines that the proposed project would contribute to the “renaissance of the 
Playhouse District” by attracting additional visitors to the area that would patronize local 
businesses, by adding new employees providing revenue to neighboring businesses, and by 
adding public parking to the area that would encourage more visitors to the area that would 
patronize the retail establishments and entertainment venues in the district.  These comments 
are noted for consideration.  
 
Response 3M 
 
The commenter states that the “Dual Access” alternative is infeasible because the current site 
does not have legal access to Green Street.  In addition, the commenter states that the developer 
has had many discussions with the owners of the property along Green Street in the hope of 
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creating an access that would allow vehicular access to the site from both El Molino Avenue and 
Green Street.  However, the commenter states that those discussions have not been successful 
and that future access is improbable.   
 
At the time the alternative was undertaken, dual access was considered potentially viable.  
However, these comments are noted for consideration.  It is noted that §15126.6(c) states that 
“among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR 
are:(i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid 
significant environmental impacts”.  Therefore, because the Green Street access is no longer 
considered feasible, it could be eliminated from consideration.   
 
Response 3N 
 
The commenter opines that the “100% Floor Area” alternative is infeasible because the 
economic returns would not warrant proceeding and the project would not be built.  The 
commenter states that the City has retained an independent consultant to do an economic 
analysis showing that it would not be economically feasible to develop the project as currently 
planned without the 10% FAR increase.  It is noted that §15126.6(c) states that “among the factors 
that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are:(i) failure to meet 
most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental 
impacts”.  The City has evaluated this economic analysis and concurs.  Therefore, because the 
100% project is not considered economically feasible, it could be eliminated from consideration 
pursuant to CEQA.   
 
Response 3O 
 
The commenter states that the “80% Reduced Project” alternative is infeasible because it does 
not fulfill any of the original project goals of creating a feasible, substantial commercial project, 
with a public plaza, paseo, public parking, and adequate office space.  The commenter also 
states that this alternative would be one-half the size of the improvements currently on the site.  
 
As noted above, §15126.6(c) states that “among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives 
from detailed consideration in an EIR are:(i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) 
infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts”.  Since even a 10% reduction 
in floor area would be economically infeasible, it likewise follows that an 80% reduction in floor 
area would be economically infeasible.  Nevertheless, the alternative was included because it is 
the only scenario that would eliminate the unavoidably significant impact to the street segment 
of El Molino Avenue between Playhouse Alley and Colorado Boulevard.   Therefore, because 
the 80% reduced project is not considered economically feasible, it could be eliminated from 
consideration.   
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Letter 4 
 
COMMENTER: Gail Farber, County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 
 
DATE:   December 9, 2008 
 
Response 4A 
 
The commenter states that the County of Los Angeles’ Hazardous Waste Management 
infrastructure is inadequate to handle the hazardous waste currently being generated.  The 
commenter further states that the proposed project may generate hazardous waste, which could 
adversely affect existing Hazardous Waste Management infrastructure and that this issue 
should be addressed in the EIR.  
 
Hazardous waste generated by the proposed project has been addressed within the Initial 
Study (see Appendix A). As discussed on page 17 of the Initial Study, the proposed project 
includes development of retail and office uses and would not involve hazardous emissions or 
the handling of hazardous materials, substances, or waste.  Further analysis in the EIR is not 
warranted.  
 
Response 4B 
 
The commenter states the California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991 
requires each development project to provide an adequate storage area for collection and 
removal of recyclable materials. The commenter opines that the EIR should discuss standards to 
provide adequate recyclable storage areas for collection/storage of recyclable and green waste 
materials for this project.  
 
Adequate recyclable storage areas for the proposed project have been addressed within the 
Initial Study (Appendix A).  As discussed on page 35 of the Initial Study, the proposed project 
will be subject to Chapter 8.62 of the Municipal Code, which is the construction demolition and 
waste management ordinance.  Pursuant to this ordinance, the proposed project will be 
required to divert a minimum of 50% of the construction and demolition debris from the 
project.  Additionally, because the project would be a LEED certified project, the proposed 
project will be required to comply with LEED Materials and Resources Prerequisite 1: Storage 
and Collection of Recyclables.  This measure requires the project to “provide an easily accessible 
area that serves the entire building and is dedicated to the collection and storage of non-
hazardous materials for recycling, including (at a minimum) paper, corrugated cardboard, 
glass, plastics, and metals.” Further analysis in the EIR is not warranted.
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Letter 5 
 
COMMENTER: Susan Chapman, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 

Authority (Metro) 
 
DATE:   November 25, 2008 
 
Response 5A 
 
The commenter states that the Traffic Impact Analysis for the Draft EIR satisfies the traffic and 
transit requirements.   This comment is noted for the record.  
 
Response 5B 
 
The commenter states that multiple transit corridors, including Metro bus service and Foothill 
Transit, could be adversely affected by the project’s construction and that Metro should be 
contacted prior to construction activities.  
 
The proposed project site is located on the southeast corner of the intersection of Colorado 
Boulevard and El Molino Avenue.  It is acknowledged that the Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) and Foothill Transit provide service along 
Colorado Boulevard.  The closest stops are located on the southwest corner of El Molino 
Avenue and Colorado Boulevard and at the end of the block on the southwest corner of Oak 
Knoll Avenue and Colorado Boulevard (City of Pasadena ARTS Routes and Stops Maps, 
Effective 2008).  Therefore, the project site is not located in front of a bus stop and no adverse 
impacts to transit service would be anticipated as a result of construction activities.    
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Letter 6 
 
COMMENTER: Paul Jacoy, Playhouse District Association 
 
DATE:   November 20, 2008 
 
Response 6A 
 
The commenter states that the Playhouse District Association Board of Directors voted to 
support the project at the meeting of November 19, 2008.   This comment is noted for 
consideration. 
 
Response 6B 
 
The commenter opines that prior to construction, traffic improvements including signal 
synchronization is recommended.  Please refer to Response 1H.  Traffic mitigation would be 
required for completion as a condition of and prior to occupancy.   
 
Response 6C 
 
The commenter states that decorative paving at the proposed crosswalk and intersection of 
Colorado Boulevard and El Molino Avenue should be consistent with the 1996 Playhouse 
District Streetscape and Alleyways Plan. 
 
This comment is noted for consideration. However, the proposed Draft EIR project description 
does not include development of a crosswalk.  Please refer to Response 1D.  The project 
description in the Draft EIR does not describe physical crosswalk improvements and only 
analyzes the proposed construction and improvements on the project site.  This concept has not 
been reviewed by the property owners, business persons, or residents in the project vicinity.   
 
Response 6D 
 
The commenter requests provision of a comprehensive signage program, including for the 
public parking component.  This comment is not a comment on the Draft EIR, but is noted for 
consideration.  
 
Response 6E 
 
The commenter opines that access to the project site via a Green Street easement should be 
further explored.  
 
As described in Section 6.0, Alternatives, the “Dual Access” alternative would consist of the 
same project characteristics as the proposed project with 14,407 SF ground floor retail space and 
145,564 SF of office space on four additional floors.  However, this alternative includes two 
options for on-site vehicle access that would divert some traffic from El Molino Avenue to 
Green Street.  Impacts for the “Dual Access” alternative are analyzed within Section 6.0, 
Alternatives.  Please refer to Response 3M. 
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Letter 7 
 
COMMENTER: Michele Engemann, Pasadena Playhouse 
 
DATE:   December 5, 2008 
 
Response 7A 
 
The commenter is the Board Chair for the Pasadena Playhouse.  The commenter states that the 
Board supports the project and appreciates the work of the applicant to address the needs and 
concerns of the Pasadena Playhouse.  This comment is noted for consideration but does not 
pertain to the Draft EIR analyis. 
 
Response 7B 
 
The commenter opines that the building design enhances the neighborhood, complements the 
theatre going experience, and adds important amenities, such as parking and new shops and 
restaurants, for patrons of the Playhouse.  This comment is noted for consideration but does not 
pertain to the Draft EIR analysis.   
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Letter 8 
 
COMMENTER: Susan N. Mossman, Pasadena Heritage 
 
DATE:   December 10, 2008 
 
Response 8A 
 
The commenter states that the scale and massing of the proposed project will have aesthetic 
impacts on the adjacent historic structures. Pursuant to analysis within the EIR in Section 4.1 
Aesthetics, and Impact Statement AES-1 the proposed project would not have a significant 
impact on surrounding historic and landmark eligible status structures.  Please see Response 1B 
and General Response 2.  Moreover, as discussed under General Response 2, the proposed 
project appears to be consistent with the intent for development under the Central District 
Specific Plan.  Please refer to General Response 2 and Response 3O for a discussion of the 
conflict between directives of the Mobility Element for de-emphasis of El Molino Avenue, and 
directives of the Central District Specific Plan for development of the Colorado Boulevard 
corridor.   
 
Response 8B 
 
The commenter states the project appears to require excavation right next to the historic Arcade 
Lane Building and asserts that the Draft EIR does not address the potential for adverse impacts 
to the building during construction.  Please refer to Response 1C. 
 
Response 8C 
 
The commenter opines that the number of cars/trips could be reduced by reducing the overall 
size of the project and by reducing the number of parking spaces.  In addition, an analysis of 
parking is not found in the traffic section.  
 
Please refer to responses 1A, 3N, and 3O for responses regarding the feasibility of project size 
reduction and provision of public parking spaces.   
 
Response 8D 
 
The commenter questions whether the project is overparked.  Please see Response 1A. 
 
Response 8E 
 
The commenter opines that the alternatives analysis does not provide a range of alternatives for 
study.  The commenter opines that a smaller project alternative that contains approximately 50 
public parking spaces and a shared parking plan is needed for analysis.  
 
The purpose behind the required analysis of alternatives in CEQA is to avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of a project while still achieving most of the basic project 
objectives.  Thus, alternatives analyses that comply with CEQA are not an exploratory method 
to test the effects of different sizes of projects, but instead are defined in a more methodical 
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manner in relation to the adverse environmental effects of the proposed project.  With the 
information gathered from such an analysis, a lead agency may choose to adopt the proposed 
project, or any variation thereof that fits within the parameters of what was analyzed in the 
CEQA document.  Refer to Responses 3N and 3O for a discussion of the feasibility of the project 
size and Response 1M for a discussion regarding selection and analysis of alternatives.  Please 
refer to Response 1A for a discussion regarding the provision of public parking spaces and 
traffic generation associated with public spaces.   
 
Response 8F 
 
The commenter opines that the project is too large for the site, especially when considering the 
scale of adjacent historic resources.  Please refer to General Response 2 and Response 1B.   
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Letter 9 
 
COMMENTER: Marsha V. Rood 
 
DATE:   December 10, 2008 
 
Response 9A 
 
The commenter opines that the proposed project’s scale and massing has the potential to 
adversely affect the visual character of the area by overwhelming the two historic buildings (the 
Playhouse and the Arcade building) in the Playhouse District.  Please refer to General Response 
2, Response 1B and Response 8A.   
 
Response 9B 
 
The commenter questions the existing Level of Service (LOS) conditions for peak hour traffic 
listed in Table 4.5-1 (page 4.5-5 in Section 4.5, Traffic and Circulation).  More specifically, the 
commenter states an opinion that the LOS for El Molino Avenue and Colorado Boulevard, El 
Molino Avenue and Green Street, and El Molino Avenue and Del Mar Boulevard are 
unrealistic.  
 
As discussed on page 4.5-5 the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) method of intersection 
analysis, per the City of Pasadena’s requirements for analyzing intersection conditions was 
used to determine the intersection volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio and corresponding LOS for 
each study intersection.  Please also refer to responses 1G and 3G.   
 
Response 9C 
 
The commenter opines that the developer’s request for a 10% increase in floor area ratio (FAR) 
is not justified because it contributes to the unavoidably significant traffic impacts at El Molino 
Avenue and Colorado Boulevard, and the increase on roadway traffic in the immediate area.  
As discussed in Section 4.5, Traffic, the proposed project would have a significant and 
unavoidable impact on two street segments on El Molino Avenue.  As discussed in Section 6.0 
Alternatives, traffic impacts to two street segments would be unavoidably significant if the FAR 
of the proposed project was 100% or if the FAR was 110%.  Moreover, the unavoidably 
significant traffic impacts would only be eliminated if the project were reduced by 80% as 
discussed in Section 6.0  Alternatives.  Please refer to General Response 1 and 2 and responses 
3N and 3O for additional responses pertaining to this topic. 
 
Response 9D 
 
The commenter opines that the additional “public parking” spaces and separate restaurant 
space should be fully analyzed for potential increases to traffic in the Playhouse District.  No 
specific restaurant is proposed, rather the ground floor commercial uses include restaurant as a 
potential tenant serving use.  Please refer to responses 1A and 1G.   
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Response 9E 
 
The commenter opines that the increased traffic on the roadways and intersection must be 
analyzed for impacts on pedestrian movement in the Playhouse District. Pedestrian circulation 
is addressed in mitigation measure TC-2 listed above (refer to Response 2F).  Please also refer to 
similar discussions in responses 1D, 1F and 2C. 
 
Response 9F 
 
The commenter states that an alternative use such as residential or a hotel was not analyzed 
within the EIR.  The commenter opines that residential use would generate less traffic than 
office space.  
 
These comments are noted for consideration, though as discussed in Section 5.0 of the Draft EIR 
and in General Response 2, the City has experienced an increase in housing units in the 
Playhouse District with the recent approvals of the Archstone Pasadena project, the Lake-
Walnut and the Trio mixed use developments, Pasadena Gateway Villas, Madison Walk 
condominiums, Oak Knoll condominiums, and Walnut Place apartments.  The proposed 
commercial development is intended to provide additional quality employment opportunities 
for a community that is striving for a balance of employment and housing within the dense 
urban core.   
 
It is noted that a 160,000 square foot hotel, assuming 175 rooms, would generate about 1,430 
average weekday trips according to ITE Land Use 310.  The proposed project would generate 
about 1,585 average daily trips.  Therefore, a hotel use, assuming 175 rooms would generate 
about 90% of the trips that are associated with the proposed project.  Based on previous analysis 
of the alternatives, a hotel use would not eliminate the impact to the street segment of El Molino 
Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley.  To eliminate the street segment 
impact, a hotel use would need to supply only about 38 rooms, and a residential development 
would be about 63 dwelling units.   
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Letter 10 
 
COMMENTER: Kenneth McCormick 
 
DATE:   December 10, 2008 
 
Response 10A 
 
The commenter asks where the proposed “public parking” spaces will be located, who will be 
allowed use these “public parking” spaces, and under what method the City will be securing 
public rights.  In addition, will tenants and visitors of the building be allowed to use the “public 
parking” spaces, or will they be contained within the dedicated “private parking” spaces.  
Public parking spaces would be available to the general public.  Details requested by the 
commenter have not yet been developed, but would be conditioned as a part of the 
development agreement.  Please refer to Response 2P for additional discussion regarding the 
provision of public spaces.   
 
Response 10B 
 
The commenter asks the methodology and assumptions under which the 156 “public parking” 
spaces have been excluded from the traffic impact analysis. In addition, the commenter states 
that traffic analysis should account for generated new trips associated with the 156 “public 
parking” spaces.  The City determined that general public parking spaces in an existing 
commercial district do not generate new trips in the parking area vicinity because such trips 
already exist.  Please refer to Response 1A.   Also please note that the number of public parking 
spaces proposed is 155. 
 
Response 10C 
 
The commenter requests that prior traffic studies referenced in the Draft EIR be included in the 
EIR. The Draft EIR evaluates traffic impacts based on the Linscott Law and Greenspan Study 
that was approved by the City’s Department of Transportation.  That study incorporates count 
data from a previous study.  The count data is included in the technical appendix to the traffic 
report, which is included in its entirety in Appendix E.  Appendix E includes the traffic study 
and count data on which the findings of the EIR are based as approved by the City’s 
Department of Transportation.  
 
Response 10D 
 
The commenter states that a 2003 traffic study for the City reported higher volumes for some of 
the same intersection analyzed in the Draft EIR.  The commenter asks to account for the 
discrepancy between the 2003 traffic study (Final Traffic Impact Study-Union Village Project) 
and the 2008 study by Linscott, Law and Greenspan Engineers, dated July 3, 2008 (See Appendix 
E). 
 
As described in Section 4.5, Traffic and Circulation, traffic volumes utilized in the traffic impact 
analysis prepared by Linscott, Law and Greenspan Engineers (See Appendix E) were based on 
traffic count data contained in a previous traffic study prepared for the proposed project, titled 

8-88



680 East Colorado Boulevard Commercial Project EIR 
Section 8.0  Addenda and Errata/Comments and Responses 
 
 

 
City of Pasadena 

 

Draft Traffic Impact Study, Mixed-Use Project 680 E. Colorado Boulevard, City of Pasadena, CA, dated 
June 8, 2007 and prepared by Willdan.  Manual traffic counts for the area intersections were 
performed in April 2007.  Higher volumes in 2003 could have been the result of a variety or 
combination of other factors such as slightly different traffic patterns, lower transit, pedestrian 
and bicycle use in the area, and less infill residential development within the area.   
 
Response 10E 
 
The commenter requests a description of how mitigation measures TC-1(a-e) will work and 
how they will affect traffic operations at the Union Street and Green Street intersections with El 
Molino Avenue.  Mitigation Measure TC-1 (a-e) is described and documented within Section 
4.5, Traffic and Circulation and is repeated in the Executive Summary table.  These mitigation 
measures would improve traffic flow at the Colorado Boulevard/El Molino Avenue intersection 
by diverting left turns from Colorado Boulevard, which is the “Main Street” corridor as 
described in the Central District Specific Plan, to the next closest intersections north and south, 
which are Union Street and Green Street.  Dedicated striped left turn lanes and signal phasing 
will facilitate smooth flowing traffic at these intersections.  Also, please see General Response 1 
and Response 2N.   
 
Response 10F 
 
The commenter asks whether increases in traffic described on page 95 of Appendix E (Traffic 
Study) refers to a total daily trip volume increase or whether it relates to the increase on the 
segments at peak hours. 
 
Section 11.4 on Page 95 of the Traffic Study provides a summary of street segment improvement 
measures.  A street segment is deemed significantly impacted based on an increase in the 
projected average daily traffic (ADT) volumes.   The increase described on page 95 refers to ADT 
traffic volumes. 
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Letter 11 
 
COMMENTER: Terry Roberts, State Clearinghouse 
 
DATE:   December 9, 2008 
 
Response 11 
 
The commenter states that the 680 East Colorado Boulevard Commercial Project DEIR was 
submitted to select State agencies for review and that the review period closed on December 1, 
2008.  No state agencies commented on the DEIR during that period.  The comment letter 
acknowledges that the City of Pasadena has complied with State Clearinghouse review 
requirements for Draft environmental documents pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act.  No response is necessary. 
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Letter 12 
 
COMMENTER: Terri Geiss, PhD, Pasadena Heritage 
 
DATE:   December 9, 2008 
 
Response 12A 
 
The commenter states that they’ve reviewed the revised Draft Environmental Impact Report for 
the 680 East Colorado Boulevard Commercial Project and does not see responses to comments 
that Pasadena Heritage previously submitted.   
 
As discussed in Section 1.0  Introduction, the Revised Draft EIR focused on the significant new 
impacts that were identified in the expanded traffic study that was prepared in response to 
comments on the original Draft EIR.  CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(f)(2) allows the Lead Agency 
to respond to the comments on the original Draft EIR in the final EIR, which is how this 
document is structured.  Previously submitted Pasadena Heritage comments are included as 
Letter 8 and addressed in Response 8A through 8F.  
 
Response 12B 
 
The commenter asserts that the project is of a size and scale that is incompatible with historic 
resources adjacent to and across the street from the site.  Please refer to response 8A. 
 
Response 12C 
 
The commenter requests analysis of additional alternatives including a 50%, 60%, and 75% of 
the proposed project size.  Please see Response 8E and 1M. 
 
Response 12D 
 
The commenter requests analysis of shared parking and further indicates that the project would 
be a predominantly daytime use, which would free up the majority of office use parking spaces 
for Playhouse events in the evenings or on weekends.  The proposed project includes 522 
parking spaces, of which 367 are required for the office use and 155 are public spaces.  Both the 
public parking spaces and the private office parking spaces (during non-working hours) could 
be used to satisfy demand by the playhouse (seats 670 -
http://www.pasadenaplayhouse.org/seating_chart.htm) and other Playhouse District uses.  
Please see related responses 8D and 1A.   
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 CITY OF PASADENA  

PLANNING DIVISION 
HALE BUILDING 

175 NORTH GARFIELD AVENUE 
PASADENA, CA 91101-1704 

 
INITIAL STUDY 

 
In accordance with the Environmental Policy Guidelines of the City of Pasadena, this analysis, the 
associated “Master Application Form,” and/or Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) and supporting data 
constitute the Initial Study for the subject project.  This Initial Study provides the assessment for a 
determination whether the project may have a significant effect on the environment. 
 

SECTION I – PROJECT INFORMATION 
 

1. Project Title:      680 East Colorado Boulevard Commercial Project EIR 
 
2. Lead Agency Name and Address: City of Pasadena, 175 N. Garfield Avenue, Pasadena, CA 

91101-1704 
 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number:  John Steinmeyer,  626-744-4009 
            

4. Project Location:     680 East Colorado Boulevard, Pasadena, CA 91101 
 

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:   IDS Real Estate Group 
      515 S. Figueroa Street, 16th Floor 
      Los Angeles, CA 91105 

            
6. General Plan Designation:  Central District SP (Specific Plan) 

            
7. Zoning:    CD-4 (Pasadena Playhouse District) 

            
8. Description of the Project:  The project site is situated at the southeast corner of El Molino and 

Colorado Boulevard in the Pasadena Playhouse sub-district of the Central District Specific Plan 
Area. The project site is currently developed with a two-story commercial retail structure totaling 
approximately 66,000 square feet (SF) with 36 surface parking spaces.  The proposed project 
involves the demolition of existing improvements, excavation for a six-level subterranean garage, 
and the subsequent construction of a 160,000 SF, five-story commercial office building with 522 
subterranean spaces.  The applicant proposes to construct 14,407 SF of retail use and 145,564 SF 
of office use.  The project is proposing to take access from El Molino exclusively, or from both El 
Molino and Green Street.  The project will be constructed with techniques consistent with Leadership 
in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certification pursuant to the requirements of Municipal 
Code 14.90.040.  The LEED program is designed to assign credits for environmentally-friendly 
design features and construction practices, so that projects may have less impact on the 
environment than standard construction would. 

 
9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: The property is located within an urban area of the City of 

Pasadena and is surrounded by commercial, historic and residential land uses.  To the west across 
El Molino is the historic Pasadena Playhouse, to the north across Colorado are commercial and 
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residential uses, to the east is the Arcade Building followed by residential uses, and to the south are 
commercial and residential uses. 

 
10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g. permits, financing approval, or participation 

agreement): None.   
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one 
impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 

X Aesthetics X Geology and Soils   Population and Housing 

 
Agricultural Resources 

 
Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials 

  
Public Services 

X Air Quality  
Hydrology and Water 
Quality 

  
Recreation 

 Biological Resources X Land Use and Planning X Transportation/Traffic 

X Cultural Resources  Mineral Resources 
  

Utilities and Service 
Systems 

  Energy 
 X Noise X Mandatory Findings of 

Significance 
 
DETERMINATION:  (to be completed by the Lead Agency) 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION will be prepared. 

  

I find that, although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be 
a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described on an attached sheet have been 
added to the project.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 

I find that the proposed MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT is required. X 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless 
mitigated” impact on the environment., but at least  effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier 
document pursuant to applicable legal standards , and 2)  has been addressed by mitigation measures 
based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 
 
 
 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all 
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that 
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed 
upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 

 
_________________________________         _________________________ 
Prepared By/Date     Reviewed By/Date 
 
____________________________________         __________________________ __ 
Printed Name                  Printed Name 
 
Negative Declaration/Mitigated Negative Declaration adopted on: ________________ 
 
Adoption attested to by: ___________________________________ 
         Printed name/Signature              Date 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
 

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the 
information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question.  A “No Impact” answer is adequately 
supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one 
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone).  A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based 
on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, 
based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as 
project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts. 

 

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must 
indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant. 
“Potentially Significant Impact’ is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect is significant.  If there are one or 
more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required. 

 
 

4) “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of mitigation 
measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the 
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less than Significant 
Impact.”  The Lead Agency must describe the mitigation measures and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less 
than significant level (mitigation measures from Section 20, “Earlier Analysis,” may be cross-referenced). 

 
 

5)     Earlier analysis may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.  See CEQA Guidelines Section 15063( c)(3)(D).  Earlier 
analyses are discussed in Section 20 at the end of the checklist. 

         
a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 

 
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and 

adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects 
were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

 
c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,” describe the 

mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier documents and the extent to which address 
site-specific conditions for the project. 

      
6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts 

(e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances).  Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where 
appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.   

 
7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted should 

be cited in the discussion. 
 
8) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

 
a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 

b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant 
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SECTION II - ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 
 

 
1. BACKGROUND. 

Date checklist submitted:  6/5/2007 
Department requiring checklist: Planning & Development  
Case Manager:  Robert Montano 

 
2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS. (explanation of all answers is required): 
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3. AESTHETICS.  Would the project: 
 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?  
 

      
 

WHY?  The project site is in an urbanized area and on one of the City’s main commercial streets.  In this 
setting, new infill construction built within the height limits of the code would not be expected to adversely 
affect scenic views.  In accordance with section 17.61.030 of the City’s Zoning Code, the design of this 
project would be reviewed by the Design Commission.  This regulatory procedure provides the City with an 
additional layer of review for aesthetics, and an opportunity to incorporate additional conditions to increase 
the aesthetic value of the project.  As such, impacts to scenic vistas would be less than significant and 
further analysis in an EIR is not warranted.  
                                    

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?  

 
      

 
WHY?  The only designated state scenic highway in the City of Pasadena is the Angeles Crest Highway 
(State Highway 2), which is located north of Arroyo Seco Canyon in the extreme northwest portion of the 
City.  The project site is not within the viewshed of the Angeles Crest Highway, and not along any scenic 
roadway corridors identified in the City’s General Plan documents.  In addition, the proposed project would 
not result in the destruction of any landmark-eligible trees, stand of trees, rock outcropping or natural 
feature recognized as having significant aesthetic value.   
 
The project is proposed fronting Colorado Boulevard.  The proposed project involves development of a new 
75-foot tall structure to replace the existing 2-story structure.  The project site is adjacent to the Arcade 
Building (eastern site boundary), which is eligible for protection as a historic resource and is located across 
El Molino Avenue, opposite the Pasadena Playhouse, which is a designated historic resource. The 
proposed project would not directly affect existing historic resources, nor would it directly affect historic 
resources that are eligible for listing.  The proposed project has been designed in consideration of these two 
adjacent historic resources.  The project incorporates a setback of 29 feet on the east adjacent the Arcade 
Building for a depth of 40 feet from the Colorado frontage, opening to 49 feet for the remaining depth of the 
building to promote pedestrian movement between the two structures and to provide physical separation 
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between the buildings.  The eastern pedestrian corridor is linked to a plaza on the southern end of the 
proposed building that provides for future pedestrian line-of-sight between the Historic Playhouse and the 
Historic Arcade. In addition, a subterranean setback of 13 feet from the Arcade Building has been 
incorporated for the entrance to the underground garage, while the remainder of the subterranean garage is 
set back about 50 feet from the Arcade Building.  The setbacks are intended to preserve the integrity of the 
Arcade Building and the pedestrian corridors are intended to physically and visually link the two structures. 
 
The project’s indirect aesthetic effect on these adjacent historical resources is considered potentially 
significant and will be further discussed in the Aesthetics Section of the EIR.  The proposed project would 
not substantially damage scenic resources.  See additional discussion regarding the aesthetic impact with 
respect to the character of the area under item c. below. 
 

c.  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?  
 

      
  
WHY?  The project site is situated at the southeast corner of El Molino and Colorado Boulevard in the 
Pasadena Playhouse sub-district of the Central District Specific Plan Area.  The existing on-site 66,000 
square foot 2 story commercial retail building would be demolished to accommodate the proposed 5 story 
160,000 square foot office/commercial retail building.  The project site is located within the Pasadena 
Playhouse Historic District, which contains properties listed on the National Register for Historic Places, as 
well as those which are eligible to be listed.  Therefore, since the proposed structure would be substantially 
larger than the existing on-site building, the visual character or quality of the project site and surroundings 
has the potential to be adversely affected by project development.  Impacts associated with alteration of the 
existing visual character of the project site would be potentially significant and further analysis of visual 
impacts will be undertaken in an EIR. 
 

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area?  

 
      

 
WHY?  Buildout of the proposed project would create new sources of light and glare, due largely to the 
increased height and scale of development.  Although development would be expected to comply with City 
lighting standards, lighting and glare could create potentially significant impacts to adjacent land uses.  
The issue of light and glare will be further analyzed in an EIR. 
 
4. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES.  In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and 
Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model 
to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would the project: 
 

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), 
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of 
the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?   
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WHY?  The City of Pasadena is a developed urban area surrounded by hillsides to the north and northwest.  
The western portion of the City contains the Arroyo Seco, which runs from north to south through the City.  
The City is comprised of commercial recreation, park, natural and open space.  The City contains no prime 
farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance, as shown on maps prepared pursuant to 
the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would have no impact to farmland.  Further discussion in an EIR is not warranted. 
 

b.  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?  
 

      
 
WHY?  The City of Pasadena has no land zoned for agricultural use other than commercial nurseries being 
allowed by right in the CG (General Commercial) and IG (General Industrial) zones and conditionally in the 
CO (Office Commercial), CL (Limited Commercial), OS (Open Space) and PS (Public-Semi Public) Zoning 
Districts.  Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning laws for agricultural use or 
a Williamson Act contract.  No impact would occur.  Further discussion in an EIR is not warranted.  
 

c. Involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their location or nature, could 
result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?  

 
      

 
WHY?  There is no farmland in the City of Pasadena; therefore the proposed project would not result in the 
conversion of farmland to a non-agricultural use.  No impact would occur.  Further discussion in an EIR is 
not warranted. 
 
5. AIR QUALITY.  Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.  
Would the project:  
 

a.  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?  
 

      
 

WHY?  The City of Pasadena is within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which is bounded by the San 
Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east, and the Pacific Ocean to the 
south and west.  The air quality in the SCAB is managed by the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD).  
 
The SCAB has a history of recorded air quality violations and is an area where both state and federal 
ambient air quality standards are exceeded.  Because of the violations of the California Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (CAAQS), the California Clean Air Act requires triennial preparation of an Air Quality 
Management Plan (AQMP).  The AQMP analyzes air quality on a regional level and identifies region-wide 
attenuation methods to achieve the air quality standards.  These region-wide attenuation methods include 
regulations for stationary-source polluters; facilitation of new transportation technologies, such as low-
emission vehicles; and capital improvements, such as park-and-ride facilities and public transit 
improvements.   
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The most recently adopted plan is the 2003 AQMP, adopted on August 1, 2003.  This plan is the South 
Coast Air Basin’s portion of the State Implementation Plan (SIP).  This plan is designed to achieve the 5 % 
annual reduction goal of the California Clean Air Act.  
 
The SCAQMD understands that southern California is growing.  As such, the AQMP accommodates 
population growth and transportation projections based on the predictions made by the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG).  Thus, projects that are consistent with employment and population 
forecasts are consistent with the AQMD.   
 
In addition to the region-wide AQMP, the City of Pasadena participates in a sub-regional air quality plan – 
the West San Gabriel Valley Air Quality Plan.  This plan, prepared in 1992, is intended to be a guide for the 
16 participating cities, and identifies methods of improving air quality while accommodating expected 
growth. 
 
The proposed project will be further evaluated for consistency with the AQMP.  The issue is considered 
potentially significant and will be further discussed in an EIR.   
 

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation?  
 

      
 

WHY?  Due to its geographical location and the prevailing off shore daytime winds, Pasadena receives 
smog from downtown Los Angeles and other areas in the Los Angeles basin.  The prevailing winds, from 
the southwest, carry smog from wide areas of Los Angeles and adjacent cities, to the San Fernando Valley 
and to Pasadena in the San Gabriel Valley where it is trapped against the foothills.  For these reasons the 
potential for adverse air quality in Pasadena is high. 
 
The City of Pasadena is within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB).  This basin is a non-attainment area for 
Ozone (O3), Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5), and Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10). The SCAQMD has 
developed significance thresholds that correspond to the air quality standards for the SCAB.  Buildout of the 
proposed project would generate temporary construction emissions and long-term emissions primarily 
associated with increased vehicle trips and energy consumption.  These emissions could exceed SCAQMD 
thresholds.  As a result, impacts to air quality associated with temporary and long-term emissions would be 
potentially significant.  This issue will be analyzed further in an EIR. 
 

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 
region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

 
      

 
WHY?  As discussed in Section 5.b, the proposed project has the potential to generate emissions that 
exceed thresholds set forth by the SCAQMD.  As a result, the proposed project could also contribute to a 
cumulatively considerable net increase in one or more criteria pollutants for which the region is in non-
attainment under federal or state standards.  Therefore, cumulative impacts to air quality associated with 
project-generated emissions would be potentially significant.  This issue will be analyzed further in an 
EIR.  
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d.  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?  
 

      
 
WHY?  The proposed project is not considered a sensitive use.  However, the residential uses located to 
the north, east and south of the project site are considered sensitive receptors.  Upon completion of the 
proposed project, the office, commercial and retail components would not generate toxic air pollutants.   
However, residences in the project vicinity could be exposed to substantial temporary pollutant 
concentrations during project construction.  In addition, asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint 
could be present in the existing structure.  Impacts would be potentially significant and this issue will be 
further analyzed in an EIR.  
 

e.  Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?  
 

      
 

WHY?  The proposed project would result in construction of a 160,000 square foot commercial mixed use 
development in the Central District of Pasadena.  The project would involve restaurant, retail, and office 
uses.  These types of uses are not shown on the 1993 SCAQMD's CEQA Air Quality Handbook Figure 5-5 
“Land Uses Associated with Odor Complaints.”  In addition, these uses are not typically associated with 
offensive odors.  Therefore, the proposed project is not likely to generate objectionable odors that would 
affect a substantial number of people and the impact is less than significant.  Further analysis in the EIR is 
not warranted.  
 
6. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

  
      

 
WHY?  The project site is in a developed urban area.  There are no known unique, rare or endangered 
plants or animal species or habitats on or near the site.  Therefore, no impact would occur with respect to 
this issue and further analysis in an EIR is not warranted.    
 

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?   

 
      

 
WHY?  The proposed project is located within the Central District of Pasadena.  The project site is entirely 
developed with structures, paving and concrete, except for some trees located in isolated planters or within 
the street frontages. The Central District is entirely urbanized, therefore, no impact would occur with 
respect to this issue and further analysis in an EIR is not warranted. 
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c. Have a substantial adverse effect of federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?  

 
      

  
WHY?  Drainage courses with definable bed and bank and their adjacent wetlands are “waters of the United 
States” and fall under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in accordance with 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  Jurisdictional wetlands, as defined by the USACE are lands that, 
during normal conditions, possess hydric soils, are dominated by wetland vegetation, and are inundated 
with water for a portion of the growing season.   
 
The project site is located in a developed urban area and does not include any drainage courses, inundated 
areas, wetland vegetation, or hydric soils, and thus does not include USACE jurisdictional drainages or 
wetlands.  Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact to federally protected wetlands as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  Further analysis in an EIR is not warranted. 
 

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species 
or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites?  

 
      

 
WHY?  The project site is located in a developed urban area.  The proposed project would not involve the 
dispersal of wildlife nor would the project result in a barrier to migration or movement.  Therefore, the project 
would have no impact to wildlife movement.  Further analysis in an EIR is not warranted. 
 

e.  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance?   

  
      

 
WHY?  The only local ordinance protecting biological resources in the City of Pasadena is Ordinance No. 
6896 “City Trees and Tree Protection Ordinance”.  The project site contains 28 trees, none of which are 
landmark or native trees.  The applicant has submitted the Application for a Public Tree Removal Request 
for the removal of 19 trees.  Application approval and compliance with the City’s tree protection ordinance 
would result in no impact to local policies and ordinances protecting biological resources.  Further analysis 
in an EIR is not warranted.    
 

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Natural Community 
Conservation Plan (NCCP), or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?  

 
      

 
WHY?  Currently, there are no adopted Habitat Conservation or Natural Community Conservation Plans 
within the City of Pasadena.  There are also no approved local, regional or state habitat conservation plans 
in Pasadena.  Therefore, no impact would occur with respect to this issue and further analysis in an EIR is 
not warranted. 
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7. CULTURAL RESOURCES.   Would the project: 
 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5?  

 
      

 
 
WHY?  According to the City of Pasadena 2004 General Plan FEIR, the project site lies just outside of the 
Pasadena Playhouse Historic District, one of nine districts in Pasadena listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places.  Across El Molino Avenue on the western edge of the project site is the Pasadena 
Playhouse, a designated City Landmark.  Adjacent the eastern boundary of the project site is the Arcade 
Building, which is eligible for designation as a local land mark (City of Pasadena 2004 General Plan FEIR).  
The project site is located in an area that was subject to an intensive level Historic Resources Survey, but 
the existing building and site was not identified as a historic resource (Personal Communication, Kevin 
Johnson, 2007).   
 
The proposed project has been designed in consideration of the two adjacent historic resources.  A Paseo 
on the southern end of the proposed building provides for future pedestrian line-of-sight between the 
Historic Playhouse and the potentially historic Arcade. The proposed project would be subject to Design 
Review as overseen by the Design Commission.  The Design Commission would consider the proposed 
project within the context of existing historic resources and within the larger context of the Pasadena 
Playhouse Subdistrict of the Central District Specific Plan Area.  The project would be subject to review and 
approval of the Design Commission.  Impacts would be less than significant with respect to causing a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource.  Further analysis in an EIR is not 
warranted; however, as discussed under Section 3, Aesthetics, Items b and c, the aesthetic impacts of the 
project will be evaluated in the context of the surrounding environment. This analysis will occur in the 
Aesthetics section of the EIR. 
 

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
Section 15064.5?   

 
      

 
WHY?  The project site is developed with structures dating to 1945 and was first developed in 1916 (Los 
Angeles County Office of the Assessor).  In this type of urban redevelopment environment, there is little 
potential to disturb significant intact archaeological resources, as the project site and surrounding area has 
already undergone substantial disturbance.  Nevertheless, the proposed project would include excavation 
for six levels of subterranean parking, which corresponds to a depth of roughly 50 feet.  Because the 
existing structure does not contain subterranean parking, it is reasonable to conclude that the proposed 
project will involve excavation in previously undisturbed soils.  Therefore, there is potential to disturb as-yet 
undiscovered archaeological materials.  This impact is significant unless mitigation is incorporated.  
The following mitigation measure will be carried over into the EIR mitigation monitoring and reporting 
program (MMRP) to assure that there are no adverse effects to archaeological resources as a result of 
project development.   
 

CUL-1 Archaeological Resources.  If archaeological resources are 
encountered during project construction, all construction activities in the 
vicinity of the find shall halt until an archaeologist certified by the Society 
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of Professional Archaeologists examines the site, identifies the 
archaeological significance of the find, and recommends a course-of-
action.  Construction shall not resume until the site archaeologist states in 
writing that the proposed construction activities will not significantly 
damage archaeological resources.   

 
Mitigation measure CUL-1 would assure that an archaeologist is consulted if archaeological resources are 
discovered and that a course of action is recommended by the archaeologist that would result in no 
significant effects to the resources.  Therefore, Inclusion of mitigation CUL-1 would mitigate the potential for 
adverse effects to cultural resources to a level that is less than significant.  This mitigation measure will be 
carried into the EIR MMRP, but no additional discussion of archaeological resources will be included in the 
EIR.  No residual impact would occur.   
 

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?   
 

      
 
WHY?  The project site lies on the valley floor in an urbanized portion of the City of Pasadena.  This portion 
of the City does not contain any unique geologic features and is not known or expected to contain 
paleontological resources. Nevertheless, because the proposed project would involve excavation to a depth 
of about 50 feet in previously undisturbed soils, mitigation is required and will be carried over into the EIR 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP).  The following mitigation measure will be included in 
the MMRP.   
 

CUL-2 Paleontological Resources.  If paleontological resources are 
encountered during project construction, all construction activities in the 
vicinity of the find shall halt until a paleontologist meeting the satisfaction 
of the Natural History Museum of Los Angles County identifies the 
paleontological significance of the find, and recommends a course of 
action.  Construction shall not resume until the site paleontologist states 
in writing that the proposed construction activities will not significantly 
damage paleontological resources.   

 
Mitigation measure CUL-2 would assure that a paleontologist is consulted if paleontological resources are 
discovered and that a course of action is recommended by a paleontologist that would result in no 
significant effects to the resources.  Therefore, Inclusion of mitigation CUL-2 would mitigate the potential for 
adverse effects to cultural resources to a level that is less than significant.  This mitigation measure will be 
carried into the EIR MMRP, but no additional discussion of paleontological resources will be included in the 
EIR.  No residual impact would occur. 
 

d.  Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal ceremonies?   
 

      
 
WHY?  There are no known human remains on the site.  The project site is not part of a formal cemetery 
and is not known to have been used for disposal of historic or prehistoric human remains.  Thus, human 
remains are not expected to be encountered during construction of the proposed project.  In the unlikely 
event that human remains are encountered during project construction, State Health and Safety Code 
Section 7050.5 requires the project to halt until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to 
the origin and disposition of the remains pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.  Compliance 
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with these regulations would ensure the proposed project would result in a less than significant impact to 
unknown human remains.  Further analysis in an EIR is not warranted. 
 
8. ENERGY.  Would the proposal: 
 

a.   Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans?  
 

      
 
WHY?  The project does not conflict with the 1983 adopted Energy Element of the General Plan. The 
proposed intensity of the project is within the intensity allowed by the Zoning Code and envisioned in the 
City's approved General Plan.  Further, the project would comply with the energy standards in the California 
Energy Code, Part 6 of the California Building Standards Code (Title 24).  Measures to meet these 
performance standards may include high-efficiency Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) and 
hot water storage tank equipment, lighting conservation features, higher than required rated insulation and 
double-glazed windows.  In addition, the proposed project would be in compliance with Leadership in 
Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certification pursuant to the requirements of Municipal Code 
14.90.040.  The LEED program is designed to assign credits for environmentally-friendly design features 
and construction practices, so that projects have less impact on the environment than standard construction 
would.  Compliance with these regulations would ensure the proposed project would not conflict with 
adopted energy conservation plans.  Impacts would be less than significant impact and further analysis in 
an EIR is not warranted.      
  

b.  Use non-renewable resources in a wasteful and inefficient manner? 
 

      
 
Why?  The proposed project would not create a high enough demand for energy to require development of 
new energy sources.  Construction of the project would result in a temporary consumption of oil-based 
energy products.  However, the additional amount of resources used would not cause a significant reduction 
in available supplies. 
 
The long-term impact from increased energy use by this project is not significant in relationship to the 
number of customers currently served by the electrical and gas utility companies.  Supplies are available 
from existing mains, lines and substations in the area.  Operation of the proposed project would increase 
the consumption of natural gas (net increase of 8,519 cubic feet/day above existing use).  However, this 
consumption would be lessened by adherence to the performance standards of California Energy Code, 
Part 6 of the California Building Standards Code Title 24 and through compliance with LEED certification 
requirements.  This project would result in the increased consumption of an estimated 10,414 net kilowatt-
hours of electrical energy per day as compared with the existing use.  Impacts related to this increased 
consumption would be less than significant by meeting the above referenced energy standards.  Measures 
to meet these performance standards may include high efficiency Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning 
(HVAC) and hot water storage tank equipment, lighting conservation features, higher than required rated 
insulation and double-glazed windows.  The energy conservation measures would be prepared by the 
developer and shown on a building plan(s).  Plans would be submitted to the Water and Power Department 
and Building Official for review and approval prior to the issuance of a building permit.  Installation of 
energy-saving features would be inspected by a Building Inspector prior to issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy. 
 
This project would result in an increase of approximately 15,362 gallons per day in water consumption 
above the existing use.  However, this impact would be mitigated during drought periods through adherence 
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to the Water Shortage Procedures Ordinance, which restricts water consumption to 90% of expected 
consumption during each billing period.  Installation of plumbing would be inspected by a Building Inspector 
prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.   
 
Impacts related to non-renewable resources would be less than significant through compliance with the 
aforementioned standard requirements.  Further analysis in an EIR is not warranted.      
 
9. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project: 
 

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving: 

 
i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 

Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault?  

 
      

 
WHY? According to the 2002 adopted Safety Element of the City of Pasadena’s General Plan, the San 
Andreas Fault is a “master” active fault and controls seismic hazard in Southern California.  This fault is 
located approximately 21 miles north of Pasadena. 
 
The County of Los Angeles and the City of Pasadena are both affected by Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zones.  Pasadena is in four USGS Quadrants, the Los Angeles, and the Mt. Wilson quadrants were 
mapped for earthquake fault zones under the Alquist-Priolo Act in 1977.  The Pasadena and Condor Peak 
USGS Quadrangles have not yet been mapped per the Alquist-Priolo Act. 
 
These Alquist-Priolo maps show only one Fault Zone in or adjacent to the City of Pasadena, the Raymond 
(Hill) Fault Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone.  This fault is located primarily south of City limits, however, 
the southernmost portions of the City lie within the fault’s mapped Fault Zone.   
 
The 2002 Safety Element of the City’s General Plan identifies the following three additional zones of 
potential fault rupture in the City: 
 
• The Eagle Rock Fault Hazard Management Zone, which traverses the southwestern portion of the City; 
• The Sierra Madre Fault Hazard Management Zone, which includes the Tujunga Fault, the North Sawpit 

Fault, and the South Branch of the San Gabriel Fault.  This Fault Zone is primarily north of the City, and 
only the very northeast portion of the City and portions of the Upper Arroyo lie within the mapped fault 
zone.  

• A Possible Active Strand of the Sierra Madre Fault, which appears to join a continuation of the 
Sycamore Canyon Fault.  This fault area traverses the northern portion of the City as is identified as a 
Fault Hazard Management Zone for Critical Facilities Only. 

 
The project site is not within any of these potential fault rupture zones, and the geotechnical report that was 
prepared for the site did not identify surface rupture as a hazard (Mactec, 2006).  Therefore, the impact with 
respect to surface hazard is less than significant.  No additional analysis in the EIR is warranted.  
 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?  
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WHY?  Since the City of Pasadena is within a larger area traversed by active fault systems, such as the 
San Andreas and Newport-Inglewood Faults, any major earthquake along these systems would cause 
seismic ground shaking in Pasadena.  Much of the City is on sandy, stony or gravelly loam formed on the 
alluvial fan adjacent to the San Gabriel Mountains.  This soil is more porous and loosely compacted than 
bedrock, and thus subject to greater impacts from seismic ground shaking than bedrock.  The project 
involves construction of a five story office building with six levels of subterranean parking.  The potential for 
groundshaking and secondary seismic and soil stability hazards will be further evaluated in the EIR.  This is 
a potentially significant impact.   
 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction as delineated on the most recent Seismic 
Hazards Zones Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial 
evidence of known areas of liquefaction?   

 
      

 
WHY?  According to the 2002 adopted Safety Element of the City’s General Plan the project site is 
underlain by alluvial material from the San Gabriel Mountains.  Liquefaction, which is also commonly 
observed during earthquakes, is a phenomenon where saturated sands lose their strength during an 
earthquake and become fluid-like and mobile. As a result, the ground may undergo large permanent 
displacements that can damage underground utilities and well-built surface structures. The type of 
displacement of major concern associated with liquefaction is lateral spreading because it involves 
displacement of large blocks of ground down gentle slopes or towards stream channels.  Liquefaction 
occurs in saturated sands, thus groundwater or a water source in combination with sandy soils is necessary 
for liquefaction.  
 
The geotechnical investigation revealed that groundwater lies deeper than 70 feet (Mactec, 2006).  The 
proposed project would involve excavation to a depth of about 60 feet.  Therefore, the project site is not 
subject to liquefaction or lateral spreading.  Moreover, the project site is not delineated as within a 
liquefaction hazard zone (Mactec 2006).  The project would have a less than significant effect with respect 
to liquefaction.  
 

iv. Landslides as delineated on the most recent Seismic Hazards Zones Map issued by the State 
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of known areas of landslides? 

 
      

 
WHY?  The project site is level and urbanized and is not located in the vicinity of any slopes.  The project 
site is located about two miles east of the San Rafael Hills and about four miles west of the San Gabriel 
Mountains.  The project site is not delineated as within a landslide hazard area on the Seismic Hazard 
Zones Map.  The project site is not susceptible to landslide hazards.  Therefore, there would be no impact 
with respect to landslide hazards. 
 

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?   
  

      
 
WHY? Construction of the project will require 63,000 cubic yards of cut, which is planned for export, to 
construct the six-level subterranean garage.  The proposed project would involve construction in an 
urbanized environment and the earthwork will be confined by the building site envelope and depth of the 
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excavation.  Nevertheless, because the site soils will be moved around and exposed to wind and water 
during construction, there is potential for soil erosion.  The issue could be mitigated through watering of 
exposed soil to reduce airborne transport, in addition to tarping export trucks, and general site maintenance 
such as street sweeping.  The potential for soil erosion and loss of topsoil is significant unless mitigation 
is incorporated and the issue will be further explored and discussed in the EIR.  
 
Upon completion, the project site will be entirely urbanized, with exposed soil limited to planter locations.  
Therefore, the potential for future long-term erosion is less than significant.   
 

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result 
of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse?  

 
      

 
WHY? The proposed project involves the construction of a six-level subterranean garage.  The geotechnical 
report (Mactec, 2006) indicates that the site is not located within a liquefaction hazard zone and that 
groundwater was not encountered above 70 feet.  Additionally, since lateral spreading is a form of 
liquefaction, and the necessary saturated conditions are not present in the underlying site soils, the potential 
for adverse effects from liquefaction and lateral spreading would be less than significant.  The site is flat 
and is not in the vicinity of slopes, therefore, the potential for landslide hazards are less than significant.   
 
The geotechnical report did identify the potential for onsite soils to be subject to collapse during construction 
due to the loose sandy texture of the soils.  The geotechnical report includes recommendations for shoring 
and anchoring that would mitigate these adverse effects to a level that is less than significant.  Additionally, 
the soils could be subject to settlement of ½ inch, but additional analysis is required once the final plans are 
completed to assess settlement based on the bearing load of the structural components.  The potential 
hazards from subsidence and collapse are significant unless mitigation is incorporated and will be 
discussed in the EIR.   
 

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial risks to life or property?  

 
      

 
WHY?  According to the 2002 adopted Safety Element of the City’s General Plan the project site is 
underlain by alluvial material from the San Gabriel Mountains.  This soil consists primarily of sand and 
gravel and is in the low to moderate range for expansion potential.  This preliminary determination was 
confirmed in the geotechnical report that was prepared for the site (Mactec, 2006).  However, there are 
some layers of expansive material that are recommended for removal.  In addition, the geotechnical report 
did identify that onsite soils are moderately corrosive to iron, which likewise has implications regarding risks 
to life and property.  The geotechnical report contains recommendations that would reduce the potential for 
adverse effects to a level that is less than significant.  The impact with respect to expansiveness and 
corrosivity of the soils is significant unless mitigation is incorporated.  This issue will be further 
discussed in the EIR.   
 

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?  
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WHY?  The proposed project would be required to connect to the existing sewer system.  Therefore, soil 
suitability for septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems is not applicable in this case, and the 
proposed project would have no impact with regards to this issue.  Further analysis in an EIR is not 
warranted. 
 
10. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  Would the project: 

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use or 
disposal of hazardous materials?  

 
      

 
WHY?  The proposed project includes development of retail and office uses.  The proposed project does 
not involve the use or storage of hazardous substances other than the small amounts of pesticides, 
fertilizers and cleaning agents required for normal maintenance of structures and landscaping.  The project 
must adhere to applicable zoning and fire regulations regarding the use and storage of any hazardous 
substances.  Furthermore, the existing structure is a commercial retail business and there is no evidence 
that the site has been used for underground storage of hazardous materials.  Therefore impacts related to 
the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant.  Further 
analysis in an EIR is not warranted. 
 

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?   

 
      

 
WHY? The proposed project includes development of retail and office uses.  The project does not involve 
hazardous materials.  Therefore, no significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions, which could release hazardous material, would occur.  No 
impact would occur.  Further discussion in an EIR is not warranted. 
 

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?   

 
      

 
WHY? The project site is located approximately 0.4 miles north of McKinley School (Pasadena Unified 
School District, 2007).  The proposed project would not involve hazardous emissions or the handling of 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste.  Therefore, hazardous material related impacts to schools 
would be less than significant.  Further discussion in an EIR is not warranted.   
 

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment?  

 
      

 
WHY? The project site is not located on the State of California Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List 
of sites published by California Environmental Protection Agency (CAL/EPA).  The site does not contain any 
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known hazardous materials (Enviromapper, 2007).  The site was formerly used for commercial retail, which 
is not a land use associated with hazardous materials.  The site is not known or anticipated to have been 
contaminated with hazardous materials and no hazardous material storage facilities are known to exist 
onsite.  Therefore, no impact related to existing onsite contamination would occur and further analysis in an 
EIR is not warranted.   
 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?  

 
      

 
WHY?  The project site is not within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport or public 
use airport. The nearest public use airport is the Bob Hope Airport in Burbank, which is operated by a Joint 
Powers Authority with representatives from the Cities of Burbank, Glendale and Pasadena.  Bob Hope 
Airport is 15 miles northwest of the project site.  Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the vicinity of an airport and would have no impact with regard to 
this issue.  Further discussion in an EIR is not warranted. 
 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project area?  

 
      

 
WHY?  The project site is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the vicinity of a private airstrip and would have 
no impact with regard to this issue.  Further discussion in an EIR is not warranted. 
 

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan?  

 
      

 
WHY?  The City of Pasadena maintains a citywide emergency response plan, which goes into effect at the 
onset of a major disaster (e.g., a major earthquake).  The Pasadena Fire Department maintains the disaster 
plan.  In case of a disaster, the Fire Department is responsible for implementing the plan, and the Pasadena 
Police Department devises evacuation routes based on the specific circumstance of the emergency.  The 
City has pre-planned evacuation routes for dam inundation areas associated with Devil's Gate Dam, Eaton 
Wash, and the Jones Reservoir.   
 
The construction and operation of the proposed project would not place any permanent or temporary 
physical barriers on any existing public streets.  To ensure compliance with zoning, building and fire codes, 
the applicant would be required to submit appropriate plans for plan review prior to the issuance of a 
building permit.  Adherence to these requirements ensures that the project would have a less than 
significant impact on emergency response and evacuation plans.  Further discussion in an EIR is not 
warranted. 
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h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with 
wildlands?  

 
      

 
WHY?   As shown on Plate P-2 of the 2002 Safety Element, the project site is not in an area of moderate or 
very high fire hazard.  In addition, the project site is surrounded by urban development and not adjacent to 
any wildland.  Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires.  Impacts associated with wildland fires would be less than 
significant and further discussion in an EIR is not warranted.   
 
11. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project: 
 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?  
 

      
 
WHY?  Section 303 of the federal Clean Water Act requires states to develop water quality standards to 
protect the beneficial uses of receiving waters.  In accordance with California’s Porter/Cologne Act, the 
Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 
are required to develop water quality objectives that ensure their region meets the requirements of Section 
303 of the Clean Water Act. 
 
Pasadena is within the greater Los Angeles River watershed, and thus, within the jurisdiction of the Los 
Angeles RWQCB.  The Los Angeles RWQCB adopted water quality objectives in its Stormwater Quality 
Management Plan (SQMP).  This SQMP is designed to ensure stormwater achieves compliance with 
receiving water limitations.  Thus, stormwater generated by a development that complies with the SQMP 
does not exceed the limitations of receiving waters, and thus does not exceed water quality standards.  
 
Compliance with the SQMP is ensured by Section 402 of the Clean Water Act, which is known as the 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES).  Under this section, municipalities are required 
to obtain permits for the water pollution generated by stormwater in their jurisdiction.  These permits are 
known as Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) permits.  Los Angeles County and 85 
incorporated Cities therein, including the City of Pasadena, obtained an MS4 (Permit # 01-182) from the Los 
Angeles RWQCB, most recently in 2001.  Under this MS4, each permitted municipality is required to 
implement the SQMP. 
 
In accordance with the County-wide MS4 permit, all new developments must comply with the SQMP.  In 
addition, as required by the MS4 permit, the City of Pasadena has adopted a Standard Urban Stormwater 
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) ordinance to ensure new developments comply with SQMP.  This ordinance 
requires most new developments to submit a plan to the City that demonstrates how the project would 
comply with the City’s SUSMP.  
 
The project consists of developing a six-level subterranean garage, and a 160,000 square foot, five-story 
commercial office building with 522 subterranean spaces.  The applicant proposes retail, and office uses.  
None of the proposed uses are point source generators of water pollutants, and thus, no quantifiable water 
quality standards apply to the project.  As an urban development, the proposed project would add typical, 
urban, nonpoint-source pollutants such as oil and grease, suspended solids, metals, gasoline, pesticides, 
and pathogens from paved areas to storm water runoff.  These pollutants are permitted by the County-wide 
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MS4 permit, and would not exceed any receiving water limitations.  Because the project involves 
development of more than 100,000 SF of commercial use with parking totaling more than 5,000 SF and 
more than 25 spaces, the applicant is required to submit and implement a SUSMP compliance plan.  
Compliance with the MS4 permit and SUSMP would ensure that the proposed project would not violate any 
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.  The project’s effect on water quality standards 
and waste discharge requirements would be less than significant.  
 

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?  

 
      

 
WHY?  The project would not install any groundwater wells, and would not otherwise directly withdraw any 
groundwater.  In addition, groundwater was not encountered during the geotechnical investigation (Mactec, 
2006), though borings extended to 70 feet.  The subterranean garage would extend to a depth of about 60 
feet.  Therefore, the proposed project would not physically interfere with any groundwater supplies.   
 
The proposed project would replace existing impermeable surfaces with new impermeable surfaces as the 
project would involve replacement of the existing commercial structure and surface parking with a new 
commercial structure and subsurface parking.  The existing site is about 98% impervious: no significant 
change in surfaces would occur such that groundwater recharge rates would be affected.  The impact with 
respect to groundwater recharge is less than significant.   
 
The proposed project’s daily water demand would be an estimated 21,962 gallons.  The existing 66,000 
square foot commercial retail building on the project site has an estimated daily water demand of 6,600 
gallons.  Therefore, the net increase in water consumption would be 15,362 gallons of water per day.  
During periods of drought, this project would be required to comply with the City's Water Shortage 
Procedures Ordinance, which reduces monthly water consumption to 90% of the expected consumption for 
this type of land use.  The proposed project will incorporate water conservation design features that would 
further offset future demands.  The issue is significant unless mitigation incorporated due to the 
increase as compared with existing baseline demand.  The issue will be further discussed in the EIR.   
 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river, in a manner, which would result in substantial erosion or siltation 
on-or off-site? 

 
      

 
WHY?  The project site is currently developed with a 66,000 square foot building and surface parking.  The 
project site is level and does not contain any streams, rivers, or other natural drainage features.  
Development of the site would involve redevelopment to construct a 160,000 square foot mixed use 
commercial building with six levels of underground parking, but would not substantially alter the drainage 
pattern of the site or surrounding area.   
 
The drainage of surface water from the project would be controlled by building regulations and directed 
towards the City's existing streets, storm drains, and catch basins.  Prior to the issuance of a building 
permit, the applicant is required to submit a site drainage plan to the Building Division and the Public Works 
Department for review and approval.  This required approval ensures that the proposed drainage plan 
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would be appropriately designed and that the proposed runoff would not exceed the capacity of the City’s 
storm drain system.  The proposed drainage of the site would not channel runoff on exposed soil, would not 
direct flows over unvegetated soils, and would not otherwise increase the erosion or siltation potential of the 
site or any downstream areas.  Therefore, impacts associated with erosion or siltation from changes to 
drainage patterns would be less than significant.  Further discussion of this impact in an EIR is not 
warranted. 
 

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner, which would result in flooding on- or off-site?  

 
      

 
WHY?  As discussed above, the proposed project would involve redevelopment of an existing mostly 
impermeable site.  The project site is 57,762 SF and currently contains 1,075 SF of existing landscaping.  
Thus the project site is currently 98% impervious.  Though the proposed project will include some 
landscaping, landscaping totals are not available at this early stage of development. However, even if the 
applicant were to convert the existing landscaping to impermeable surface, the project’s potential to cause 
flooding would be eliminated through the required compliance with the City’s SUSMP ordinance.  This 
ordinance requires that post-development peak storm water do not exceed pre-development peak storm 
water runoff rates.  Compliance with this SUSMP requirement would be ensured through the City’s drainage 
plan review and approval process. 
 
Since the proposed project would not involve alteration of a watercourse and post-development runoff 
discharge rates are required to not exceed pre-development rates, the proposed project would not have the 
potential to alter drainage patterns or increase runoff that would result in flooding.  Therefore, impacts 
related to flooding would be less than significant and further discussion in an EIR is not warranted.  
 

e. Create or contribute runoff water, which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

 
      

 
WHY?  The proposed project has the potential to incrementally increase the amount of runoff if the existing 
1,075 SF of landscaping is eliminated.  However, the SUSMP would require that post development runoff 
does not exceed existing runoff.  Furthermore, the proposed project would be required to capture pollutants 
generated by vehicles in the parking garage and access area and eliminate them prior to discharge into the 
stormdrain system.  Therefore, the proposed project would neither exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems and would not provide substantial additional sources of polluted 
runoff.  The project’s effect would be less than significant and further discussion of this issue in an EIR is 
not warranted..  
 

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?  
 

      
 
WHY?  As discussed above, the proposed development would not be a point-source generator of water 
pollutants.  The only long-term water pollutants expected to be generated onsite are typical urban 
stormwater pollutants such as oil and grease, suspended solids, metals, gasoline, pesticides, and 
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pathogens from paved areas.  Compliance with the City’s SUSMP ordinance would ensure these 
stormwater pollutants would not substantially degrade water quality.   
 
The project, however, also has the potential to generate temporary water pollutants during construction, 
including sediment, trash, construction materials, and equipment fluids.  The County-wide MS4 permit 
requires construction sites to implement BMPs to reduce the potential for construction-induced water 
pollutant impacts.  These BMPs include methods to prevent contaminated construction site stormwater from 
entering the drainage system.  The MS4 identifies the following minimum requirements for construction sites 
in Los Angeles County: 
 

1. Sediments generated on the project site shall be retained using adequate Treatment Control 
or Structural BMPs; 

2. Construction-related materials, wastes, spills or residues shall be retained at the project site 
to avoid discharge to streets, drainage facilities, receiving waters, or adjacent properties by 
wind or runoff; 

3. Non-storm water runoff from equipment and vehicle washing and any other activity shall be 
contained at the project site; and 

4. Erosion from slopes and channels shall be controlled by implementing an effective 
combination of BMPs (as approved in Regional Board Resolution No. 99-03), such as the 
limiting of grading scheduled during the wet season; inspecting graded areas during rain 
events; planting and maintenance of vegetation on slopes; and covering erosion susceptible 
slopes. 

 
Therefore, with adherence to the required SUSMP ordinance and implementation of required BMPs, the 
proposed project’s impact to water quality would be less than significant.  Further discussion in an EIR is 
not warranted. 
 

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or dam inundation area as shown in the City of Pasadena 
adopted Safety Element of the General Plan or other flood or inundation delineation map?   

 
      

 
WHY?  The proposed project does not include the development of housing.  No portions of the City of 
Pasadena are within a 100-year floodplain identified by the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA).  As shown on FEMA map Community Number 065050, the entire City is in Zone D, for which no 
floodplain management regulations are required.  Therefore, there would be no impact and further 
discussion in the EIR is not warranted.   
 

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures, which would impede or redirect flood flows? 
 

      
 

WHY?  No portions of the City of Pasadena are within a 100-year floodplain identified by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).  As shown on FEMA map Community Number 065050, the 
entire City is in Zone D, for which no floodplain management regulations are required.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not place structures within the flow of the 100-year flood.  There would be no 
impact and further discussion in an EIR is not warranted.  
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i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?  

 
      

 
WHY?  No portions of the City of Pasadena are within a 100-year floodplain identified by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).  As shown on FEMA map Community Number 065050, the 
entire City is in Zone D, for which no floodplain management regulations are required.  In addition, 
according to the City’s Dam Failure Inundation Map (Plate P-2, of the adopted 2002 Safety Element of the 
City's General Plan) the project is not located in a dam inundation area.  Therefore, the project would not 
have a significant impact from exposing people or structures to flooding risks, including flooding as a result 
of the failure of a levee or dam.  No impact related to flooding would occur and further discussion in an EIR 
is not warranted. 
 

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?  
 

      
 
WHY? The project site is not located near enough to any inland bodies of water or the Pacific Ocean to be 
inundated by either a seiche or tsunami.  The project site is located within the Central District Specific Plan 
area in an urbanized, level, downtown area.  The project site is located about two miles east of the San 
Rafael Hills and about four miles west of the San Gabriel Mountains.  Therefore, because the project site is 
located miles from hillsides that may not even be susceptible to mudflows, the risk of inundation from a 
mudflow is less than significant.  No further evaluation regarding tsunami, seiche or mudflow is warranted 
in the EIR.   
 
12. LAND USE AND PLANNING.   Would the project: 
 

a. Physically divide an existing community?  
 

      
 
WHY? The project would not physically divide an existing community, as the site is surrounded by similar 
development on all sides and the project consists of an infill development within a highly urbanized area.    
No impact would result.  Further analysis in an EIR is not warranted. 
 

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over 
the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?  

 
      

 
WHY? The General Plan designation for the project site is Central District Specific Plan and it is within the 
Pasadena Playhouse Sub-district of the Central District Specific Plan Area.  The Central District Specific 
Plan, approved by the City Council on November 8, 2004, contains the recommended heights, setbacks, 
floor area ratios and residential densities for projects in the Central District.  These development standards 
are implemented by the Zoning Code. The purpose of the Specific Plan is to encourage a diverse mix of 
land uses designed to create the primary business, financial, retailing and government center of the City. 
The objective of the Pasadena Playhouse Sub-district of the Central District Specific Plan is to provide for a 
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vibrant, mixed-use environment focused on Colorado Boulevard and the Playhouse that functions as a 
cultural and arts center for the community.  The proposed mixed-use commercial project furthers this 
objective, and meets all development standards of the Zoning Code.  The proposed project would include 
145,564 SF of office use, 14,407 SF of retail space.  The retail component is intended to serve and appeal 
to the pedestrian.  These components satisfy requirements of 50% of street frontage for pedestrian oriented 
uses.  The project is consistent with the Central District Specific Plan and the Pasadena Playhouse Sub-
district designated land use intensities.  Therefore, since the proposed project would not conflict with any 
land use plan, policy or regulation, a less than significant impact would occur.  Further discussion in an 
EIR is not warranted. 
 
It should be noted that the City-wide Mobility Element designates several streets as “De-emphasized 
Streets.”  De-emphasized Streets are streets which traffic should be directed away from in order to protect 
existing residential neighborhoods.  The project may take access off of El Molino Avenue, which is 
designated as a De-emphasized Street.  Increased traffic as a result of project implementation could cause 
a potentially significant impact with respect to this issue. This issue is addressed under Section 18, 
Transportation, item (g) and will be further evaluated in an EIR, pending the results of the traffic analysis. 
 

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan (HCP) or natural community conservation 
plan (NCCP)?   

 
      

 
WHY? Currently, there are no adopted Habitat Conservation or Natural Community Conservation Plans 
within the City of Pasadena.  There are also no approved local, regional or state habitat conservation plans 
in Pasadena.  Therefore, no impact associated with Habitat Conservation or Natural Community 
Conservation Plans would occur.  Further discussion in an EIR is not warranted.    
 
13. MINERAL RESOURCES.   Would the project: 

 
a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region 

and the residents of the state? 
 

      
 
WHY? The project site is currently developed with a commercial retail structure and surface parking.  The 
proposed project would redevelop the site with a commercial mixed-use building and six levels of 
subterranean parking.  The geotechnical investigation concluded that the site is underlain by sands, and 
silty sands, typical of those in the surrounding area (Mactec, 2006).  Therefore, the proposed project would 
have no impact to a known mineral resource and further discussion of this issue in an EIR is not warranted. 
 

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on 
a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?   

 
      

 
WHY? The City’s 2004 General Plan Land Use Element does not identify any mineral recovery sites within 
the City.  No active mining operations exist in the City of Pasadena and mining is not currently allowed 
within any of the City’s designated land uses.  Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact 
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related to the loss of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site.  Further discussion in an EIR is not 
warranted.   
 
14. NOISE.  Will the project result in: 
 

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?   

 
      

 
WHY?  Site preparation and construction activities would generate temporary increases in noise onsite and 
at adjacent properties, including groundborne vibrations/noise.  Noise levels during construction can be in 
the 78-88 dBA range during peak activity periods (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1971).  Such 
levels are substantially higher than ambient noise levels in the project area and could be a source of 
temporary noise annoyance to sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project area.  In addition, increased 
traffic associated with operation of the proposed project could cause an increase over current ambient noise 
levels.  Impacts would be potentially significant unless mitigation is incorporated and the issue will be 
further explored and addressed in an EIR. 
 

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels?  

 
      

 
WHY? See response to 14.a.  Groundborne vibrations and groundborne noise generated during 
construction activities has the potential to cause adverse affects.  Therefore, impacts would be potentially 
significant unless mitigation is incorporated and the issue will be further explored and addressed in an 
EIR.     
 

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project?    

 
      

 
WHY? The main source of noise within the project area is traffic on Colorado Boulevard and El Molino 
Avenue.  Development of the proposed project would contribute to an increase in traffic in the area due to 
increased vehicle trips.  The increased traffic would incrementally contribute to an increase in ambient noise 
levels on surrounding roadways.  Therefore, the impact would be potentially significant unless mitigation 
is incorporated.  This issue will be studied further in an EIR. 
 

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project?   

 
      

  
WHY?  See response to 14.a.   The proposed project would generate temporary noise due to construction 
activities.  The impact would be potentially significant unless mitigation is incorporated.  This issue will 
be studied further in an EIR.  
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e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?   

 
      

 
WHY?  There are no airports or airport land-use plans in the City of Pasadena.  The closest airport is the 
Bob Hope Airport, which is located about 15 miles northwest of the project site.  Therefore, the proposed 
project would not expose people to excessive airport related noise.  No impact would occur and further 
discussion in an EIR is not warranted.   
 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise levels?   

  
      

 
WHY?  There are no private-use airports or airstrips within or near the City of Pasadena.  No impact would 
occur and further discussion in an EIR is not warranted. 
 

15. POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project: 

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)?  

 
      

 
WHY?  The proposed project involves the construction of a 160,000 square foot, five-story commercial 
office building with 522 subterranean spaces.  The building would have ground floor retail/commercial uses, 
with the remainder of the building dedicated to office uses.  The 2004 Land Use and Mobility Elements, 
Zoning Code Revisions, and Central District Specific Plan FEIR states that about 2 jobs are generated per 
1,000 square feet of non-residential development.  Therefore, based on a 160,000 square foot non-
residential building, about 320 jobs would be generated.  The proposed land use is consistent with land use 
designations for the project site.  In addition, the development intensification is consistent with plans for the 
Central District, which is intended to accommodate 9,946 new jobs between 2004 and 2015 (The 2004 
Land Use and Mobility Elements, Zoning Code Revisions, and Central District Specific Plan FEIR.).  The 
Central District is intended to provide convenient transit access, employment opportunities, commercial 
businesses within easy walking distance to homes, and other amenities that create a pedestrian-oriented 
environment.  The proposed project would add to the employment base within the Central District, and 
would complement the numerous recent residential developments.  There are 442 recently developed 
residential units within one block of the site (Archstone, Trio and Madison projects) and an additional 503 
residential units planned and/or recently constructed within a three-block radius of the project.  Therefore, 
the proposed office and commercial use would compliment the existing and planned residential 
development in the vicinity and is consistent with development patterns envisioned for the area.   
 
The proposed project involves only non-residential use, so it would not directly generate housing, but may 
indirectly generate a need for housing if people find employment in the City and decide to relocate.  For 
financial, retail, office, personal services, eating/drinking and manufacturing about 5.60% of employees will 
move to Pasadena after finding work in Pasadena (1991, Secondary Impacts of New Non-Residential 
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Development on Pasadena’s Existing Child Care Spaces and Affordable Housing).  Thus, based on the 
provision of 320 new jobs, about 18 people would relocate to the City.  The generation of 320 new jobs and 
generation of demand for 18 additional residential units is consistent with the vision for the Central District, 
the Land Use Element and the General Plan which envisions 2,750 new residential units and 1.25 million 
square feet of non-residential development within the Central District between 2004 and 2015.  
Furthermore, the project is located in a developed urban area with an established roadway network and in-
place infrastructure.  Therefore, impacts associated with population increase would be less than 
significant.  Further discussion in an EIR is not warranted.     
 

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere?  

 
      

 
WHY? There are no existing housing units on the project site.  Therefore, no housing would be displaced.  
No impact would occur and further discussion in an EIR is not warranted.  
 

c. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere?  

 
      

 
WHY? The project does not involve the demolition of any housing units.  No impact would occur and further 
discussion in an EIR is not warranted.  
 
16. PUBLIC SERVICES.  Will the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with 

the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in 
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of 
the public services: 

 
a. Fire Protection?   

 
      

 
WHY?  The proposed project consists of a 160,000 square foot, five-story commercial office building with 
ground floor retail/commercial uses and 522 subterranean parking spaces.  As discussed in Section 15 a., 
the proposed project would not directly generate population growth since it does not include any housing.  
However, the proposed project could induce people to move to the City as a result of finding a job at the 
project site.  As previously discussed, the project is anticipated to indirectly generate 18 new residents.  
These new residents would require fire protection services.  However, the 2004 Land Use and Mobility 
Elements, Zoning Code Revisions, and Central District Specific Plan FEIR indicates that buildout of the 
Central District Specific Plan would not result in the need for new fire facilities; therefore, the demand 
associated with 18 new residents would not result in the need for additional new or altered fire protection 
services.  The demand associated with 18 new residents is not anticipated to alter acceptable service ratios 
or response times, as fire staffing is assessed annually with the budget process to assure that staffing is 
commensurate with population increases and consistent with City service levels (2004 Land Use and 
Mobility Elements, Zoning Code Revisions, and Central District Specific Plan FEIR).   
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The applicant is required to pay the City’s development fees, which are established to offset incremental 
increases to fire service demand.  In addition, impact fees would be paid by developers of residential units.  
Therefore, the proposed project would not adversely affect fire protection services and impacts would be 
less than significant.  Further discussion in an EIR is not warranted.  See also Section 10.h) of this 
document for wildfire-related impacts.   
 

b. Libraries?    
 

      
  
WHY? The project is located less than one mile from Central Library, the nearest branch library.  The 
proposed project will generate about 320 new jobs and would indirectly induce 18 new residents to relocate 
to the City.  The City has a special tax that is collected to fund library improvements (Section 4.109 of the 
Municipal Code).  The tax is levied on both residential and non-residential properties.  The tax is intended to 
fund improvements as the City grows.  The indirect generation of 18 new residents would neither require 
construction of new library facilities, nor would it reduce the level of service at the Central Library at such a 
level as to require construction of new facilities.  Moreover, the 2004 Land Use and Mobility Elements, 
Zoning Code Revisions, and Central District Specific Plan FEIR concludes that buildout of the Central 
District would not result in a significant impact.  Therefore because this project is a portion of the 
development envisioned through 2015, the impact to libraries as a result of the proposed project would 
likewise be less than significant.  Further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.  
 

c. Parks?  
 

      
 
WHY?  The City of Pasadena’s Memorial Park, Central Park and Grant Park are located approximately one 
mile from the project site.  According to the City’s park impact fee nexus study prepared in 2004, for every 
1,000 residents the City as a whole has 2.17 acres of developed parkland and 1.49 acres of open space 
parkland, for a total of 3.66 acres of park and open space per 1,000 residents.  The proposed project may 
indirectly generate 18 residents that would be anticipated to utilize City Parks.  In addition, project 
employees may be anticipated to utilize parks during the daytime hours to walk, exercise or eat lunch.  The 
City levies impact fees on residential development to fund park improvements and has prioritized 
streetscapes and plazas within the Central District Specific Plan area to provide a pedestrian friendly 
walkable atmosphere to accommodate daytime users such as those this project would generate.  In 
addition, the proposed project includes a covered plaza adjacent El Molino with a pedestrian walkway that 
connects to a paseo along the eastern side of the building.  This paseo connects with the Arcade building 
and extends northward to Colorado Boulevard.  The paseo would include pedestrian amenities such as 
seating, tables, landscaping and newspaper stands.  The outdoor common spaces planned as part of this 
project will provide outdoor resting and break areas for future employees.  The project with incorporation of 
pedestrian amenities, outdoor usable spaces and street improvements would have a less than significant 
impact on parks.  Further discussion in an EIR is not warranted.    
 

d. Police Protection?   
 

      
 
WHY?  The proposed project consists of a 160,000 square foot, five-story commercial office building with 
ground floor retail/commercial and restaurant uses and 522 subterranean parking spaces.  As discussed in 
Section 15 a., the proposed project would not directly generate population growth since it does not include 
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any housing.  The project is anticipated to indirectly generate 18 new residents as a result of the 
employment generated by the project.  However, the 2004 Land Use and Mobility Elements, Zoning Code 
Revisions, and Central District Specific Plan FEIR indicated that full buildout of the Central District would not 
have a significant impact on police protection services.  Therefore, because the project is consistent with 
the General Plan and Central District Specific Plan, the proposed project will likewise not result in the need 
for additional new or altered police protection services and would not alter acceptable service ratios or 
response times.  Similar to Fire Department annual staffing review, police staffing is likewise subject to 
annual review and budgets are increased to accommodate staffing needs as necessary.  Furthermore, the 
project applicant is required to pay the City’s development fees, which are established to offset incremental 
increases to police service demand.  Therefore, the proposed project would not significantly affect police 
protection services and impacts would be less than significant.  Further discussion in an EIR is not 
warranted.   
 

e. Schools?  
 

      
 
WHY?  The proposed project may indirectly generate 18 new residents as previously discussed.  Of these 
new residents 34.58% will have children (1991, Secondary Impacts of New Non-Residential Development 
on Pasadena’s Existing Child Care Spaces and Affordable Housing).  This would result in about six of the 
new residents having children that would need to be served by the City’s schools.  The City of Pasadena 
collects a Pasadena Unified School District (PUSD) Construction Tax on all new construction.  Payment of 
this fee mitigates any impacts on schools.  Further analysis in an EIR is not warranted. 
 

f. Other public facilities?  
 

      
 

WHY?  The development of the proposed project would not require additional maintenance of public 
facilities.  Therefore, impacts to other public facilities would be less than significant.  Further analysis in an 
EIR is not warranted.   
 
17. RECREATION.   
 

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated?  

 
      

 
WHY?  The City of Pasadena’s Memorial Park, Central Park and Grant Park are located approximately one 
mile from the project site.  The proposed project is anticipated to indirectly generate 18 new residents as a 
result of the employment it generates.  These residents in addition to employees of the building would be 
anticipated to utilize City parks.  However, the Central District Specific Plan area is being designed to 
provide pedestrian amenities such as benches, streetscapes and plazas and paseos that will provide an 
environment that is conducive to walking.  In addition, as discussed above under item 16.c, the proposed 
project includes a paseo that will be furnished with pedestrian amenities such as seating, tables and 
landscaping.  The outdoor common spaces planned as part of this project will provide outdoor resting and 
break areas for future employees.  In addition, any new residential development indirectly generated by the 
project would be subject to recreation impact fees in the amount of $19,743/unit to fund recreational 
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improvements (2004 Land Use and Mobility Elements, Zoning Code Revisions, and Central District Specific 
Plan FEIR).  Therefore, the project with incorporation of pedestrian amenities, outdoor usable spaces and 
street improvements would have a less than significant impact on parks. Further discussion in an EIR is 
not warranted.    
  

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?  

 
      

 
WHY?  The proposed project consists of a 160,000 square foot, five-story commercial office building with 
ground floor retail/commercial uses and 522 subterranean parking spaces.  The project includes 
development of a paseo that would contribute to the pedestrian amenities within the Central District.  
However, these project components will be assessed as part of the overall design.  The project does not 
specifically include recreational facilities or trigger the need for new recreational facilities.  The impact is 
less than significant, and further analysis in an EIR is not warranted. 
 
18.  TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.   Would the project: 
 

a. Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of 
the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?  

  
      

  
WHY? The proposed project has the potential to increase traffic in the project vicinity and area roadways as 
the project is expected to increase onsite employment.  A traffic and parking study will be conducted to 
analyze and evaluate the project’s potential impacts to traffic, circulation, parking, and access. These 
impacts are identified as potentially significant and will be further evaluated in an EIR.  
 

b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?  

 
      

 
WHY? The proposed project has the potential to increase traffic in the project vicinity and area roadways 
as the project is expected to increase onsite employment.  A traffic and parking study will be conducted to 
analyze and evaluate the project’s potential impacts.  These impacts are identified as potentially 
significant and will be further evaluated in an EIR.   
 

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks?   

 
      

 
WHY?  The project site is not within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport or public 
use airport.  The closest airport is about 15 miles to the northwest in Burbank.  Consequently, the proposed 
project would not affect any airport facilities and would not cause a change in the directional patterns of 
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aircraft.  Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact to air traffic patterns.  Further discussion of 
this issue in an EIR is not warranted. 
 

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?   

 
      

 
WHY?   The proposed project involves new access, which could be taken from El Molino exclusively, or 
from both El Molino and Green Street.  In addition, the proposed project involves construction of a six-level 
subterranean garage.  A significant adverse effect would occur if the project design presented an access 
hazard to vehicles or pedestrians.  This is a potentially significant impact that will be further explored and 
evaluated in an EIR.   

 
e. Result in inadequate emergency access?  

                                                
      

 
WHY?  The proposed project involves new access, which could be taken from El Molino exclusively, or from 
both El Molino and Green Street.  In addition, the proposed project involves construction of a six-level 
subterranean garage.  A significant adverse effect would occur if the project design resulted in inadequate 
emergency access.  Roadway and access plans would be reviewed by the City’s Traffic Engineer, the 
Public Works Department and the Fire Department. In addition, a traffic study is being conducted to 
evaluate the two alternative access scenarios.  While review and approval by these agencies would help to 
ensure safe access and road design, these effects are identified as potentially significant and will be 
further evaluated in an EIR. 
 

f. Result in inadequate parking capacity?   
 

      
 
WHY? The project plans indicate construction of 522 parking spaces.  The proposed parking will be 
evaluated further in consideration of City requirements and because surplus parking may be developed to 
serve the Pasadena Playhouse, located across El Molino Avenue along the western boundary of the site.  
The issue is identified as significant unless mitigation is incorporated, and the issue will be further 
addressed in the EIR.   
 

g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g. bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks)?  

 
      

  
WHY?  The project site is located in the Central District, a highly urbanized part of Pasadena.  The City-
wide Mobility Element designates several streets as “De-emphasized Streets.”  De-emphasized Streets are 
streets which traffic should be directed away from in order to protect existing residential neighborhoods.  
Since El Molino Avenue is designated as a De-emphasized Street, increased traffic as a result of project 
implementation could cause a potentially significant impact. This issue will be further evaluated in an 
EIR.  
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The proposed project includes 16 bicycle parking spaces and would be constructed within the downtown 
Central District area of Pasadena in the vicinity of existing bus routes.  The proposed project includes a mix 
of retail and office space in an area where there are several existing residential condominium 
developments.  Therefore, the proposed project could be considered to be consistent with “vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT)”  reduction strategies that concentrate development in urban centers close to bus routes, 
provide for a mix of uses and promote the use of bicycles.  The project’s impact with respect to alternative 
transportation policies is considered less than significant.  Nevertheless the project’s effect with respect to 
adopted alternative transportation policies will be further evaluated in an EIR.   
 
19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Would the project: 

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board?  

 
      

 
WHY? The project would generate wastewater from toilets, sinks and drinking fountains.  This type of 
wastewater is categorized as domestic sewage.  Domestic sewage typically meets wastewater treatment 
requirements because wastewater treatment facilities are designed to treat wastewater from these types of 
sources.  The project does not involve the release of unique or unusual wastewater into the treatment 
system.  Therefore, the project would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the project would have less than significant impacts.  Further 
discussion in an EIR is not warranted.   
 

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?   

 
      

 
WHY? The City’s sewer system has adequate capacity to accommodate current demands, and the majority 
of the system has adequate surplus capacity to accommodate anticipated buildout (City of Pasadena 
General Plan EIR, 2004).  The capacity of the sewer system to accept flow from new developments is 
currently being addressed on a case-by-case basis by requiring each development to prepare a 
comprehensive analysis of the impact of the development on the affected segments of the City’s sewer 
system.  This analysis typically includes flow monitoring to accurately determine the current load on the 
sewer system.   
 
The proposed project consists of the demolition of an existing 66,000 square foot commercial retail building 
and the development of a 160,000 square foot office building with commercial retail uses on the ground 
floor.  Based on a conservative factor of 90% of water used becoming wastewater (City of Pasadena 
General Plan EIR, 2004), the proposed project would generate approximately 19,766 gallons of wastewater 
per day, which is approximately 13,826 gallons per day more than the current use.  It is noted that the 
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County estimates that the proposed project will discharge 36,000 
gallons per day.  The higher wastewater generation estimate produced by County Sanitation Districts is due 
to a difference in the wastewater generation factors utilized by the agency.  Moreover, it is noted that the 
proposed project will incorporate water efficiency measures pursuant to LEED criteria that will offset 
wastewater generation through the use of high efficiency fixtures. 
 
As discussed in the City’s 2004 General Plan FEIR, new development built pursuant to the 2004 Land Use 
Element, as implemented by the Zoning Code Revisions, will increase wastewater generation. 
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Approximately 90% of water consumed within the City becomes wastewater.  Using this factor, Pasadena is 
expected to generate approximately 24.2 million gallons per day (mgd) of wastewater in 2015, an increase 
of 4.28 million gpd (18%) over 2000 conditions.  The City’s wastewater is treated at the Whittier Narrows, 
Los Coyotes the San Jose Creek Water Reclamation Plants.  These plants provide primary, secondary and 
tertiary treatment.  No existing deficiencies have been identified in the County Sanitation Districts’ collection 
or treatment facilities serving Pasadena.  County Sanitation Districts indicated the Whittier Narrows Water 
Reclamation Plant has a design capacity of the plant is 15 mgd and that the plant currently processes an 
average flow of 8.5 mgd.  The District also indicated the Los Coyotes WRP has a design capacity of 37.5 
mgd and processes an average flow of 22.6 mgd.  The design capacities of the Districts’ wastewater 
treatment facilities are based on the regional growth forecast adopted by SCAG.  All expansions of the 
Districts’ facilities must be sized and serviced in a manner that is consistent with SCAG regional growth 
forecasts.  The proposed project is commercial and would not generate population or housing.  For these 
reasons, impacts to wastewater treatment facilities would be less than significant.  Further discussion in 
an EIR is not warranted.  
 

c. Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?   

 
      

 
WHY? The project would not require the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or the 
expansion of existing facilities. The project is located in a developed urban area where storm drainage is 
provided by existing streets, storm drains, flood control channels, and catch basins.  As discussed in 
Section 11, the project would involve only minor changes in the site’s drainage patterns and would not 
involve altering any drainage courses or flood control channels.   
 
Further, the project applicant must submit and implement an on-site drainage plan that meets the approval 
of the Building Official and the Public Works Department.  The City’s SUSMP ordinance requires that post-
development peak storm water runoff rates not exceed pre-development peak storm water runoff rates.   
Therefore, the proposed project would not require or result in any stormwater drainage improvements and 
the impacts would be less than significant.  Further analysis in an EIR is not warranted. 
 

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?   

 
      

 
WHY? The proposed project’s daily water demand would be an estimated 21,820 gallons.  The existing 
66,000 square foot commercial retail building on the project site has an estimated daily water demand of 
6,600 gallons.  Therefore, the net increase in water consumption would be 14,680 gallons of water per day.  
During periods of drought, this project would be required to comply with the City's Water Shortage 
Procedures Ordinance, which reduces monthly water consumption to 90 % of the expected consumption for 
this type of land use.   
 
According to the 2004 General Plan FEIR, development pursuant to the 2004 Land Use Element, and 
implemented through the Zoning Code Revisions, would neither deplete water supplies nor exceed 
expected projections.  However, conservation is a part of ensuring future supplies are adequate to serve the 
existing and projected population increases.  Therefore, the impact is significant unless mitigation is 
incorporated and will be further discussed in the EIR.  
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e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments?   

 
      

 
WHY? As discussed in Section 19.b of this report, the proposed project consists of the demolition of an 
existing 66,000 square foot commercial retail building and the development of a 160,000 square foot office 
building with commercial retail and restaurant uses on the ground floor.  Based on a conservative factor of 
90% of water used becoming wastewater (City of Pasadena General Plan EIR, 2004), the proposed project 
would generate approximately 19,766 gallons of wastewater per day, which is approximately 13,826 gallons 
per day more than the current use.  As discussed in item 19 b., since the proposed project would not 
substantially increase the population served by the water treatment plants which serve the City, impacts to 
wastewater treatment facilities would be less than significant.  Further discussion in an EIR is not 
warranted.  
 

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs?  

 
      

 
WHY? The project site is located in a developed urban area and within the City's refuse collection area.  
The City of Pasadena is served primarily by Scholl Canyon landfill, which is permitted through 2017, and 
secondarily by Puente Hills, which was re-permitted in 2003 for 10 years.  The Scholl Canyon landfill has a 
permitted daily capacity of 3,400 tons and an average daily throughput of 1,400 tons (Los Angeles County 
Sanitation Districts, 2007).  Therefore, the Scholl Canyon landfill has a surplus capacity of approximately 
2,000 tons per day.  Table 1 shows the estimated daily solid waste generated by the proposed project.  
 

Table 1   
Estimated Solid Waste Generation 

Land Use Square Feet 
(SF) Generation Rate Solid Waste 

(lbs per day) 
Solid Waste 

(tons per day) 

Proposed 
Office 145,564 6 lbs/1,000 SF/day 873 0.44 

Proposed 
Commercial 

Retail 
14,407 42 lbs/1,000 SF/day 605 0.30 

Proposed Project Total 0.74 

Existing 
Commercial 

Retail 
66,000 42 lbs/1,000 SF/day 2,772 1.34 

Net Change  - 0.60 
Source:  City of Los Angeles Average Solid Waste Generation Rates, April 1961 

 
As shown in Table 1, the proposed project would generate an estimated 0.74 tons of solid waste per day, 
which would account for less than 0.1% of the Scholl Canyon landfill’s average daily surplus capacity.  
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Additionally, because the existing commercial use has a much higher waste generation rate as compared 
with the proposed office and retail uses, the proposed project would actually result in a solid waste 
generation reduction as compared with the existing commercial use.  It is noted that the County of Los 
Angeles Public Works Department indicates that overall solid waste generated by Los Angeles County 
currently exceeds the available permitted daily landfill capacity and recommends incorporation of mitigation 
that would include the development of infrastructure in the project to facilitate recycling and should provide 
adequate space for the storage of recyclable materials.  The proposed project will be subject to Chapter 
8.62 of the Municipal Code, which is the construction demolition and waste management ordinance.  
Pursuant to this ordinance, the proposed project will be required to divert a minimum of 50% of the 
construction and demolition debris from the project.  Additionally, because the project will be a LEED 
certified project, the proposed project will be required to comply with LEED Materials and Resources 
Prerequisite 1: Storage and Collection of Recyclables.  This measure requires the project to “provide an 
easily accessible area that serves the entire building and is dedicated to the collection and storage of non-
hazardous materials for recycling, including (at a minimum) paper, corrugated cardboard, glass, plastics, 
and metals.”  Therefore, the proposed project’s impact to landfill capacity would be less than significant 
and further discussion in an EIR is not warranted.   
 

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?  
 

      
 
WHY? In 1992, the City adopted the "Source Reduction and Recycling Element" to comply with the 
California Integrated Waste Management Act.  This Act requires that jurisdictions maintain a 50% or better 
diversion rate for solid waste.  The City implements this requirement through Section 8.61 of the Pasadena 
Municipal Code, which establishes the City’s “Solid Waste Collection Franchise System.”  As described in 
Section 8.61.175, each franchisee is responsible for meeting the minimum recycling diversion rate of 50% 
on both a monthly basis and annual basis.  The proposed project is required to comply with the applicable 
solid waste franchise’s recycling system, and thus, would meet Pasadena’s and California’s solid waste 
diversion regulations.  In accordance with the Construction and Demolition Ordinance (Chapter 8.62 of the 
Pasadena Municipal Code), the applicant must submit a Construction Waste Management Plan, because 
the project meets the threshold of “new structures of 1,000 or more gross SF.”  Therefore, impacts related 
to solid waste regulations would be less than significant.  Further discussion in an EIR is not warranted. 
 
20. EARLEIR ANALYSIS.    Earlier analysis is not being used for this project, with the exception of 

referenced documents. 
 
21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 
 

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce 
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict 
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory?    

 
      

 
WHY?  The project site is located within a highly urbanized area lacking any biological resources, as 
discussed in Section 6, Biological Resources. Therefore, no impacts to biological resources are anticipated.  
In addition with mitigation, the project would not cause significant impacts to archaeological or 
paleontological resources.  The mitigation measures required for archaeological and paleontological 
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resources will be carried over into the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program for the project.  No 
further discussion of biological, archaeological or paleontological resources is warranted in the EIR.     
 
There is potential for indirect aesthetic impacts to historic resources, due to the size of the proposed project 
in relation to the adjacent structures, as the Arcade Building is eligible for designation as a historic resource, 
and the Pasadena Playhouse across El Molino to the west is a prominent historic resource.  The potential 
for adverse aesthetic effects to these resources is considered potentially significant and will be further 
evaluated in the aesthetics section of the EIR.   
 
The project’s potential to degrade the environment due to air quality and noise are identified as potentially 
significant and will be further evaluated in an EIR.  Additionally, one land use conflict pertaining to El Molino 
Avenue as a de-emphasized street was identified as potentially significant under land use; however, this 
issue is also addressed and identified as potentially significant in the traffic section.  This issue will be 
further addressed in the traffic section of the EIR pending results of the traffic study.   
 

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, 
and the effects of probable future project?  

 
      

 
WHY? Cumulative impacts may occur in the issue areas where potentially significant impacts are identified 
in the Initial Study.  The initial study has identified potentially significant effects with respect to Aesthetics, 
Air Quality, Noise, Traffic, Geology and Soils, and Water.  Therefore for these issue areas pending further 
study, cumulative impacts are potentially significant and will be further discussed and evaluated in the 
EIR.  
 

c. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly?  

 
      

 
WHY? Buildout of the proposed project has the potential to create environmental effects that could 
significantly affect human health or safety (refer to Section 5, Air Quality; Section 9, Geology and Soils; 
Section 14, Noise; and Section 18, Transportation/Traffic.  Impacts would be potentially significant and 
will be studied further in an EIR. 
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  INITIAL STUDY REFERENCE DOCUMENTS 
    
# Document 
    
1 Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, California Public Resources Code, revised January 1, 

1994 official Mt. Wilson, Los Angeles and Pasadena quadrant maps were released March 25, 1999. 
2 CEQA Air Quality Handbook, South Coast Air Quality Management District, revised 1993. 
3 City of Pasadena.  1991.  Secondary Impacts of New and Non-Residential Development on 

Pasadena’s Existing Child Care Spaces and Affordable Housing.   
4 Energy Element of the General Plan, City of Pasadena, adopted 1983 
5 FEMA map Community Number 065050 
6 Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) Land Use and Mobility Elements of the General Plan, 

Zoning Code Revisions, and Central District Specific Plan, City of Pasadena, certified 2004 
7 Land Use Element of the General Plan, City of Pasadena, adopted 2004 
8 Mactec, 2006.  Report of Geotechnical Investigation Proposed Development, Southeast Corner of 

El Molino Avenue and Colorado Boulevard, Pasadena, California.   
9 Mobility Element of the General Plan, City of Pasadena, adopted 2004 
10 Noise Element of the General Plan, City of Pasadena, adopted 2002 
11 Noise Protection Ordinance Pasadena Municipal Code Chapter 9.36 Ordinances # 5118, 6132, 

6227, 6594 and 6854  
12 Pasadena Municipal Code, as amended  
13 Recommendations On Siting New Sensitive Land Uses, California Air Resources Board, May 2005 
14 Safety Element of the General Plan, City of Pasadena, adopted 2002 
15 Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, http://www.lacsd.org/ 

16 Scenic Highways Element of the General Plan, City of Pasadena, adopted 1975 
17 Seismic Hazard Maps, California Department of Conservation, official Mt. Wilson, Los Angeles 

and Pasadena quadrant maps were released March 25, 1999. The preliminary map for Condor 
Peak was released in 2002. 

18 State of California “Aggregate Resource in the Los Angeles Metropolitan Area” by David J. Beeby, 
Russell V. Miller, Robert L. Hill, and Robert E. Grunwald, Miscellaneous map no. .010, copyright 
1999, California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology 

19 Storm Water and Urban Runoff Control Regulations Pasadena Municipal Code Chapter 8.70 
Ordinance #6837 

20 Tree Protection Ordinance Pasadena Municipal Code Chapter 8.52  Ordinance # 6896 
21 Zoning Code, Chapter 17 of the Pasadena Municipal Code 
22 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Enviromapper.  http://www.epa.gov/enviro/emef/ 
23 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  1971.  Noise from Construction Equipment and 

Operations, Building Equipment and Home Appliances. NTID 300.1 
24 Personal Communication, Kevin Johnson, 2007. 
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Appendix C 
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FINAL TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY

PLAYHOUSE PLAZA PROJECT
City of Pasadena, California

JULv3,2008

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This traffic analysis has been prepared to identify and evaluate the potential traffic impacts of the
proposed Playhouse Plaza project. The traffic analysis includes the review and evaluation of a
total of four project alternatives which reflect different parking and site access schemes. The
proposed development project is located at 680 East Colorado Boulevard in the City of
Pasadena, California. The project site is located on the southeast comer of the EI Molino
Avenue/Colorado Boulevard intersection within the City's Playhouse District. The project site is
bounded by Colorado Boulevard to the north, Green Street to the south, existing commercial
properties to the east, and El Molino Avenue to the west. The proposed project site location and
general vicinity are shown in Figure 1-1.

The traffic analysis follows City of Pasadena traffic study guidelines l and is consistent with
traffic impact assessment guidelines set forth in the 2004 Congestion Management Program for
Los Angeles Count/ This traffic analysis evaluates potential project-related impacts at 13 key
intersections in the vicinity of the project site. The study intersections were detennined in
consultation with City of Pasadena Department of Transportation staff. The Intersection
Capacity Utilization and Highway Capacity Manual methods were used to determine Volume-to
Capacity ratios and corresponding Levels of Service at the study intersections. Five street
segments in the project vicinity were also evaluated for project-related impacts based on criteria
set forth in the City's traffic study guidelines. In addition, a review was conducted of Los
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority intersection and freeway monitoring
stations to determine if a Congestion Management Program transportation impact assessment
analysis is required for the proposed project.

This study (i) presents existing traffic volumes, (ii) forecasts future traffic volumes with the
related projects, (iii) forecasts future traffic volumes with the proposed project, (iv) detennines
project-related impacts, and (v) recommends mitigation measures, where necessary.

1.1 Study Area
Based on direction from City of Pasadena staff, a total of 18 locations, including 13 study
intersections and five street segments, have been identified for evaluation. These study locations
provide local access to the study area and define the extent of the boundaries for this traffic
impact investigation. Further discussion of the existing street system and study area is provided
in Section 4.0 herein.

I Guidelinesfor Transportation Review a/Projects, City of Pasadena Department of Transportation, February 2004.
2 2004 Congestion Management Program/or Los Angeles County, Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority, July 2004.
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FIGURE 1-1
VICINITY MAP

PLAYHOUSE PLAZA PROJECT

MAP SOURCE: THOMAS BROS. GUIDE
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The general location of the project in relation to the study locations and surrounding street
system is presented in Figure 1-1. The traffic analysis study area is generally comprised of
those locations which have the greatest potential to experience significant traffic impacts due to
the proposed project as defined by the Lead Agency. In the traffic engineering practice, the
study area generally includes those intersections that are:

a. Immediately adjacent or in close proximity to the project site;

b. In the vicinity of the project site that are documented to have current or projected
future adverse operational issues; and

c. In the vicinity of the project site that are forecast to experience a relatively greater
percentage of project-related vehicular turning movements (e.g., at freeway ramp
intersections).

The locations selected for analysis were based on the above criteria, proposed Playhouse Plaza
project peak hour vehicle trip generation, the anticipated distribution of project vehicular trips
and existing intersection/corridor operations.

)
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 Site Location
The proposed development project is located within the Playhouse District of the City of
Pasadena, California. The project site is located at 680 East Colorado Boulevard, at the
southeast corner of the EI Molino Avenue/Colorado Boulevard intersection. The project site is
bounded by Colorado Boulevard to the north, Green Street to the south, existing commercial
properties to the east, and San Gabriel Boulevard to the west.

The project site is located within close proximity to several multi-modal corridors such as Los
Robles Avenue, Lake Avenue, Maple Street, Corson Street, Walnut Street, Union Street,
Colorado Boulevard, Green Street, and Del Mar Boulevard. As stated in the 2004 Mobility
Element of the City of Pasadena General Plan (November 8, 2004), multi-modal corridors· are
being developed to promote the efficient and convenient travel by all appropriate modes (e.g.,
pedestrian, bicycle, regional and local bus transit, light rail, vehicular, etc.). The City's intent is
to "create an environment where different modes of travel can co-exist and share the roadway,
providing seamless connections and reinforcing each other to develop a balanced and efficient
transportation system.,,3

The Playhouse Plaza project site is well-located to facilitate pedestrian activity and usage of
public transit services, particularly the Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(Metro) Gold Line Light Rail system and transit routes. The Metro Gold Line Lake Avenue
station is located approximately one-half mile from the project site on Lake Avenue at the 1-210
Freeway. The project site is situated adjacent to the Pasadena Playhouse and is within close
proximity to the retail, restaurant, and other commercial businesses located along the Colorado
Boulevard, Green Street and EI Molino Avenue corridors. Further, regional and local public bus
transit stops are provided nearby on Los Robles Avenue, Lake Avenue, Walnut Street, Union
Street, Colorado Boulevard, Green Street, and Del Mar Boulevard.

2.2 Existing Project Site
The project site is currently occupied by a vacated commercial building with approximately
66,000 square feet of floor area. The vacated commercial building previously housed the
Homestead House furniture store. The existing structures located on the project site will be
demolished to accommodate development of the Playhouse Plaza project. Vehicular access to
the existing project site and surface parking area is presently provided via driveways along EI
Molino Avenue. Further discussion of the existing site access and circulation scheme is
provided in Section 3.0 herein.

3 City a/Pasadena General Plan 2004 Mobility Element, prepared by the Department of Transportation, adopted in
November 2004.
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2.3 Proposed Project Description
The proposed project consists of the development of a five-story commercial building with a
total of 159,971 gross square feet of building area. The proposed commercial building is
planned to include a total of 145,564 square feet of general office space and 14,407 square feet
of ground floor commercial space. The ground floor commercial space is expected to contain
office building tenant services such as restaurant, cafeteria and retail uses. In addition, the
proposed project is planned to include a total of 522 parking spaces to be provided in
subterranean parking levels. The parking spaces to be provided as part of the project will include
366 project-only spaces and 156 public spaces to serve the Playhouse District.

The proposed project is planned to be developed in one construction phase. Construction of the
proposed project is planned to begin in year 2008 with occupancy in year 2010. The site plan for
the proposed project is illustrated in Figure 2-1.

Based on direction from City staff, a total of four alternative parking and site access schemes
have been evaluated for the proposed project. The parking schemes vary from providing all
parking (i.e., both project-only and public spaces) on-site to providing a combination of on-site
parking and off-site parking. The site access schemes involve variations for on-site access and
access at the off-site parking facilities. The following four alternative parking and access
schemes have been evaluated for the proposed project:

• Project Alternative 1: All Parking On-Site/One Site Access Point

• Project Alternative 2: All Parking On-Site/Two Site Access Points

• Project Alternative 3: Parking On-Site and at the Madison Avenue Structure

• Project Alternative 4: Parking On-Site and at 621 E. Colorado Boulevard

A detailed summary of the project alternative parking and access schemes is presented in Table
2-1. Also, an aerial photograph with the location of the project site and potential off-site parking
facilities is shown in Figure 2-2. Further discussion of the parking and site access schemes
associated with the project alternatives is contained in Section 3.0 herein.

)
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03-Jul-200B

Table 2·1
SUMMARY OF PARKING AND ACCESS SCHEMES FOR PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

-....:)

PROJECT PROJECT PROJECT PROJECT

ALTERNATIVE 1: ALTERNATIVE 2 ALTERNATIVE 3 ALTERNATIVE 4

All Parking On-Site! All Parking On-Site! Parking On-Site & Parking On-Site &

PROJECT COMPONENT One Site Access Point Two Site Access Points at Madison Structure at 621 E. Colorado Blvd.

ON-SITE PARKING:

Total Number of On-Site Parking Spaces 522 Spaces 522 Spaces 400 Spaces 400 Spaces

OFF-SITE PARKING:

Total Number of Off-Site Parking Spaces N/A N/A 122 Spaces 122 Spaces

ACCESS SCHEME TO/FROM PARKING:

On-Site Parking Via one driveway on Via one driveway on Via one driveway on Via one driveway on
EI Molino Avenue El Molino Avenue EI Molino Avenue EI Molino Avenue

& one driveway on
Green Street

Off-Site Parking N/A N/A Via inbound driveways on Via one driveway on
Madison Avenue Madison Avenue &

& via outbound driveways on one driveway on
Madison Avenue/Green Street EI Molino Avenue

N/A = Not Applicable

lINseon, LAW &GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 1-08-3727
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3.0 SITE ACCESS AND CIRCULATION

Descriptions of the existing site access and site access and circulation schemes for each project
alternative are provided in the following subsections.

3.1 Existing Site Access
Vehicular access to the existing project site is presently provided via two driveways along EI
Molino Avenue. These driveways currently provide access to the site and existing surface
parking spaces. All of the existing project site driveways presently accommodate full access
(i.e., left-turn and right-tum ingress and egress turning movements). The existing driveways will
be closed pursuant to City standards with concrete curb, gutter and sidewalk with project
construction. Also, the project applicant will repair any existing or newly damaged curb, gutter
and sidewalk without cutting any asphalt pavement along the Colorado Boulevard and EI Molino
Avenue property frontages.

3.2 Proposed Project Site Access
As previously noted, a detailed summary of the project alternative parking and access schemes is
presented in Table 2-1.

3.2.1 Project Alternative 1Site Access
Project Alternative 1 assumes provision of all parking spaces (i.e., 366 project-only spaces and
156 public spaces) on-site and one site driveway on EI Molino Avenue. Vehicular access under
Project Alternative 1 would occur at a single driveway located along the east side of EI Molino
Avenue approximately mid-way between Colorado Boulevard and Green Street. The EI Molino
Avenue driveway would provide access to an internal ramp, which would extend to the
subterranean parking levels. This driveway would accommodate access for employees, visitors
and patrons of the proposed project, as well as for motorists accessing the public parking spaces
within the site. The driveway would accommodate full access (i.e., both left-tum and right-tum
ingress and egress turning movements). Additionally, should the proposed project be developed
with the Project Alternative 1 parking and site access scheme, the 'project driveway would be
constructed to City of Pasadena design standards.

3.2.2 Project Alternative 2 Site Access
Project Alternative 2 assumes provision of all parking spaces (i.e., 366 project-only spaces and
156 public spaces) on-site and two site driveways: one driveway on EI Molino Avenue and one
driveway on Green Street. Vehicular access under Project Alternative 2 would occur at one
driveway located along the east side of EI Molino Avenue approximately mid-way between
Colorado Boulevard and Green Street and at one driveway located along the north side of Green
Street between EI Molino Avenue and Oak Knoll Avenue. Both driveways would accommodate
access for employees, visitors and patrons of the proposed project, as well as for motorists
accessing the public parking spaces within the site. The EI Molino Avenue driveway would
accommodate full access (i.e., both left-tum and right-tum ingress and egress turning
movements). The Green Street driveway would be shared with the existing Arcade Alley

lINscon, LAW &GREENSPAN, engineers
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development and the two developments would need to enter into a reciprocal access agreement.
Also, as Green Street is a one-way eastbound roadway, the Green Street driveway would be
limited to left-tum ingress and egress turning movements. In addition, should the proposed
project be developed with the Project Alternative 2 parking and site access scheme, the project
driveways would be constructed to City of Pasadena design standards.

3.2.3 Project Alternative 3 Site Access
Project Alternative 3 assumes a combination of on-site parking and off-site parking. A total of
400 spaces of the project's total of 522 parking spaces would be provided on-site. This total of
400 spaces would include a total of 304 project-only spaces and 96 public spaces. The
remaining 122 project parking spaces (i.e., 62 project-only spaces and 60 public spaces) would
be provided within a proposed parking structure to be located along Madison Avenue. Access to
the project site would be provided via one driveway along El Molino Avenue, consistent with
Project Alternative 1 described above. Access to the proposed Madison Avenue parking
structure would be provided via inbound driveways on Madison Avenue and via outbound
driveways on Madison Avenue and Green Street.

3.2.4 Project Alternative 4 Site Access
Project Alternative 4 assumes a combination of on-site parking and off-site parking. A total of
400 spaces of the project's total of 522 parking spaces would be provided on-site. This total of
400 spaces would include a total of 304 project-only spaces and 96 public spaces. The
remaining 122 project parking spaces (i.e., 62 project-only spaces and 60 public spaces) would
be provided within the parking structure located at 621 E. Colorado Boulevard. Access to the
project site would be provided via one driveway along El Molino Avenue, consistent with
Project Alternative 1 described above. Access to the commercial levels of the parking stmcture
at 621 E. Colorado Boulevard is provided via single driveways on Madison Avenue and El
Molino Avenue. Both driveways currently accommodate left-tum and right-tum ingress and
egress turning movements.

3.3 Pedestrian Access
The project has been designed to encourage pedestrian activity and walking as a transportation
mode. As indicated in Figure 2-1, walkways are located adjacent to the proposed commercial
building, as well as connect to adjacent sidewalks in a manner that promotes walkability.
Walkability is a term for the extent to which walking is readily available as a safe, connected,
accessible and pleasant mode of transport.4 There are five basic requirements that are widely
accepted as key aspects of the walkability of urban areas that should be satisfied. The underlying
principle is that pedestrians should not be delayed, diverted, or placed in danger. The five
primary characteristics of walkability are as follows:

• Connectivity: People can walk from one place to another without encountering major
obstacles, obstmctions, or loss of connectivity.

4 Chapter 4 of the Pedestrian Network Planning and Facilities Design Guide, Government ofNew Zealand, from
the www.ltsa.govt.nz website.

liNSCOTT, LAw &GREENSPAN, engineers

- 10-
LLG Ref. 1-08-3727-1

Playhouse Plaza Project

)



• Convivial: Pedestrian routes are friendly and attractive, and are perceived as such by
pedestrians.

• Conspicuous: Suitable levels of lighting, visibility and surveillance over its entire length,
with high quality delineation and signage.

• Comfortable: High quality and well-maintained footpaths of suitable widths, attractive
landscaping and architecture, shelter and rest spaces, and a suitable allocation of roadspace to
pedestrians.

• Convenient: Walking is a realistic travel choice, partly because of the impact of the other
criteria set forth above, but also because walking routes are of a suitable length as a result of
land use planning with minimal delays.

A review of the proposed project pedestrian walkway network indicates that these five primary
characteristics are accommodated as part of the proposed project. The project is situated
adjacent to and accessible to the Pasadena Playhouse, retail, restaurant, and other commercial
businesses located along the Colorado Boulevard, Green Street and El Molino Avenue corridors.
Further, regional and local public bus transit stops are provided adjacent to the project site as
well as nearby on Los Robles Avenue, Lake Avenue, Walnut Street, Union Street, Colorado
Boulevard, and Green Street. The pedestrian walkways will be appropriately landscaped and
adorned to provide a friendly walking environment.

3.4 Bicycle Access
Bicycle access to the project site will be facilitated by the City of Pasadena bicycle roadway
network. A total of eight bicycle routes (i.e., Class II Bike Lanes, Class III Bike Routes or
Enhanced Class III Bike Routes) in the City's bicycle network are located within an approximate
one-mile radius from the project site. The following key bicycle routes are located near the
Playhouse Plaza project site:

• North-South Routes

Marengo Avenue: Class III Bike Route - north of Del Mar Boulevard

Class II Bike Lane - south ofDel Mar Boulevard

Los Robles Avenue: Class III Bike Route (Enhanced)

Wilson Avenue:

LiNscon, LAw &GREENSPAN, engineers
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• East-West Routes

Maple Street: Class II Bike Lane

Corson Street: Class II Bike Lane

Cordova Street: Class III Bike Route

Del Mar Boulevard: Class III Bike Route

California Boulevard: Class III Bike Route west of Lake Avenue

Class III Bike Route (Enhanced) east of Lake Avenue

Class II bikeways are lanes on the outside edge of roadways reserved for the exclusive use of
bicycles and are designated with special signing and pavement markings. Class III bikeways are
roadways recommended for bicycle use and are designated with signs posted along roadways.
Enhanced Class III bikeways include 4" white edgelines and "Share the Road" signage.

Use ofbicyc1es as a transportation mode to and from the project site (particularly for employees)
should be encouraged by the provision of ample and safe parking. As identified in the City Code,
the required number of bicycle parking spaces is 5 percent (5.0%) of the required number of
automobile parking spaces. The type of spaces and dimensions should be provided based on City
Code requirements, as well as to meet the needs of a variety of bicycles. The bicycle spaces
should be provided in a readily accessible location. The selected location(s) should encourage
use and maintain visibility for personal safety and theft protection. As needed, the project
applicant should include site improvements such as planting and trash receptacles wherever
bicycle parking is provided. Further, appropriate lighting should be provided to increase safety
and provide theft protection during night-time parking.

LiNseon, LAW &GREENSPAN, engineers
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4.0 EXISTING STREET SYSTEM

Inunediate access to the project site is via EI Molino Avenue. The following 13 study
intersections were selected for analysis by City of Pasadena Department of Transportation
(PasDOT) staff in order to determine potential impacts related to the proposed project:

1. Los Robles Avenue/Colorado Boulevard.

2. Los Robles Avenue/Green Street.

3. EI Molino AvenuelUnion Street.

4. EI Molino Avenue/Colorado Boulevard.

5. EI Molino Avenue/Green Street.

6. EI Molino AvenueIDel Mar Boulevard.

7. Oak Knoll Avenue/Colorado Boulevard.

8. Oak Knoll Avenue/Green Street.

9. Lake Avenue-Maple Street/I-210 Freeway Westbound (WB) Ramps.

10. Lake Avenue-Corson Street/I-21 0 Freeway Eastbound (EB) Ramps.

11. Lake Avenue/Walnut Street.

12. Lake Avenue/Colorado Boulevard.

13. Lake Avenue/Green Street.

All of the study intersections are presently controlled by traffic signals. The existing lane
configurations at the 13 study intersections are displayed in Figure 4-1.

4.1 Roadway Classifications
The City of Pasadena utilizes the roadway categories recognized by regional, state and federal
transportation agencies. There are four categories in the roadway hierarchy, ranging from
freeways with the highest capacity to two-lane undivided roadways with the lowest capacity. The
roadway categories are sununarized as follows:

• Freeways are limited-access and high speed travel ways included in the state and federal
highway systems. Their purpose is to carry regional through-traffic. Access is provided by
interchanges with typical spacing of one mile or greater. No local access is provided to
adjacent land uses.

LINseOD, LAW &GREENSPAN, engineers
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• Arterial roadways are major streets that primarily serve through-traffic and provide access to
abutting properties as a secondary function. Arterials are generally designed with two to six
travel lanes and their major intersections are signalized. This roadway type is divided into
two categories: principal and minor arterials. Principal arterials are typically four-or-more
lane roadways and serve both local and regional through-traffic. Minor arterials are typically
two-to-four lane streets that service local and commute traffic.

• Collector roadways are streets that provide access and traffic circulation within residential
and non-residential (e.g., commercial and industrial) areas. Collector roadways connect local
streets to arterials and are typically designed with two through travel lanes (i.e., one through
travel lane in each direction) that may accommodate on-street parking. They may also
provide access to abutting properties.

• Local roadways distribute traffic within a neighborhood, or similar adjacent neighborhoods,
and are not intended for use as a through-street or a link between higher capacity facilities
such as collector or arterial roadways. Local streets are fronted by residential uses and do not
typically serve commercial uses.

4.2 Roadway Descriptions
A brief description of the important roadways in the project site vicinity is provided in the
following paragraphs.

Los Robles Avenue is a north-south roadway located three blocks west of the project site. Los
Robles Avenue is classified as a Principal Arterial in the City's General Plan Mobility Element
(November 2004). Los Robles Avenue is also designated as a multimodal corridor north of Del
Mar Boulevard and a de-emphasized street from Del Mar Boulevard to the southerly border of
the City of Pasadena in the City's General Plan Mobility Element. Two through travel lanes are
provided in each direction in the project study area. Exclusive left-tum and right-tum lanes are
provided in both directions at the Colorado Boulevard intersection. An exclusive left-tum lane is
also provided in the southbound direction at the Green Street intersection. Curbside parking is
generally prohibited along both sides of Los Robles Avenue south of Colorado Boulevard in the
project study area. However, north of Colorado Boulevard metered parking is provided along
both sides of Los Robles Avenue. Los Robles Avenue is posted for a speed limit of 30 miles per
hour in the project study area.

El Molino Avenue is a north-south roadway that borders the project site to the west. EI Molino
Avenue is classified as a Minor Arterial in the City's General Plan Mobility Element (November
2004). EI Molino Avenue is also designated as a de-emphasized street in the City's General Plan
Mobility Element. One through travel lane is provided in each direction in the project study
area. Curbside parking is generally prohibited along both sides of EI Molino Avenue in the
project study area. However, between Colorado Boulevard and Green Street one-hour parking is
provided along the west side of the roadway. South of Cordova Street, two-hour parking is
provided along the east side of EI Molino Avenue. EI Molino Avenue is posted for a speed limit
of25 miles per hour in the project study area.

L1Nscon, LAw &GREENSPAN, engineers
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Oak Knoll Avenue is a north-south roadway located one block east of the project site. Oak Knoll
Avenue is classified as a Minor Arterial in the City's General Plan Mobility Element (November
2004). One through travel lane is provided in each direction in the project study area. One-hour
curbside parking is generally provided along both sides of Oak Knoll Avenue in the project study
area. However, south of Green Street two-hour parking is provided along both sides of Oak
Knoll Avenue. Oak Knoll Avenue is posted for a speed limit of 25 miles per hour in the project
study area.

Lake Avenue is a north-south roadway located approximately one-quarter mile east of the project
site. Lake Avenue is classified as a Minor Arterial in the City's General Plan Mobility Element
(November 2004). Lake Avenue is also designated as a multimodal corridor between Woodbury
Road and California Boulevard in the City's General Plan Mobility Element. Two to three
through lanes are generally provided in each direction in the project study area. Dual left-tum
lanes are provided in the northbound direction at the 1-21 0 Freeway WB ramps-Maple Street
intersection. Dual left-tum lanes are also provided in the southbound. direction at the 1-210
Freeway EB ramps-Corson Street intersection. Exclusive left-tum lanes are provided in both
directions at the Walnut Street and Colorado Boulevard intersections as well as in the
southbound direction at the Green Street intersection. Separate right-tum lanes are provided in
the southbound direction at the 1-210 Freeway WB ramps-Maple Street and Colorado Boulevard
intersections and in the northbound direction at the 1-210 Freeway EB ramps-Corson Street,
Walnut Street, and Green Street intersections. Parking is generally prohibited along both sides of
Lake Avenue between the 1-210 Freeway ramps and Colorado Boulevard. South of Green Street,
one-hour parking is provided along both sides of Lake Avenue. Lake Avenue is posted for a
speed limit of 35 miles per hour speed limit north of the 1-210 Freeway and 25 miles per hour
south of Walnut Street.

Walnut Street is an east-west oriented roadway that is located two blocks north of the project
site. Walnut Street is classified as a Minor Arterial in the City's General Plan Mobility Element
(November 2004). Walnut Street is also designated as a multimodal corridor in the City's
General Plan Mobility Element. Two through travel lanes are provided in each direction within
the project study area.- Dual left-tum lanes are provided in the eastbound direction ang aI}

exclusive left-tum lane is provided in the westbound direction on Walnut Street at the Lake
Avenue intersection. Parking is generally prohibited on both sides of Walnut Street near Lake
Avenue within the project study area. Walnut Street is posted for a 30 miles per hour speed limit
in the project vicinity.

Colorado Boulevard is an east-west roadway that borders the project site to the north. Colorado
Boulevard is classified as a Principal Arterial in the City's General Plan Mobility Element
(November 2004). Colorado Boulevard is also designated as a multimodal corridor in the City's
General Plan Mobility Element. Two through travel lanes are provided in each direction on
Colorado Boulevard in the project vicinity. Exclusive left-tum and right-tum lanes are provided
in each direction at all signalized locations near the project site (e.g., Los Robles Avenue, El
Molino Avenue, Oak Knoll Avenue, etc.). Dual left-tum lanes are provided in the eastbound
direction and an exclusive left-tum lane is provided in the westbound direction on Colorado
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Boulevard at the Lake Avenue intersection. One-hour parking between the hours of 9:00 AM
and 6:00 PM is provided along both sides of Colorado Boulevard in the project vicinity.
Colorado Boulevard is posted for a speed limit of 30 miles per hour near the project site.

Green Street is a one-way eastbound roadway located that borders the project site to the south.
Green Street extends between Grand Avenue to the west and Hill Avenue to the east. Green
Street is classified as a Collector roadway in the Mobility Element of the City's General Plan
Mobility Element (November 2004). Green Street is also designated as a multimodal corridor in
the City's General Plan Mobility Element. Three through lanes are provided in the eastbound
direction within the project study area. Exclusive left-tum and right-tum lanes are provided on
Green Street in the eastbound direction at the Los Robles Avenue and Lake Avenue
intersections. One-hour parking is generally provided along both sides of the roadway in the
project study area. Green Street is posted for a 30 miles per hour speed limit in the project
vicinity.

Del Mar Boulevard is an east-west roadway located two blocks south of the project site. Del
Mar Boulevard is classified as a Minor Arterial in the City's General Plan Mobility Element
(November 2004). Del Mar Boulevard is also designated as a multimodal corridor in the City's
General Plan Mobility Element. Two through travel lanes are provided in each direction on Del
Mar Boulevard in the project vicinity. Exclusive left-tum lanes are provided in each direction at
the EI Molino Avenue intersections. Two-hour parking between the hours of9:00 AM and 4:00
PM is provided along both sides of Del Mar Boulevard in the project vicinity. Del Mar
Boulevard is posted for a speed limit 30 miles per hour in the project study area.

4.3 Existing Public Bus Transit Service
Public bus transit service within the Playhouse Plaza project study area is currently provided by
Metro, Foothill Transit Service, and Pasadena Area Rapid Transit Service (ARTS). A summary
of the existing transit service, including the transit route, destinations and peak hour headways is
presented in Table 4-1. The existing public transit routes in the Playhouse Plaza project site
vicinity are illustrated in Figure 4-2.

4.4 Light Rail Transit Service
The Metro Gold Line is a light rail transit line that runs east-west from East Pasadena to the
Pasadena Civic Center area and north-south from the Pasadena Civic Center area to Union
Station in Downtown Los Angeles. The Gold Line travels within the median of the Foothill (1
210) Freeway and in Metro right-of-way between Raymond Avenue and Arroyo Parkway in the
project vicinity. The Gold Line Light Rail system provides six stations in the City of Pasadena:
1) Sierra Madre Villa station, 2) Allen Avenue station, 3) Lake Avenue station, 4) Memorial
Park station, 5) Del Mar station, and 6) Fillmore Street station. The Lake Avenue station is
located approximately one-half mile northeast from the project site. The station serves as a
transportation hub that connects travelers to local and regional transit services provided by
Pasadena ARTS, Foothill Transit, Metro, and others.
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Table 4-1
EXISTING TRANSIT ROUTES [1]

"'"'"00

NO. OF BUSESITRAINS

ROADWAY DURING PEAK HOUR

ROUTE DESTINATIONS NEAR SITE DIR AM PM

Metro 180, 181 Altadena to Hollywood Colorado Boulevard, Lake Avenue EB 3 3

WE 2 3

Metro 256 City of Commerce to Altadena Colorado Boulevard NB 2 2

(via Commerce, East Los Angeles, CSULA, EI Sereno SB I 1

Highland Park, Pasadena)

Metro 267 EI Monte to Altadena Los Robles Avenue NB 2 2
(via EI Monte Bus Station, Temple City, Arcadia, SB 2 2

Pasadena)

Metro 485 Los Angeles to Altadena Lake Avenue NB 3 3
(via Downtown Los Angeles, Alhambra, South SB 3 3
Pasadena, Pasadena, Altadena)

Metro 686 Altadena to Pasadena Colorado Boulevard NB 3 3
(Fair Oaks Ave., Colorado Blvd., Allen Ave.) SB 3 3

Metro 687 Altadena to Pasadena Colorado Boulevard, Los Robles Avenue NB 3 4
(Fair Oaks Ave., Colorado Blvd., Los Robles Ave.) SB 3 3

Metro 780 Hollywood to Pasadena Colorado Boulevard EB 6 5

WE 5 6

Metro 804 (Gold Line) Los Angeles to Pasadena Lake Avenue (Lake Avenue Station) NB 8 8

SB 8 8

Commuter Express 549 Encino to Pasadena Lake Avenue NB 2 I
(Encino, North Hollywood, Burbank, Glendale) SB 2 2

ARTS 10 [2] Pasadena Colorado Boulevard, Green Street, Lake Avenue EB 4 4

(Pasadena City College, Allen Gold Line Station) WB 4 4
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Table 4·1 (Continued)
EXISTING TRANSIT ROUTES [1]

03-Jul-2008

NO. OF BUSES/TRAINS
ROADWAY DURING PEAK HOUR

ROUTE DESTINATIONS NEAR SITE DIR AM PM

ARTS 20 [2] Pasadena Lake Avenue NB 3 3

(North/South Lake, North/South Fair Oaks) SB 2 2

FT 187 [3] Montclair Transit Center to Pasadena Colorado Boulevard EB 3 3

(via Montclair, Claremont, Glendora) WB 3 3

FT 690 [3] Montclair Transit Center to Pasadena Lake Avenue, Union Street EB 0 2
(via 210 Freeway Corridor - Commuter Express) WB 2 0

[1] Source: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) website.

[2] Source: Pasadena Area Rapid Transit System (ARTS) website.

[3] Source: Foothill Transit System (FT) website.
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FIGURE 4-2
EXISTING PUBLIC TRANSIT ROUTES

MAP SOURCE: METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
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5.0 TRAFFIC COUNTS

Manual traffic counts were obtained from the draft traffic impact studl for the 680 East.
Colorado Boulevard Project prepared by Willdan Associates. Manual traffic counts of vehicular
turning movements were conducted at each of the 13 study intersections during the weekday
morning and afternoon commuter periods to determine the peak hour traffic volume. The
manual traffic counts at the study intersections were conducted from 7:00 to 9:00 AM to
determine the AM peak commuter hour, and from 4:00 to 6:00 PM to determine the PM peak
commuter hour. Traffic volumes at the study intersections show the typical peak periods
between 7:00 to 9:00 AM generally associated with the peak morning commuter hours, and 4:00
to 6:00 PM generally associated with the afternoon commuter hours. Additionally, based on
discussions with PasDOT staff, the existing traffic volumes for the study intersections were
increased at an annual rate of one and one-half percent (1.5%) per year to reflect year 2008
existing conditions.

The AM and PM peak period manual counts of vehicle movements at the 13 study intersections
are summarized in Table 5-1. The existing traffic volumes at the study intersections during the
AM and PM peak hours are shown in Figures 5-1 and 5-2, respectively. Summary data
worksheets ofthe manual traffic counts at the study intersections are contained in Appendix A.

5 Draft Traffic impact Study, Mixed-Use Project 680 E. Colorado Boulevard, City ofPasadena, CA, dated June 8,
2007 and prepared by Willdan.
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Table 5-1
EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES [1]

03-Jul-200B

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
NO. INTERSECTION DATE DIR BEGAN VOLUME BEGAN VOLUME

1 Los Robles Avenue! 04/17/07 NB 8:00 590 4:45 950
Colorado Boulevard SB 831 776

EB 603 1,065
WB 573 971

2 Los Robles Avenue! 04/17/07 NB 7:45 521 5:00 786
Green Street SB 828 791

EB 656 1,448
WB 0 0

3 EI Molino Avenue! OS/28/08 NB 7:45 243 4:45 269
Union Street SB 377 341

EB 0 0
WB 773 932

4 EI Molino Avenue! 04/12/07 NB 8:00 194 4:45 287
Colorado Boulevard SB 224 318

EB 530 1,110
WB 619 1,060

5 EI Molino Avenue! 04/12/07 NB 7:45 232 5:00 271
Green Street SB 224 332

EB 612 1,246
WB 0 0

6 EI Molino Avenue! 04/12/07 NB 8:00 238 4:45 224
Del Mar Boulevard SB 120 274

EB 546 736
WB 654 787

7 Oak Knoll Avenue! 04/12/07 NB 8:00 75 5:00 158
Colorado Boulevard SB 122 263

EB 516 1,127
WB 635 1,032

8 Oak Knoll Avenue! 04/12/07 NB 8:00 74 5:00 129
Green Street SB 161 217

EB 645 1,210
WB 0 0

9· Lake Avenue! 04/17/07 NB 8:00 1,190 5:00 1,987
Maple Street-I-21 0 SB 1,419 1,205
Freeway WB Ramps EB 0 0

WB 1,595 1,546

10 Lake Avenue! 04117/07 NB 8:00 1,066 4:45 1,720
Corson Street-I-210 SB 1,350 1,178
Freeway EB Ramps EB 2,032 3,087

WB 0 0

[I] Based on direction ofPasDOT staff, the traffic counts were obtained from the Draft Traffic
Impact Study for the 680 E. Colorado Boulevard Project prepared by Willdan Associates, June 2007.
The year 2007 existing traffic volumes were adjusted by 1.5 percent (1.5%) to reflect year 2008 existing
conditions.
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Table 5-1 (Continued)
EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES [1]

03-Jul·200a

AM PEAK BOUR PM PEAK BOUR
NO. INTERSECTION DATE DIR BEGAN VOLUME BEGAN VOLUME

II Lake Avenue! 04/17/07 NB 8:00 948 4:45 1,340
Walnut Street SB 1,524 1,682

EB 501 1,327
WE 648 617

12 Lake Avenue! 04112/07 NB 8:00 833 5:00 1,137
Colorado Boulevard SB 1,399 1,586

EB 543 1,108
WE 699 1,008

13 Lake Avenue! 04/12/07 NB 8:00 808 5:00 1,05]
Green Street SB 1,284 1,370

EB 670 1,275
WE 0 0

[I] Based on direction of PasDOT staff, the traffic counts were obtained from the Draft Traffic
Impact Study for the 680 E. Colorado Boulevard Project prepared by Willdan Associates, June 2007.
The year 2007 existing traffic volumes were adjusted by 1.5 percent (1.5%) to reflect year 2008 existing
conditions.
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6.0 TRAFFIC FORECASTING METHODOLOGY

In order to estimate the traffic impact characteristics of the project, a multi-step process has been
utilized. The first step is trip generation, which estimates the total arriving and departing traffic
volumes on a peak hour and daily basis. The traffic generation potential is forecast by applying
the appropriate vehicle trip generation equations or rates to the project development tabulation.

The second step of the forecasting process is trip distribution, which identifies the origins and
destinations of inbound and outbound project traffic volumes. These origins and destinations are
typically based on demographics and existing/anticipated travel patterns in the study area.

The third step is traffic assignment, which involves the allocation of project traffic to study area
streets and intersections. Traffic assignment is typically based on minimization of travel time,
which mayor may not involve the shortest route, depending on prevailing operating conditions
and travel speeds. Traffic distribution patterns are indicated by general percentage orientation,
while traffic assignment allocates specific volume forecasts to individual roadway links and
intersection turning movements throughout the study area.

With the forecasting process complete and project traffic assignments developed, the impact of
the proposed project is isolated by comparing operational (i.e., Levels of Service) conditions at
the selected key intersections using expected future traffic volumes with and without forecast
project-related traffic. The need for site-specific and/or cumulative local area traffic
improvements can then be evaluated and the significance of the project's impacts identified.

6.1 Project Traffic Generation
Traffic volumes expected to be generated by the proposed project during the AM and PM peak
hours, as well as on a daily basis, were estimated using rates published in the Institute of
Transportation Engineers' (ITE) Trip Generation manual, i h Edition, 2003. Traffic volumes
expected to be generated by the proposed project were based upon rates per thousand square feet
of building floor area. ITE Land Use Code 710 (General Office Building) trip generation
average rates were used to forecast traffic volumes expected to be generated by the proposed
project.

It should be noted that the description contained in the Trip Generation manual for the ITE Land
Use Code 710 category states that an office building may contain a mixture of tenants, including
professional services, insurance companies, investment brokers and tenant services such as a
bank, restaurant or cafeteria, and service retail facilities. Therefore, ancillary ground floor
commercial space (i.e., non-general office space) to be provided as part of the proposed project
was included in the total building square footage for trip generation forecasting purposes.
Additionally, as the existing commercial building which will be removed to accommodate the
proposed project has been vacated, existing use trip credits were not applied to the project trip
generation forecasts in order to provide a conservative trip generation forecast.

)
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The trip generation rates and forecast of the vehicular trips anticipated to be generated by the
proposed project are presented in Table 6-1. The project trip generation forecast was submitted
for review and acceptance by PasDOT staff. As presented in Table 6-1, the proposed project is
expected to generate a net increase of 223 vehicle trips (196 inbound trips and 27 outbound trips)
during the AM peak hour. During the PM peak hour, the proposed project is expected to
generate a net increase of 214 vehicle trips (36 inbound trips and 178 outbound trips). Over a
24-hour period, the proposed project is forecast to generate a net increase of 1,585 daily trip ends
during a typical weekday (approximately 793 inbound trips and 793 outbound trips).

6.2 Project Traffic Distribution and Assignment
Project traffic volumes both entering and exiting the site have been distributed and assigned to
the adjacent street system based on the following considerations:

• The site's proximity to major traffic corridors (i.e., Los Robles Avenue, Lake Avenue,
Walnut Street, Union Street, Colorado Boulevard, Green Street, etc.);

• Expected localized traffic flow patterns based on adjacent roadway channelization and
presence of traffic signals;

• Existing intersection traffic volumes;

• Ingress/egress availability at the project site;

• The site access and circulation schemes for each of the four project alternatives;

• The location of existing and proposed parking areas; and

• Input from PasDOT staff.

6.2.1 Project Alternative 1 Trip Distribution and Assignment
Project Alternative 1 assumes provision of all parking spaces on-site and one site driveway on El
Molino Avenue. The general, directional traffic distribution pattern for the Project Alternative 1
access scheme is presented in Figure 6-1A. The forecast AM and PM peak hour project traffic
volumes associated with Project Alternative 1 are presented in Figures 6-1B and 6-1C,
respectively. The traffic volume assignments presented in Figures 6-1Band 6-1 C reflect the
traffic distribution characteristics shown in Figure 6-1A and the project traffic generation
forecast presented in Table 6-1.

6.2.2 Project Alternative 2 Trip Distribution and Assignment
Project Alternative 2 assumes provision of all parking spaces on-site and two site driveways: one
driveway on El Molino Avenue and one driveway on Green Street. The general, directional
traffic distribution pattern for the Project Alternative 2 access scheme is presented in Figure 6
2A. The forecast AM and PM peak hour project traffic volumes associated with Project
Alternative 2 are presented in Figures 6-2B and 6-2C, respectively. The traffic volume

LiNscon, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers
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Table 6-1
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION [1]

O:>-Jul·200B

DAILY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
TRIP ENDS [2) VOLUMES (2) VOLUMES (2)

LAND USE SIZE VOLUMES IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL

Office [3] 159,971 GSF 1,761 218 30 248 40 198 238

Less 10% Transit Credit [4] (176) (22) (3) (25) (4) (20) (24)

NET INCREASE 1585 196 27 223 36 178 214

[1] Source: ITE "Trip Generation", 7th Edition, 2003.
[2] Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving.
[3] ITE Land Use Code 710 (General Office) trip generation average rates per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area.

- Daily Trip Rate: 11.01 tripsll,OOO GSF; 50% inbound/50% outbound
- AM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 1.55 tripsll ,000 GSF; 88% inbound/12% outbound
- PM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 1.49 trips/1 ,000 GSF; 17% inbound/83% outbound
The proposed project consists of an office building with approximately 145,564 square feet of office uses and
14,407 square feet of ground floor commercial uses. The description contained in the "Trip Generation" manual
for the ITE Land Use 710 category states that an office building may contain a mixture of tenants, including professional
services, insurance companies, investment brokers, and tenant services such as a bank, restaurant or cafeteria, and
service retail facilities. Therefore, the ancillary ground floor commercial space (i.e., non general office space) to be
provided as part of the project was included in the total building square footage for trip generation forecasting purposes.

[4] The project site is located within one-half mile of the Lake Avenue Gold Line light rail transit station and is adjacent
to transit corridors within the City of Pasadena.
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assignments presented in Figures 6-2B and 6-2C reflect the traffic distribution characteristics
shown in Figure 6-2A and the project traffic generation forecast presented in Table 6-1.

6.2.3 Project Alternative 3 Trip Distribution and Assignment
Project Alternative 3 assumes a combination of on-site parking and off-site parking. A total of
400 spaces of the project's total of 522 parking spaces would be provided on-site. The
remaining 122 project parking spaces would be provided within a proposed parking structure to
be located along Madison Avenue. Access to the project site would be provided via one
driveway along EI Molino Avenue, consistent with Project Alternative 1 described above.
Accordingly, the general, directional traffic distribution pattern for the Project Alternative 1
access scheme shown in Figure 6-1A was utilized for vehicle trips destined to/from the project
site under Project Alternative 3. Access to the proposed Madison Avenue parking structure
would be provided via inbound driveways on Madison Avenue and via outbound driveways on
Madison Avenue and Green Street. The general, directional traffic distribution pattern for
vehicle trips destined to/from the proposed Madison Avenue parking structure with the Project
Alternative 3 access scheme is presented in Figure 6-3A. The forecast AM and PM peak hour
project traffic volumes associated with Project Alternative 3 are presented in Figures 6-3B and
6-3C, respectively. The traffic volume assignments presented in Figures 6-3B and 6-3C reflect
the traffic distribution characteristics shown in Figures 6-1A and 6-3A and the project traffic
generation forecast presented in Table 6-1.

6.2.4 Project Alternative 4 Trip Distribution and Assignment
Project Alternative 4 assumes a combination of on-site parking and off-site parking. A total of
400 spaces of the project's total of 522 parking spaces would be provided on-site. The
remaining 122 project parking spaces would be provided within the parking structure located at
621 E. Colorado Boulevard. Access to the project site would be provided via one driveway
along EI Molino Avenue, consistent with Project Alternative 1 described above. Accordingly,
the general, directional traffic distribution pattern for the Project Alternative 1 access scheme
shown in Figure 6-1A was utilized for vehicle trips destined to/from the project site under
Project Alternative 4. Access to the commercial levels of the parking structure at 621 E.
Colorado Boulevard is provided via single driveways on Madison Avenue and EI Molino
Avenue. The general, directional traffic distribution pattern for vehicle trips destined to/from the
621 E. Colorado Boulevard structure with the Project Alternative 4 access scheme is presented in
Figure 6-4A. The forecast AM and PM peak hour project traffic volumes associated with
Project Alternative 4 are presented in Figures 6-4B and 6-4C, respectively. The traffic volume
assignments presented in Figures 6-4B and 6-4C reflect the traffic distribution characteristics
shown in Figures 6-1A and 6-4A and the project traffic generation forecast presented in Table
6-1.
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7.0 CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS

The forecast of future pre-project conditions was prepared in accordance with procedures
outlined in Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines. Specifically, the CEQA Guidelines provides
two options for developing the future traffic volume forecast:

"(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or
cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of
the [lead] agency, or

(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related
planning document, or in a prior environmental document which has been adopted
or certified, which described or evaluated regional or areawide conditions
contributing to the cumulative impact. Any such planning document shall be
referenced and made available to the public at a location specified by the lead
agency."

Accordingly, the traffic analysis provides a highly conservative estimate of future pre-project
traffic volumes as it incorporates both the "A" and "B" options outlined in the CEQA Guidelines
for purposes of developing the forecast. In general, a review of cumulative impacts must address
approved related projects under construction, approved related projects not yet under
construction, and unapproved projects under environmental review with related impacts or which
result in significant cumulative impacts.

7.1 Related Projects
A forecast of on-street traffic conditions prior to occupancy of the proposed project was prepared
by incorporating the potential trips associated with other known development projects (related
projects) in the area. With this information, the potential impact of the proposed project can be
evaluated within the context of the cumulative impact of all ongoing development. Based on the
direction of PasDOT staff, the list of related projects was obtained from the draft traffic impact
study for the 680 East Colorado Boulevard Mixed-Use Project prepared by Willdan Associates
(June 2007). The list of related projects in the project site area is presented in Table 7-1. The
location of the related projects is shown in Figure 7-1. The list of related projects was submitted
to City of Pasadena Department of Transportation staff for review and acceptance.

Traffic volumes expected to be generated by the related projects were also obtained from the
draft traffic impact study for the 680 East Colorado Boulevard Mixed-Use Project prepared by
Willdan Associates (June 2007) based on direction from PasDOT. The related projects
respective traffic generation for the AM and PM peak hours, as wen as on a daily basis for a
typical weekday, is also summarized in Table 7-1. The anticipated distribution of the related
projects traffic volumes to the study intersections during the AM and PM peak hours is displayed
in Figures 7-2 and 7-3, respectively.
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Table 7-1
LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS AND

RELATED PROJECTS TRIP GENERATION [1]

03-Ju1-2008

DAILY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR

MAP TRIP ENDS VOLUMES VOLUMES

NO. PROJECT LOCATION VOLUMES ]N OUT TOTAL ]N OUT TOTAL

I 44 S. Madison Avenue 473 7 II 18 21 20 41

2 301 E. Colorado Boulevard 644 7 25 32 28 24 52

3 558 E. Colorado Boulevard 4,437 209 63 272 113 254 367

4 592 E. Colorado Boulevard 1,633 68 75 143 17 14 31

5 621 E. Colorado Boulevard 1,970 22 102 124 129 58 187

6 1010 E. Colorado Boulevard 1,970 22 102 124 6 6 12

7 62 N. El Molino Avenue 1,245 (19) 62 43 76 18 94

8 747 E. Green Street 399 36 12 48 13 35 48

9 936 E. Green Street 479 (7) 18 II 27 9 36

10 141 S. Hudson Avenue 103 7 6 13 6 7 13

II 151 S. Hudson Avenue 169 8 4 12 6 II 17

12 171 S. Hudson Avenue 84 (2) 7 5 6 0 6

13 251 S. Hudson Avenue 100 6 I 7 6 3 9

14 233 N. Hudson Avenue 268 5 15 20 18 15 33

15 85 S. Lake Avenue 1,181 50 79 129 56 46 102

16 203 N. Lake Avenue 24,999 260 39 299 79 259 338

17 220 N. Lake Avenue 7JO J2 42 54 31 24 55

18 240 N. Madison Avenue 915 12 59 71 58 28 86

19 128 N. Oak Knoll Avenue 3]] 4 19 23 18 9 27

20 135 N. Oakland Avenue 2,650 89 93 182 105 ]]8 223

'-

21 690 E. Walnut Street 75 10 20 30 8 3 ]]

22 712 E. Walnut Street 269 3 12 15 15 10 25

23 770 E. Walnut Street 65 (9) II 2 9 (9) 0
TOTAL 45,149 800 877 ],677 851 962 1,813

[JJ As directed by PasDOT staff, the related projects (i.e., list, nip generation, and traffic volume forecasts) were

obtained from the Draft Traffic Impact Study for the 680 E. Colorado Boulevard Mixed-Use project prepared by

Willdan Associates, June 2007.
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7.2 Ambient Traffic Growth Factor
In order to account for unknown related projects not included in this analysis, the existing traffic
volumes were increased at an annual rate of one and one-half percent (1.5%) per year to the year
2010 (i.e., the anticipated year of project build-out). The ambient growth factor was based on
general traffic growth factors provided in the 2004 Congestion Management Program for Los
Angeles County (the "CMP manual") and determined in consultation with PasDOT staff. It is
noted that based on review of the general traffic growth factors provided in the CMP manual for
the San Gabriel Valley area, it is anticipated that the existing traffic volwnes are expected to
increase at an annual rate of less than 1.0% per year between the years 2001 and 2015. Thus,
application of this annual growth factor allows for a conservative, worst case forecast of future
traffic volumes in the area. Further, it is noted that the CMP manual's traffic growth rate is
intended to anticipate future traffic generated by development projects in the project vicinity.
Thus, the inclusion in this traffic analysis of both a forecast of traffic generated by known related
projects plus the use of an ambient growth traffic factor based on CMP traffic model data results
in a conservative estimate of future traffic volumes at the study intersections.
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8.0 TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

The study intersections were evaluated using the Intersection Capacity Utilization (lCU) method
of analysis that determines Volume-to-Capacity (vic) ratios on a critical lane basis. The overall
intersection vic ratio is subsequently assigned a Level of Service (LOS) value to describe
intersection operations. Level of Service varies from LOS A (free flow) to LOS F (jammed
condition). A description of the ICU method and corresponding Level of Service is provided in
AppendixB.

8.1 Impact Criteria and Thresholds
The relative impact of the added project traffic volumes to be generated by the proposed
Playhouse Plaza project during the AM and PM peak hours was evaluated based on analysis of
future operating conditions at the study intersections, without and with the proposed project. The
previously discussed capacity analysis procedures were utilized to evaluate the future vic
relationships and service level characteristics at each study intersection.

The significance of the potential impacts of project generated traffic at each study intersection
was identified using criteria set forth in the City of Pasadena's Transportation Impact Review
Current Practice and Guidelines. According to the City'S Sliding Scale Method for calculating
the level of impact due to traffic generated by the proposed project, a significant transportation
impact is determined based on the criteria presented in Table 8-1.

Table 8-1
CITY OF PASADENA

INTERSECTION IMPACT THRESHOLD CRITERIA

Final vic Level of Service Project Related Increase in vic

0.000 - 0.600 A equal to or greater than 0.06

> 0.600 - 0.700 B equal to or greater than 0.05

> 0.700 - 0.800 C equal to or greater than 0.04

> 0.800 - 0.900 D equal to or greater than 0.03

> 0.900 - 1.000 E equal to or greater than 0.02

> 1.000 F equal to or greater than 0.01

The City's Sliding Scale Method requires mitigation of project traffic impacts whenever traffic
generated by the proposed development causes an increase of the analyzed intersection vic ratio
by an amount equal to or greater than the values shown above.

The ICU calculations use a lane capacity of 1,700 vehicles per hour (vph) for left-turn, through
and right-turn lanes, and a dual tum lane capacity of 3,060 vph. A clearance interval of 0.10 is
also included in the ICU calculations.
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8.2 Traffic Impact Analysis Scenarios
Traffic impacts at the study intersections were analyzed for the following conditions:

(a) Existing conditions.

(b) Condition (a) plus 1.5 percent (1.5%) ambient traffic growth through year 2010.

(c) Condition (b) with completion and occupancy of the related projects.

(d) Condition (c) with completion and occupancy of the proposed project.

(e) Condition (d) with implementation of project mitigation measures, where
necessary.

The traffic volumes for each new condition were added to the volumes in the prior condition to
determine the change in capacity utilization at the 13 study intersections.

Summaries of the vic ratios and LOS values for the study intersections during the AM and PM
peak hours associated with Project Alternatives 1, 2, 3 and 4 are shown in Tables 8-2, 8-3, 8-4
and 8-5. The lCU data worksheets for the analyzed intersections associated with Project
Alternatives 1,2,3 and 4 are contained in Appendices B-1 through B-4, respectively.
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Table 8-2
PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 1: ALL PARKING ON·SITE/ONE SITE ACCESS POINT

SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS
AND LEVELS OF SERVICE

WEEKDAY AM AND PM PEAK HOURS

03·Jul·2008....... -....'- ............

11) [21 (3[ 41 [51

YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010

YEAR 2008 WI AMBIENT WI RELATED WI PROPOSED CHANGE SIGNIF. WI PROJECT CHANGE

PEAK EXISTING GROwrn PROJECTS PROJECT ALT 1 VIC IMPACT MITIGATION VIC MITIGATED

NO. INTERSECTION HOUR VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS [(4)-(3)1 VIC LOS [(5).(3)1

1 Los Robles Avenuel AM 0.576 A 0.59] A 0.666 B 0.670 B 0.004 NO 0.657 B -0.009 --
Colorado Boulevard PM 0.684 B 0.702 C 0.8]8 D 0.821 D 0.003 NO 0.833 D 0.0]5 ---

2 Los Robles Avenuel AM 0.415 A 0.424 A 0.438 A 0.453 A 0.015 NO 0.453 A 0.015 ---
Green Street PM 0.596 A 0.610 B 0.627 B 0.630 B 0.003 NO 0.630 B 0.003 ---

3 E1 Molino Avenuel AM 0.513 A 0.525 A 0.545 A 0.584 A 0.039 NO 0.597 A 0.052 --
Union Street PM 0.514 A 0.526 A 0.563 A 0.586 A 0.023 NO 0.591 A 0.028 --

4 EI Molino Avenuel AM 0.423 A 0.433 A 0.528 A 0.577 A 0.049 NO 0.545 A 0.017 ---
Colorado Boulevard PM 0.636 B 0.653 B 0.759 C 0.822 D 0.063 YES 0.780 C 0.021 YES

5 E1 Molino Avenuel AM 0.400 A 0.409 A 0.429 A 0.466 A 0.037 NO 0.477 A 0.048 ---
Green Street PM 0.542 A 0.555 A 0.588 A 0.625 B 0.037 NO 0.642 B 0.054 --

6 EI Molino Avenuel AM 0.453 A 0.463 A 0.497 A 0.509 A 0.012 NO 0.509 A 0.0]2 ---
Dei Mar Boulevard PM 0.510 A 0.523 A 0.558 A 0.569 A 0.011 NO 0.569 A 0.011 -

7 Oak Knoll Avenuel AM 0.362 A 0.370 A 0.419 A 0.424 A 0.005 NO 0.424 A 0.005 ---
Colorado Boulevard PM 0.645 B 0.661 B 0.722 C 0.724 C 0.002 NO 0.724 C 0.002 ---

8 Oak Knoll Avenuel AM 0.321 A 0.328 A 0.344 A 0.345 A 0.001 NO 0.349 A 0.005 ---
Green Street PM 0.465 A 0.476 A 0.488 A 0.497 A 0.009 NO 0.504 A 0.016 -

9 Lake Avenuel AM 0.844 D 0.866 D 0.900 D 0.905 E 0.005 NO 0.905 E 0.005 --
Maole Street-I-21 0 Freewav WE Ramos PM 0.863 D 0.886 D 0.928 E 0.929 E 0.00] NO 0.929 E 0.001 -

10 Lake Avenuel AM 0.643 B 0.660 B 0.690 B 0.691 B 0.001 NO 0.691 B 0.00] --
Corson Street-I-21 0Freewav EB Ramns PM 0.803 D 0.824 D 0.856 D 0.861 D 0.005 NO 0.861 D 0.005 ---

Ul
o

LiNscon, LAw &GREENSPAN, engineers
~
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Table 8-2 (Ccmtinued)
PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 1: ALL PARKING ON-SITE/ONE SITE ACCESS POINT

SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS
AND LEVELS OF SERVICE

WEEKDAY AM AND PM PEAK HOURS

OJ-Jul-200B~_ w_, ~___

III 121 PI 41 [51

YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010

YEAR 2008 WI AMBIENT WI RELATED WI PROPOSED CHANGE SIGNlF. WI PROJECT CHANGE

PEAK EXISTING GROWTH PROJECTS PROJECT ALT 1 VIC IMPACT MmGATION VIC MITIGATED

NO. INTERSECTION HOUR VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS [(4)-(3)1 VIC LOS 1(5)-(3)]

II Lake Avenuel AM 0.638 B 0.654 B 0.726 C 0.733 C 0.007 NO 0.733 C 0.007 ---
Walnut Street PM 0.758 C 0.778 C 0.872 D 0.876 D 0.004 NO 0.876 D 0.004 --

12 Lake Avenuel AM 0.708 C 0.726 C 0.810 D 0.817 D 0.007 NO 0.817 D 0_007 ---
Colorado Boulevard PM 0.833 D 0.855 D 0.943 E 0.950 E 0.007 NO 0.950 E 0_007 ---

13 Lake Avenuel AM 0.521 A 0.534 A 0.558 A 0.558 A 0.000 NO 0.562 A 0.004 ---
Green Street PM 0.628 B 0.644 B 0.669 B 0.672 B 0.003 NO 0.679 B 0.010

Ul
~

City of Pasadena intersection impact threshold criteria is as follows:

Final vic LOS Project Related Increase in vic
>=0.000 - 0.600 A equal to or greater than 0.06

>=0.600 - 0.700 B equal to or greater than 0.05

>=0.700 - 0.800 C equal to or greater than 0.04

>=0.800 - 0.900 D equal to or greater than 0.03

>=0.900 - 1.000 E equal to or greater than 0.02

> 1.000 F equal to or greater than 0.0 I

~

liNSCOTT, LAW &GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 1-08-3727
Playhouse Plaza Project



Table 8-3
PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 2: ALL PARKING ON-SITEITWO SITE ACCESS POINTS

I SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS
AND LEVELS OF SERVICE

WEEKDAY AM AND PM PEAK HOURS

03·Jul·200B-- -_. ----

[11 [21 13J 41 151

YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010
YEAR 2008 WI AMBIENT WI RELATED WI PROPOSED CHANGE SIGNIF. WI PROJECT CHANGE

PEAK EXISTING GROWTH PROJECTS PROJECT ALT 2 VIC IMPACT MITIGATION VIC MITIGATED

NO. INTERSECTION HOUR VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS [(4)-(3)1 VIC LOS [(5)-(3)1

1 Los Robles Avenuel AM 0.576 A 0.591 A 0.666 B 0.670 B 0.004 NO 0.657 B -0.009 --
Colorado Boulevard PM 0.684 B 0.702 C 0.818 D 0.821 D 0.003 NO 0.833 D 0.015 ---

2 Los Robles Avenuel AM 0.415 A 0.424 A 0.438 A 0.453 A 0.015 NO 0.453 A 0.015 --
Green Street PM 0.596 A 0.610 B 0.627 B 0.630 B 0.003 NO 0.630 B 0.003 -

3 El Molino Avenuel AM 0.513 A 0.525 A 0.545 A 0.584 A 0.039 NO 0.597 A 0.052 -
Union Street PM 0.514 A 0.526 A 0.563 A 0.586 A 0.023 NO 0.591 A 0.D28 -

4 El Molino Avenuel AM 0.423 A 0.433 A 0.528 A 0.577 A 0.049 NO 0.545 A 0.017 -
Colorado Boulevard PM 0.636 B 0.653 B 0.759 C 0.822 D 0.063 YES 0.780 C 0.021 YES

5 EI Molino Avenuel AM 0.400 A 0.409 A 0.429 A 0.461 A 0.032 NO 0.473 A 0.044 ---
Green Street PM 0.542 A 0.555 A 0.588 A 0.599 A 0.011 NO 0.615 B 0.027 ---

6 EI Molino Avenue! AM 0.453 A 0.463 A 0.497 A 0.509 A 0.012 NO 0.509 A 0.012 ---
Dei Mar Boulevard PM 0.510 A 0.523 A 0.558 A 0.569 A 0.011 NO 0.569 A 0.011 ---

7 Oak Knoll Avenue! AM 0.362 A 0.370 A 0.419 A 0.424 A 0.005 NO 0.424 A 0.005 ---

Colorado Boulevard PM 0.645 B 0.661 B 0.722 C 0.724 C 0.002 NO 0.724 C 0.002 ---

8 Oak Knoll Avenuel AM 0.321 A 0.328 A 0.344 A 0.345 A 0.001 NO 0.349 A 0.005 ---
Green Street PM 0.465 A 0.476 A 0.488 A 0.497 A 0.009 NO 0.504 A 0.016

9 Lake Avenuel AM 0.844 D 0.866 D 0.900 D 0.905 E 0.005 NO 0.905 E 0.005 --
Maole Street-I-21 0 Freewav WE Ramns PM 0.863 D 0.886 D 0.928 E 0.929 E 0.001 NO 0.929 E 0.001 ---

10 Lake Avenue! AM 0.643 B 0.660 B 0.690 B 0.691 B 0.001 NO 0.691 B 0.001 ---
Corson Street-I-21 0 Freewav EB Ramns PM 0.803 D 0.824 D 0.856 D 0.861 D 0.005 NO 0.861 D 0.005 ---

Ul
N

lINseon, LAw &GREENSPAN, engineers
~

LLG Ref. 1-08-3727
Playhouse Plaza Project
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Table 8-3 (Continued)
PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 2: ALL PARKING ON-SITEITWO SITE ACCESS POINTS

SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS
AND LEVELS OF SERVICE

WEEKDAY AM AND PM PEAK HOURS

OJ.Jul-200B·

III 121 131 41 [SI

YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010

YEAR 2008 WI AMBIENT WI RELATED WI PROPOSED CHANGE SIGNIF. WI PROJECT CHANGE

PEAK EXISTING GROWTH PROJECTS PROJECT ALT 2 VIC IMPACT MITIGATION VIC MITIGATED

NO. INTERSECTION HOUR VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS [(4)-(3\1 VIC LOS [(5)-(3)1

II Lake Avenuel AM 0.638 B 0.654 B 0.726 C 0.733 C 0.007 NO 0.733 C 0.007 ---
Walnut Street PM 0.758 C 0.778 C 0.872 D 0.876 D 0.004 NO 0.876 D 0.004 ---

12 Lake Avenuel AM 0.708 C 0.726 C 0.810 D 0.817 D 0.007 NO 0.817 D 0.007 --
Colorado Boulevard PM 0.833 D 0.855 D 0.943 E 0.950 E 0.007 NO 0.950 E 0.007 ---

I

13 Lake Avenuel AM 0.521 A 0.534 A 0.558 A 0.558 A 0.000 NO 0.562 A 0.004 ---
Green Street PM 0.628 B 0.644 B 0.669 B 0.672 B 0.003 NO 0.679 B 0.010

City of Pasadena intersection impact threshold criteria is as follows:

Final vic LOS Project Related Increase in vic
>=0.000 - 0.600 A equal to or greater than 0.06

>=0.600 - 0.700 B equal to or greater than 0.05

>=0.700 - 0.800 C equal to or greater than 0.04

>=0.800 - 0.900 D equal to or greater than 0.03

>=0.900 - 1.000 E equal to or greater than 0.02

> 1.000 F equal to or greater than 0.01

LiNscon, LAw &GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 1-08-3727
Playhouse Plaza Project



Table 8-4
PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 3: PARKING ON·SITE AND AT THE MADISON AVENUE STRUCTURE

SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS
AND LEVELS OF SERVICE

WEEKDAY AM AND PM PEAK HOURS

OJ.Jul·200B-- --' ----
11] [2] [3] 41 151

YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010

YEAR 2008 WI AMBIENT WI RELATED WI PROPOSED CHANGE SIGNIF. WI PROJECT CHANGE

PEAK EXISTING GROWTH PROJECTS PROJECT ALT 3 VIC IMPACT MITIGATION VIC MITIGATED

NO. INTERSECTION HOUR VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS 1(4)-(3)] VIC LOS [(5)-(3)1

1 Los Robles Avenue! AM 0.576 A 0.591 A 0.666 B 0.670 B 0.004 NO 0.657 B -0.009 --
Colorado Boulevard PM 0.684 B 0.702 C 0.818 D 0.821 D 0.003 NO 0.833 D 0.015 --

2 Los Robles Avenuel AM 0.415 A 0.424 A 0.438 A 0.453 A 0.015 NO 0.453 A 0.015 ---
Green Street PM 0.596 A 0.610 B 0.627 B 0.629 B 0.002 NO 0.629 B 0.002 -

3 EI Molino Avenuel AM 0.513 A 0.525 A 0.545 A 0.579 A 0.034 NO 0.592 A 0.047 ---
Union Street PM 0.514 A 0.526 A 0.563 A 0.587 A 0.024 NO 0.590 A 0.027 ---

4 El Molino Avenuel AM 0.423 A 0.433 A 0.528 A 0.566 A 0.038 NO 0.535 A 0.007 --
Colorado Boulevard PM 0.636 B 0.653 B 0.759 C 0.812 D 0.053 YES 0.769 C 0.010 YES

5 EI Molino Avenue/ AM 0.400 A 0.409 A 0.429 A 0.460 A 0.031 NO 0.472 A 0.043 ---
Green Street PM 0.542 A 0.555 A 0.588 A 0.618 B 0.030 NO 0.636 B 0.048

6 EI Molino Avenuel AM 0.453 A 0.463 A 0.497 A 0.508 A 0.011 NO 0.508 A 0.011 ---
Dei Mar Boulevard PM 0.510 A 0.523 A 0.558 A 0.567 A 0.009 NO 0.567 A 0.009 ---

7 Oak Knoll Avenuel AM 0.362 A 0.370 A 0.419 A 0.424 A 0.005 NO 0.424 A 0.005 ---
Colorado Boulevard PM 0.645 B 0.661 B 0.722 C 0.724 C 0.002 NO 0.724 C 0.002 -

8 Oak Knoll Avenue/ AM 0.321 A 0.328 A 0.344 A 0.345 A 0.001 NO 0.349 A 0.005 ---
Green Street PM 0.465 A 0.476 A 0.488 A 0.496 A 0.008 NO 0.503 A 0.015 -

9 Lake Avenuel AM 0.844 D 0.866 D 0.900 D 0.904 E 0.004 NO 0.904 E 0.004 ---
Manle Street-I-21 0 Freewav WE Ramns PM 0.863 D 0.886 D 0.928 E 0.929 E 0.001 NO 0.929 E 0.001 ---

10 Lake Avenuel AM 0.643 B 0.660 B 0.690 B 0.691 B 0.001 NO 0.691 B 0.001 -
Corson Street-I-21 0 Freewav EB Ramos PM 0.803 D 0.824 D 0.856 D 0.861 D 0.005 NO 0.861 D 0.005

Ul
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Table 8·4 (Continued)
PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 3: PARKING ON·SITE AND AT THE MADISON AVENUE STRUCTURE

SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS
AND LEVELS OF SERVICE

WEEKDAY AM AND PM PEAK HOURS

03·Jul·200B-- -_. ----

IlJ 12) (3) 41 lSI

YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010

YEAR 2008 WI AMBIENT WI RELATED WI PROPOSED CHANGE SIGNIF. WI PROJECT CHANGE

PEAK EXISTING GROWTH PROJECTS PROJECT ALT 3 VIC IMPACT MITIGATION VIC MITIGATED

NO. INTERSECTION HOUR VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS [(4)-(3)1 VIC LOS 1(5)-(3)1

11 Lake Avenuel AM 0.638 B 0.654 B 0.726 C 0.741 C 0.015 NO 0.741 C 0.015 -
Walnut Street PM 0.758 C 0.778 C 0.872 D 0.879 D 0.007 NO 0.879 D 0.007 --

12 Lake Avenuel AM 0.708 C 0.726 C 0.810 D 0.816 D 0.006 NO 0.816 D 0.006 ---
Colorado Boulevard PM 0.833 D 0.855 D 0.943 E 0.948 E 0.005 NO 0.948 E 0.005 ---

13 Lake Avenuel AM 0.521 A 0.534 A 0.558 A 0.558 A 0.000 NO 0.562 A 0.004 --
Green Street PM 0.628 B 0.644 B 0.669 B 0.672 B 0.003 NO 0.679 B 0.010 -

Ul
Ul

City of Pasadena intersection impact threshold criteria is as follows:

Final vic LOS Project Related Increase in vic
>=0.000 - 0.600 A equal to or greater than 0.06

>=0.600 - 0.700 B equal to or greater than 0.05

>=0.700 - 0.800 C equal to or greater than 0.04

>=0.800 - 0.900 D equal to or greater than 0.03

>=0.900 - 1.000 E equal to or greater than 0.02
> 1.000 F equal to or greater than 0.01

liNseon, LAw &GREENSPAN, engineers
~

LLG Ref. 1-08-3727
Playhouse Plaza Project



Table 8·5
PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 4: PARKING ON·SITE AND AT 621 E. COLORADO BOULEVARD

SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS
AND LEVELS OF SERVICE

WEEKDAY AM AND PM PEAK HOURS

03-Jut·2008"_·W~'-_~~~

[I] [2] 13] 41 (5]

YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010

YEAR 2008 W/AMBffiNT WI RELATED WI PROPOSED CHANGE SIGNIF. WI PROJECT CHANGE

PEAK EXISTING GROWTH PROJECTS PROJECT ALT 4 VIC IMPACT MITIGATION VIC MITIGATED

NO. INTERSECTION HOUR VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS 1(4)-(3)1 VIC LOS [(5)-(3)1

I Los Robles Avenuel AM 0.576 A 0.591 A 0.666 B 0.669 B 0.003 NO 0.656 B -0.010 ---
Colorado Boulevard PM 0.684 B 0.702 C 0.818 D 0.821 D 0.003 NO 0.834 D 0.016 ---

2 Los Robles Avenuel AM 0.415 A 0.424 A 0.438 A 0.451 A 0.013 NO 0.451 A 0.013 ---
Green Street PM 0.596 A 0.610 B 0.627 B 0.629 B 0.002 NO 0.629 B 0.002 -

3 EI Molino Avenue! AM 0.513 A 0.525 A 0.545 A 0.579 A 0.034 NO 0.592 A 0.047 --
Union Street PM 0.514 A 0.526 A 0.563 A 0.582 A 0.019 NO 0.584 A 0.021 --

4 EI Molino Avenue! AM 0.423 A 0.433 A 0.528 A 0.566 A 0.038 NO 0.535 A 0.007 --
Colorado Boulevard PM 0.636 B 0.653 B 0.759 C 0.813 D 0.054 YES 0.769 C 0.010 YES

5 EI Molino Avenue! AM 0.400 A 0.409 A 0.429 A 0.460 A 0.031 NO 0.472 A 0.043 ---
Green Street PM 0.542 A 0.555 A 0.588 A 0.617 B 0.029 NO 0.637 B 0.049 ---

6 EI Molino Avenuel AM 0.453 A 0.463 A 0.497 A 0.508 A 0.011 NO 0.508 A 0.01 ] --
Dei Mar Boulevard PM 0.510 A 0.523 A 0.558 A 0.567 A 0.009 NO 0.567 A 0.009 --

7 Oak Knoll Avenuel AM 0.362 A 0.370 A 0.419 A 0.424 A 0.005 NO 0.424 A 0.005 ---
Colorado Boulevard PM 0.645 B 0.661 B 0.722 C 0.724 C 0.002 NO 0.724 C 0.002 ---

8 Oak Knoll Avenuel AM 0.321 A 0.328 A 0.344 A 0.345 A 0.001 NO 0.349 A 0.005 -
Green Street PM 0.465 A 0.476 A 0.488 A 0.496 A 0.008 NO 0.503 A 0.015 -

9 Lake Avenue! AM 0.844 D 0.866 D 0.900 D 0.904 E 0.004 NO 0.904 E 0.004 ---
MaDle Street-I-21 0 Freewav WB RamDs PM 0.863 D 0.886 D 0.928 E 0.929 E 0.001 NO 0.929 E 0.001 -

10 Lake Avenuel AM 0.643 B 0.660 B 0.690 B 0.691 B 0.001 NO 0.691 B 0.001 ---
Corson Street-I·21 0 Freewav EB Ramus PM 0.803 D 0.824 D 0.856 D 0.861 D 0.005 NO 0.861 D 0.005 ---

Ul
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LiNscon, LAw &GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 1-08-3727
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Table 8-5 (Continued)

PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 4: PARKING ON-SITE AND AT 621 E. COLORADO BOULEVARD
SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS

AND LEVELS OF SERVICE
WEEKDAY AM AND PM PEAK HOURS

OJ-Jul·200B_~ _~. ~vv_

[11 12J (3) 41 [51

YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010

YEAR 2008 WI AMBIENT WI RELATED WI PROPOSED CHANGE SIGNIF. WI PROJECT CHANGE

PEAK EXISTING GROWTH PROJECTS PROJECT ALT 4 VIC IMPACT MITIGATION VIC MITIGATED

NO. INTERSECTION HOUR VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS [(4)-(3)1 VIC LOS [(5)-f3)1

II Lake Avenue! AM 0.638 B 0.654 B 0.726 C 0.741 C 0.015 NO 0.741 C 0.015 --
Walnut Street PM 0.758 C 0.778 C 0.872 D 0.879 D 0.007 NO 0.879 D 0.007 -

12 Lake Avenuel AM 0.708 C 0.726 C 0.810 D 0.816 D 0.006 NO 0.816 D 0.006 --
Colorado Boulevard PM 0.833 D 0.855 D 0.943 E 0.948 E 0.005 NO 0.948 E 0.005 ---

13 Lake Avenuel AM 0.521 A 0.534 A 0.558 A 0.558 A 0.000 NO 0.562 A 0.004 ---
Green Street PM 0.628 B 0.644 B 0.669 B 0.672 B 0.003 NO 0.679 B 0.010 -

U1
"'.J

City of Pasadena intersection impact threshold criteria is as follows:

Final vic LOS Project Related Increase in vic

>=0.000 - 0.600 A equal to or greater than 0.06

>=0.600 - 0.700 B equal to or greater than 0.05

>=0.700 - 0.800 C equal to or greater than 0.04

>=0.800 - 0.900 D equal to or greater than 0.03

>=0.900 - 1.000 E equal to or greater than 0.02

> 1.000 F equal to or greater than 0.01

~

LiNseon, LAw &GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 1-08-3727
Playhouse Plaza Project



9.0 TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

9.1 Existing Conditions
As indicated in column [1] of Table 8-2, all of the study intersections are presently operating at
LOS D or better during the AM and PM peak hours under existing conditions. As previously
mentioned, the existing traffic volumes at the study intersections during the AM and PM peak
hours are displayed in Figures 5-1 and 5-2, respectively.

9.2 Existing With Ambient Growth Conditions
Growth in traffic due to the combined effects of continuing development, intensification of
existing developments and other factors was assumed to be 1.5 percent (1.5%) per year through
year 2010. This ambient growth incrementally increases the vic ratios at all of the study
intersections. As presented in column [2] of Table 8-2, all of the study intersections are
expected to continue operating at LOS D or better during the AM and PM peak hours with the
addition of ambient growth traffic.

The existing with ambient growth traffic volumes at the study intersections during the AM and
PM peak hours are shown in Figures 9-1 and 9-2, respectively.

9.3 Future Pre-Project Conditions
The vic ratios at all 13 study intersections are incrementally increased with the addition of traffic
generated by the related projects listed in Table 7-1. As shown in column [3] of Table 8-2, 11
of the 13 study intersections are expected to continue operating at LOS D or better during the
AM and PM peak hours with the addition of ambient traffic growth and the traffic due to the
related projects. The following two study intersections are expected to operate at LOS E during
the peak hour shown below with the addition of ambient growth traffic and traffic due to the
related projects:

• lnt. No.9: Lake Ave./Maple St.-1-210 Fwy. WB Ramps PM Peak Hour: vlc=0.928, LOS E

• lnt. No. 12: Lake Avenue/Colorado Boulevard PM Peak Hour: vlc=0.943, LOS E

The future pre-project (existing, ambient growth and related projects) traffic volumes at the study
intersections during the AM and PM peak hours are presented in Figures 9-3 and 9-4,
respectively.

LiNscon, LAW &GREENSPAN, engineers
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9.4 Future With Project Conditions

9.4.1 Future With Project Alternative 1 Conditions
As shown in column [4] of Table 8-2, application of the City's threshold criteria to the "With
Proposed Project" scenario indicates that Project Alternative 1 is expected to create a significant
impact at one of the 13 study intersections. Project Alternative 1 is expected to create a
significant impact at the following location according to the City's impact criteria during the
peak hour shown below with the addition of ambient growth, related projects traffic, and project
related traffic:

• Int. No.4: EI Molino Avenue/Colorado Boulevard

PM peak hour vic ratio increase of 0.063 [to 0.822 (LOS D) from 0.759 (LOS C)]

Incremental but not significant impacts are noted at the remaining 12 study intersections, as
presented in Table 8-2. Recommended traffic mitigation measures expected to reduce the
forecast project-related impact to less than significant levels are described in Section 11.0 herein.
The future with Project Alternative 1 (existing, ambient growth, related projects· and project)
traffic volumes at the study intersections during the AM and PM peak hours are illustrated in
Figures 9-5A and 9-5B, respectively.

9.4.2 Future With Project Alternative 2 Conditions
As shown in column [4] of Table 8-3, application of the City's threshold criteria to the ","Vith
Proposed Project" scenario indicates that Project Alternative 2 is expected to create a significant
impact at one of the 13 study intersections. Project Alternative·2 is expected to create a
significant impact at the following location according to the City's impact criteria during the
peak hour shown below with the addition of ambient growth, related projects traffic, and project
related traffic:

• Int. No.4: EI Molino Avenue/Colorado Boulevard

PM peak hour vic ratio increase of 0.063 [to 0.822 (LOS D) from 0.759 (LOS C)]

Incremental but not significant impacts are noted at the remaining 12 study intersections, as
presented in Table 8-3. Recommended traffic mitigation measures expected to reduce the
forecast project-related impact to less than significant levels are described in Section 11.0 herein.
The future with Project Alternative 2 (existing, ambient growth, related projects and project)
traffic volumes at the study intersections during the AM and PM peak hours are illustrated in
Figures 9-6A and 9-6B, respectively.
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9.4.3 Future With Project Alternative 3 Conditions
As shown in column [4] of Table 8-4, application of the City's threshold criteria to the "With
Proposed Project" scenario indicates that the Project Alternative 3 is expected to create a
significant impact at one of the 13 study intersections. Project Alternative 3 is expected to create
a significant impact at the following location according to the City's impact criteria during the
peak hour shown below with the addition of ambient growth, related projects traffic, and project
related traffic:

• Int. No.4: EI Molino Avenue/Colorado Boulevard

PM peak hour vic ratio increase of 0.053 [to 0.812 (LOS D) from 0.759 (LOS C)]

Incremental but not significant impacts are noted at the remaining 12 study intersections, as
presented in Table 8-4. Recommended traffic mitigation measures expected to reduce the
forecast project-related impact to less than significant levels are described in Section 11.0 herein.
The future with Project Alternative 3 (existing, ambient growth, related projects and project)
traffic volumes at the study intersections during the AM and PM peak hours are illustrated in
Figures 9-7A and 9-7B, respectively.

9.4.4 Future With Project Alternative 4 Conditions
As shown in column [4] of Table 8-5, application of the City's threshold criteria to the "With
Proposed Project" scenario indicates that the Project Alternative 4 is expected to create a
significant impact at one of the 13 study intersections. Project Alternative 4 is expected to create
a significant impact at the following location according to the City's impact criteria during the
peak hour shown below with the addition of ambient growth, related projects traffic, and project
related traffic:

• Int. No.4: EI Molino Avenue/Colorado Boulevard

PM peak hour vic ratio increase of 0.054 [to 0.813 (LOS D) from 0.759 (LOS C)]

Incremental but not significant impacts are noted at the remaining 12 study intersections, as
presented in Table 8-5. Recommended traffic mitigation measures expected to reduce the
forecast project-related impact to less than significant levels are described in Section 11.0 herein.
The future with Project Alternative 4 (existing, ambient growth, related projects and project)
traffic volumes at the study intersections during the AM and PM peak hours are illustrated in
Figures 9-8A and 9-8B, respectively.

LiNscon, LAW &GREENSPAN, engineers

-68-
LLG Ret. 1-08-3727-1

Playhouse Plaza Project

)



N
ID
~

cr
'0
"0e
'"oo
N
"
'"o
"r
o

-- - - -- - -/ , / ,
/

\..-192 \
/ ,

I U'CD I O.p. \
'" CD -925 \ T~I )1 I \

I ,-635 I

I 11 I \ 503-' I( I
\ U'''' I \ 782- CD.p. I

-CD -N
\ U'.p. / \,897, "'CD /, /' /, /

, , - /- - - - , -,- -,

ST ' yr-., ) -- MAPLE - - \LJ
/ -

~
/

rf-y -- \LJ - ST- CORSON -
m
r

-.p.- 1'-100
",,,,.p. -519JTt1,-110 ST

WALNUT 256-' Ii_i.e
I

286 DO'"
112, NO

C '"s: s:» 0 0
r 0 0 » U>
0 Ui

r ;;>\ 0
U> Z z

0 0 t --- -Z
1'-'1" - ST

'" _1;,1
U''''

UNION - 51 ,1\1 s;:
1~

;;>\

CDO
m

"'0

\..-38 \..-24 NN- \..-218
\..-85

N NU'.p. -739
,-,0'-' -555-"'- Jrt -720 ",.p..p. Jlt ,-134 BLVDJft 678 ,-63 )11... ,-90

,-75 COLORADO 229-' 111(
149-' 11( 28-' l:lr[~

42-' ~LC 387 -",en
662- 629- Om.p.

663- -.p.<D 1(.,..l~OI 35,
.p..p.'" 96, CD",

D.p.", 37, t65, en",
I I
,SITE I

N-
N enD -CD

"'- rc. mU' '-" CD ST",.p. L __ J II... II...Tt GREEN
71-' l( 22-' t( - 102-' t( -- 130-' t( - 574- Nm 622- ,-",-, 513- CD'"

494- U'''' ~CD
NN 95, ~--en 33-. 32,

88, °
;:0 ;;>\
0 Z
lD 0r STm r
U> r

?-OO\lp..
CO

~ ~ tm m
BLVD

\..-42 L.--'-'- l:l -676 ---"''''
DEL )1 I... ,-23 MAR

37-' llL
~

544- b5~tJ1
~

~
22,

~ mm mm
o
N
o
.n

FIGURE 9-7A
FUTURE WITH PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 3

TRAFFIC VOLUMES
AM PEAK HOUR

PLAYHOUSE PLAZA PROJECTLINSCOTT, LAW &GREENSPAN, engineers

NOT TO SCALE

Q.
o
--'

'"•"!
o

~;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~;::
'"•"0
./
r
N
r-

'"./
E

I
.0
o
/'
o

-69-



-
MAPLE -

CORSON

/ ,
I; .:>--....J ~294 ... \

I ~:b -806 \
I ) I ,584
I 11 I
\ ~L:.: I

\ ....... Li-l I

' ..... - ~ ""' ....

ST - 'y\
\..,..1

/

/
I ON..... '"

I Ulf
I I ....
\ 780--' t (
\ 1624- <::gj
\" 843, ~tD

,- -
)

, ,
\

\

I
I

I
/

-

ST

m
r

roen

WALNUT

UNION -

:s::»o
en
oz

I
C
oen
oz
I ST

ST

~,-"- '-151
~~~ 1082
) I .... :,124 COLORADO

GREEN

N '-58 - '-54
~~~ -1193 ~O;~ -1154
) I 'C ,52 ) 1 .... ,78

70""" I (
1159- N~

76-. ~

BLVD

ST

;:0
o
CD
r
men

;:s;;
Z
o
r
r

ST

co
o
o
N

'
'"o
'r
o

DEL

~m
N '-48

~~~ -735
) 11...,47

7~~~ 1~&
42, 0'

MAR

BLVD

'"N
o
.n

FIGURE 9-78
FUTURE WITH PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 3

TRAFFIC VOLUMES
PM PEAK HOUR

PLAYHOUSE PLAZA PROJECTL1NSCOn, LAW &GREENSPAN, engineers

NOT TO SCALE

n
o
...J

'"•u
.ci

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
•u
/'
r
N
r-

'"/'
~

I
.0
a

?
a

-70-



\ 503J t(
\ 782-~;::;

\,897, ""CO

MAPLE -

CORSON

- -- -
1/ l.J1CD"-192',

I ~~ --925 \
I ) I ,635

\ 11'
\ Ul-....l I
\ U;~ /
" ...,/' .....

ST -

flY

,- -
)

,
\

\

~,
I

I
/

- ST

m
r

WALNUT

roen

UNION -

s::»
CJ
Ui
oz

I
C
CJen
oz
t ST

ST

_""_ '--85
'=?~o -678
) I 1. ,75 COLORADO

""-Tt GREEN
130-' t ( -----
492- U'""
88, OCO

;;0
o
OJ
r
men

A
Z
o
r
r

NN- '--218
~~~ -555
) I \....,134

229-' t (
BLVD

ST

ST

CO~OO~N~P.~_-+-_--+---+---r-----t--

00
o
o
N

"
'"o
"r
o

DEL

~
m

'--42
~lD~ -676
) j \....,23

37--' 1 f
544- h3iDt;;
22, '"

MAR

BLVD

N
o
n
o
.0

FIGURE 9-8A
FUTURE WITH PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 4

TRAFFIC VOLUMES
AM PEAK HOUR

PLAYHOUSE PLAZA PROJECTL1NSCOn, LAW &GREENSPAN, engineers

NOT TO SCALE
I

.0
o
/'
a

D
o
-.J

'"•
'"o
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
'"•-0
/'
r
N
r-

'"/'
.'"
c:

-71-



~ - - , ~ - - ,
/ , / ,

/
~294 \\

/
ON

\

I ... ~ I \
cnlJ' -805 \ ~'"

I )1 I It \, r 584 ,
\ \1 I \ 780-' I( ,
\ cn- I \ 1524- -a> I

-'" "'0
\ ~'" / \,843, co", I

\ <0 /' 0 /, , ,
~, - - - , -,- - -,

ST 'y,", ) -- MAPLE - - \.LJ
/ -

~
/

(hi -- \.LJ - ST- CORSON -
m
r

NlJ'- "-174
lJ'~<o -448)It ...-53 ST

WALNUT 551....) 1111
I

782 -"'co
145, '"C

co
s:: s::» 0 0

r 0 0 » en
0

Cii
r ;;J\ 0en Z z

0 0 t ---Z
'--oJ - ST

N _B':il."' .....

UNION - )1 ,51 ~
l~

;;J\

-<0
m

~o

~59 ~54 t".I:::N ~242

~149
N lrt

m<o~ -755_lJ'_

;T~
-1192 -1154 ~NCO

jf~ 1082 r 52 r 78 )11... r 152 BLVD
1,124 COLORADO 311....) ljJ104J 1;1 I (' 179-' \Ii

130....) \t( 1197- I ... ",m' 1097- ",mm 822
~~:::

1052- -~- IN~ml 57,
", ... m 183,

N~N 47, t158, lJ'<o ...
I ,
,SITE, "'-

~-

~t
m~ "'~

m- <ON 00 STL __ J II...Tt GREEN II...
70-' t( 53....) t( - 270....) t( -- 277....) I( - 1157- NlJ' 11'03- O'lJ' 885- §~1080- ~co g;- mN 219,

~m 75-. 49, lJ'
152, ...

;:0 ;;J\
0 Z
OJ 0r STm r
en r

ROO\if>.
CO

~ ~ t
m m

BLVD
N ~48 L--lJ'''' ~ -735 ----00'

DEL )1 I...r 47 MAR
30J \ ~!,

~
722- ~VlN

~
~

42, m

~m m
m m

~
FIGURE 9-88

FUTURE WITH PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 4
NOT TO SCALE TRAFFIC VOLUMES,

PM PEAK HOUR
LINSCOTT, LAW &GREENSPAN, engineers PLAYHOUSE PLAZA PROJECT

::
n
a
.ii

"a
--'

'"•".ri
OJ,
'";.-
'"•";::

N,...
n

i
.0
o
/'

"

OJ
a
a
N

"na
",...a

-72-



10.0 STREET SEGMENT ANALYSIS

As required by City of Pasadena traffic study guidelines, existing and existing with project
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes were detennined at five street segment locations in the
vicinity of the proposed Playhouse Plaza project. The City of Pasadena ADT impact threshold
criteria for street segments are listed in Table 10-1.

Table 10-1
CITY OF PASADENA

STREET SEGMENT IMPACT THRESHOLD CRITERIA

ADT Growth on Street Segment Required Traffic Mitigation

0.0-2.4% ADT Growth
Project Review and Initial Study Staff Review and Conditions

2.5-4.9% ADT Growth
Examined by Initial Study Soft Mitigation Required

Focused Traffic Study TDM, Rideshare, etc.

5.0-7.4% ADT Growth
Examined by Initial Study Soft Mitigation Required

Full Traffic Study Required Physical Mitigation Required
Project Alternatives Considered

7.5% + ADT Growth
Examined by Initial Study Soft Mitigation Required

Full Traffic Study Required Extensive Physical Mitigation Required
Project Alternatives Considered

The following five street segment locations were identified for analysis by City of Pasadena staff
for inclusion in the ADT analysis:

1. EI Molino Avenue south of Colorado Boulevard (between Colorado Boulevard and
Playhouse Alley).

2. Oak Knoll Avenue south of Colorado Boulevard (between Colorado Boulevard and
Green Street).

3. Colorado Boulevard east of Hudson Avenue (between Hudson Avenue and Lake
Avenue).

4. Green Street east of EI Molino Avenue (between EI Molino Avenue and Arcade
Alley).

5. Green Street east of Hudson Avenue (between Hudson Avenue and Lake Avenue).

)
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Automatic 24-hour machine traffic counts of the study street segments were obtained from the
draft traffic impact study for the 680 East Colorado Boulevard Project prepared by Willdan
Associates. Based on discussions with PasDOT staff, the existing traffic volumes for the above
referenced study street segments were increased at an annual rate of one and one-half percent
(1.5%) per year to reflect year 2008 existing conditions. The existing ADT volume at the study
location is displayed in Figure 10-1. Copies of the current 24-hour machine traffic counts for
the study street segment locations are contained in Appendix C.

The existing and forecast existing with Project Alternatives 1, 2, 3 and 4 ADT volumes at the
street segment study locations are summarized in Tables 10-2, 10-3, 10-4 and 10-5,
respectively. The existing ADT volume is shown in column [I]. The forecast project distribution
percentages for the project alternatives and project ADT volume at the study locations are shown
in columns [2] and [3], respectively. In addition, the forecast existing with project alternatives
ADT volume for the study locations are presented in column [4]. Finally, the project-related
percent increase in ADT growth for the analyzed street segments are presented in column [5].
The existing with Project Alternatives 1, 2, 3 and 4 ADT volume at the street segment study
locations are displayed in Figures 10-2, 10-3, 10-4 and 10-5, respectively.

10.1 Project Alternative 1 Summary of Street Segment Analysis
Application of the City's threshold criteria to the "Existing With Project Alternative 1" scenario
indicates that Project Alternative 1 is expected to create a significant impact at one of the five
study street segments. As indicated in Table 10-2, Project Alternative 1 is forecast to increase
ADT volumes on study street segment number 1 (EI Molino Avenue between Colorado
Boulevard and Playhouse Alley) by approximately 12.3 percent, which requires both physical
(e.g., roadway improvements, traffic signal upgrades, etc.) and soft mitigation measures (e.g.,
transportation demand management measures). Increases of less than 2.5 percent in ADT
volumes are forecast for the remaining four study street segments due to Project Alternative 1,
which require staff review and conditions.

10.2 Project Alternative 2 Summary of Street Segment Analysis
Application of the City's threshold criteria to the "Existing With Project Alternative 2" scenario
indicates that Project Alternative 2 is expected to create a significant impact at one of the five
study street segments. As indicated in Table 10-3, Project Alternative 2 is forecast to increase
ADT volumes on study street segment number 1 (EI Molino Avenue between Colorado
Boulevard and Playhouse Alley) by approximately 12.3 percent, which requires both physical
(e.g., roadway improvements, traffic signal upgrades, etc.) and soft mitigation measures (e.g.,
transportation demand management measures). Increases of less than 2.5 percent in ADT
volumes are forecast for the remaining four study street segments due to Project Alternative 2,
which require staff review and conditions.

lINseon, LAW &GREENSPAN, engineers
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Table 10-2

PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 1: ALL PARKING ON-SITE/ONE SITE ACCESS POINT

SUMMARY OF STREET SEGMENT ANALYSIS

03-Jul-2008

[1] Proposed Project Alt. 1 [4) [5)
Existing [2) [3) Existing Percent

Weekday Total Daily W/Project ADT
ADT Project Project ADT Volume Growth

Location Dir. Volume Dist. Trip Ends (111+13]) (131/14])

1 El Molino Avenue between NB 3,051 60.0% Out 476 3,527 13.5%
Colorado Boulevard and SB 3,477 55.0% In 436 3,913 11.1%
Playhouse Alley

Total Location 1 6,528 ---- 912 7,440 12.3%

2 Oak Knoll Avenue between NB 1,555 0.0% -- 0 1,555 0.0%
Colorado Boulevard and SB 3,055 0.0% -- 0 3,055 0.0%
Green Street

Total Location 2 4,610 ---- 0 4,610 0.0%

3 Colorado Boulevard between EB 12,911 15.0% Out 119 13,030 0.9%
Hudson Avenue and Lake Avenue WB 12,931 15.0% In 119 13,050 0.9%

Total Location 3 25,842 ---- 238 26,080 0.9%

4 Green Street between EI Molino EB 10,726 25.0% Out 198 10,924 1.8%
Avenue and Arcade Alley

Total Location 4 10,726 ---- 198 10,924 1.8%

5 Green Street between Hudson EB 11,098 25.0% Out 198 11,296 1.8%
Avenue and Lake Avenue

Total Location 5 11,098 ---- 198 11,296 1.8%

[1] Based on direction from PasDOT staff, the ADT volumes were obtained from the Draft Traffic Impact Study
for the 680 E. Colorado Boulevard project prepared by Willdan Associates, June 2007. Year 2007 traffic counts
were adjusted by-a 1.5 percent (1.5%) ambient growth factor to reflect year 2008 existing conditions. Copies of
the summary data worksheets ofthe 24-hour traffic count are provided in Appendix E.

[2] Total distribution of inbound and outbound daily project traffic at the analyzed street segment.
[3] Daily project volume includes inbound and outbound trips based on the proposed project net increase

of 1,585 daily trip ends (approximately 793 inbound trips and 793 outbound trips).
[4)Total of columns [1] and [3].

[5] Column [3] divided by column [4].

City ofPasadena ADT impact thresholds for street segments are as follows:

ADT Growth on Street Segment Review Required Mitigation

0.0 - 2.4% ADT Growth Project review/initial study Staff review and conditions

2.5 - 4.9% ADT Growth Initial study/focused traffic study Soft mitigation (TDM, etc.)

5.0 - 7.4% ADT Growth Initial study/full traffic study Soft/physical mitigation; alternatives

7.5% + ADT Growth Initial study/full traffic study Soft/physical mitigation; alternatives

LiNseon,LAw &GREENSPAN, engineers
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Table 10-3
PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 2: ALL PARKING ON-SITEITWO SITE ACCESS POINTS

SUMMARY OF STREET SEGMENT ANALYSIS

03-lul-2008

[1] Proposed Project Alt. 2 [4] [5]
Existing [2] [3] Existing Percent

Weekday Total Daily W/Project ADT
ADT Project Project ADTVolume Growth

Location Dir. Volume Dist. Trip Ends (111+131) (1311141)

1 EI Molino Avenue between NB 3,051 60.0% Out 476 3,527 13.5%
Colorado Boulevard and SB 3,477 55.0% In 436 3,913 I I.1%
Playhouse Alley

Total Location 1 6,528 ---- 912 7,440 12.3%

2 Oak Knoll Avenue between NB 1,555 0.0% -- 0 1,555 0.0%
Colorado Boulevard and SB 3,055 0.0% -- 0 3,055 0.0%
Green Street

Total Location 2 4,610 ---- 0 4,610 0.0%

3 Colorado Boulevard between EB 12,911 15.0% Out 119 13,030 0.9%
Hudson A venue and Lake Avenue WB 12,931 15.0% In 119 13,050 0.9%

Total Location 3 25,842 ---- 238 26,080 0.9%

4 Green Street between El Molino EB 10,726 30.0% In 238 10,964 2.2%
Avenue and Arcade Alley

Total Location 4 10,726 ---- 238 10,964 2.2%

5 Green Street between Hudson EB 11,098 20.0% Out 159 11,257 1.4%
Avenue and Lake Avenue

Total Location 5 11,098 ---- 159 11,257 1.4%

[1] Based on direction from PasDOT staff, the ADT volumes were obtained from the Draft Traffic Impact Study
for the 680 E. Colorado Boulevard project prepared by Willdan Associates, June 2007. Year 2007 traffic counts
were adjusted by a 1.5 percent (1.5%) ambient growth factor tOTeflect year 2008 existing conditions. Copies of
the summary data worksheets of the 24-hour traffic count are provided in Appendix E.

[2] Total distribution of inbound and outbound daily project traffic at the analyzed street segment.
[3] Daily project volume includes inbound and outbound trips based on the proposed project net increase

of 1,585 daily trip ends (approximately 793 inbound trips and 793 outbound trips).
[4] Total of columns [1] and [3].

['5] Column [3] divided by column [4].

City of Pasadena ADT impact thresholds for street segments are as follows:

ADT Growth on Street Segment

0.0 - 2.4% ADT Growth

2.5 - 4.9% ADT Growth

5.0-7.4%ADTGrowth

7.5 % + ADT Growth

lINSCOD, LAw &GREENSPAN, engineers
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Project review/initial study
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Required Mitigation

Staffreview and conditions

Soft mitigation (TDM, etc.)

Soft/physical mitigation; alternatives

Soft/physical mitigation; alternatives
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Table 10-4

PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 3: PARKING ON·SITE AND AT THE MADISON AVENUE STRUCTURE
PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 3SUMMARY OF STREET SEGMENT ANALYSIS

03-Jul-2008

11J Proposed Project Alternative 3 17J fBJ
Existing [2] 131 141 [SJ [6J Existing Percent

Weekday Total Subtotal Total Subtotal Total Daily WlProject ADT
ADT Project Dally Site Project Daily Orr-Site Project ADTVolume Growth

Location Dir. Volume Site Dist. Trip Ends Off-Site Dist. Dist. Trip Ends ([l]+r6]) (161m])

I El Molino Avenue between NJil 3,051 60.0% Out 395 0.0% -- 0 395 3,446 11.5%
Colorado Boulevard and SB 3,477 55.0% In 362 0.0% - 0 362 3,839 9.4%
Playhouse Alley

Total Location I 6,528 - 757 - 0 757 7,285 10.4%

2 Oak Knoll Avenue between NB 1,555 0.0% - 0 0.0% -- 0 0 1,555 0.0%
Colorado Boulevard and SB 3,055 0.0% -- 0 0.0% -- 0 0 3,055 0.0%
Green Street

Total Location 2 4,610 ---- 0 - 0 0 4,610 0.0%

3 Colorado Boulevard between EB 12,911 15.0% Out 99 10.0% Out 13 112 13,023 0.8%
Hudson Avenue and Lake Avenue WE 12,931 15.0% In 99 10.0% In 13 112 13,043 0.8%

Total Location 3 25,842 - 198 -- 26 224 26,066 0.8%

4 Green Street between El Molino EB 10,726 25.0% Out 165 5.0% Out 7 Out 172 10,898 1.5%
Avenue and Arcade Alley

Total Location 4 10,726 -- 165 -- 7 172 10,898 1.5%

5 Green Street between Hudson EB 11,098 20.0% Out 132 5.0% Out 7 Out 139 11,237 1.2%
Avenue and Lake Avenue

Total Location 5 11,098 132 - - 7 139 11.237 1.2%

[I] Based on direction from PasDOT staff, the ADT volumes were obtained from the Draft Traffic Impact Study
for the 680 E. Colorado Boulevard project prepared by Willdan Associates, June 2007. Year 2007 traffic counts
were adjusted by a 1.5 percent (1.5%) ambient growth factor to reflect year 2008 existing conditions. Copies of
the summary data worksheets of the 24-hour traffic count are provided in Appendix E.

[2] Total distribution of inbound and outbound daily project traffic at the analyzed street segment.
[3] Daily project volume includes inbound and outbound trips based on the proposed project net increase

of 1,585 daily trip ends (approximately 793 inbound trips and 793 outbound trips).
[4] Total of columns [1] and [3].

[5] Column [3] divided by column [4].

City of Pasadena ADT impact thresholds for street segments are as follows:

APT Growth on Street Segment ReYi.eYi Required Mitigation

0.0 -2.4% ADT Growth Project reviewlinitiaJ study Staff review and conditions

2.5 - 4.9% ADT Growth Initial study/focused traffic study Soft mitigation (TOM, etc.)

5.0 - 7.4% ADT Growth Initial study/full traffic study Soft/physical mitigation; alternatives

7.5% + ADT Growth Initial study/full traffic study Soft/physical mitigation; alternatives

L1Nscon, LAw &GREENSPAN, engineers
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Table 10-5
PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 4: PARKING ON-SITE AND AT 621 E. COLORADO BOULEVARD

SUMMARY OF STREET SEGMENT ANALYSIS

03-Jul-200B

[1) Proposed Project Alternative 4 [7) [8)
Existing 121 [31 [4] [5] 161 Existing Percent

Weekday Total Subtotal Total Subtotal Total Daily WlProject ADT
ADT Project Daily Site Project Dally OIT-Site Project ADTVolume Growth

Location Dir. Volume Site Dist. Trio Ends Off-Site Dlst. Trio Ends Trio Ends ([11+16]) ([61117])

I EI Molino Avenue between NB 3.051 60.0% Out 395 0.0% - 0 395 3,446 11.5%
Colorado Boulevard and SB 3,477 55.0% In 362 0.0% -- 0 362 3,839 9.4%
Plavhouse Allev

Total Location 1 6,528 -.-. 757 -- 0 757 7,285 10.4%

2 Oak Knoll Avenue between NB 1,555 0.0% -- 0 0.0% -- 0 0 1,555 0.0%
Colorado Boulevard and SB 3,055 0.0% -- 0 0.0% -- 0 0 3,055 0.0%
Green Street

Total Location 2 4,610 ---- 0 - 0 0 4,610 0.0%

3 Colorado Boulevard between EB 12,91 I 15.0% Qut 99 10.0% Out 13 112 13,023 0.8%
Hudson Avenue and Lake Avenue WB 12,93 I 15.0% In 99 10.0% In 13 112 13,043 0.8%

Total Location 3 25,842 --- 198 - 26 224 26,066 0.8%

4 Green Street between EI Molino EB 10,726 25.0% Out 165 5.0% Out 7 Out 172 10,898 1.5%
Avenue and Arcade Alley

Total Location 4 10,726 w ___ 165 - 7 172 10,898 1.5%

5 Green Street between Hudson EB 11,098 20.0% Out 132 5.0% Out 7 Out 139 11,237 1.2%
Avenue and Lake Avenue

Total Location 5 11,098 --- 132 ---- 7 139 11,237 1.2%

[I] Based on direction from PasDOT staff. the ADT volumes were obtained from the Draft Traffic hnpact Study
for the 680 E. Colorado Boulevard project prepared by Willdan Associates, June 2007. Year 2007 traffic counts
were adjusted by a 1.5 percent (1.5%) ambient growth factor to reflect year 2008 existing conditions. Copies of
the summary data worksheets of the 24-hour traffic count are provided in Appendix E.

[2] Total distribution of inbound and outbound daily project traffic at the analyzed street segment.
[3] Daily project volume includes inbound and outbound trips based on the proposed project net increase

of 1,585 daily trip ends (approximately 793 inbound trips and 793 outbound trips).
[4] Total of columns [I] and [3].

[5] Column [3] divided by column [4].

City ofPasadena ADT impact thresholds for street segments are as follows:

ApT Growtb on Street Segment ~ Required Mitigation

0.0 - 2.4% ADT Growth Project review/initial study Staff review and conditions

2.5 - 4.9% ADT Growth Initial study/focused traffic study Soft mitigation (TOM, etc.)

5.0 - 7.4% ADT Growth Initial study/full traffic study Soft/physical mitigation; alternatives

7.5% + ADT Growth Initial study/full traffic study Soft/physical mitigation; alternatives

L1Nseon, LAw &GREENSPAN, engineers
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10.3 Project Alternative 3 Summary of Street Segment Analysis
Application of the City's threshold criteria to the "Existing With Project Alternative 3" scenario
indicates that Project Alternative 3 is expected to create a significant impact at one of the five
study street segments. As indicated in Table 10-4, Project Alternative 3 is forecast to increase
ADT volumes on study street segment number 1 (El Molino Avenue between Colorado
Boulevard and Playhouse Alley) by approximately lO.4 percent, which requires both physical
(e.g., roadway improvements, traffic signal upgrades, etc.) and soft mitigation measures (e.g.,
transportation demand management measures). Increases of less than 2.5 percent in ADT
volumes are forecast for the remaining four study street segments due to Project Alternative 3,
which require staff review and conditions.

10.4 Project Alternative 4 Summary of Street Segment Analysis
Application of the City's threshold criteria to the "Existing With Project Alternative 4" scenario
indicates that Project Alternative 4 is expected to create a significant impact at one of the five
study street segments. As indicated in Table 10-5, Project Alternative 4 is forecast to increase
ADT volumes on study street segment number 1 (El Molino Avenue between Colorado
Boulevard and Playhouse Alley) by approximately 10.4 percent, which requires both physical
(e.g., roadway improvements, traffic signal upgrades, etc.) and soft mitigation measures (e.g.,
transportation demand management measures). Increases of less than 2.5 percent in ADT
volumes are forecast for the remaining four study street segments due to Project Alternative 4,
which require staff review and conditions.

)
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11.0 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT MEASURES

The following sections provide an overview of transportation improvement measures that are
anticipated to address impacts to the local roadway network associated with the proposed project
alternatives. It is important to note that the traffic analysis has been based on a conservative
approach with respect to the analysis of potential project-related impacts.

11.1 Summary of Intersection Improvement Measures
As summarized in the Future With Project Conditions section (refer to Subsection 9.4) herein,
application of the City's threshold criteria to the "With Proposed Project" scenario indicates that
all of the project alternatives are anticipated to create significant impacts at the following study
intersection:

• lnt. No.3: EI Molino Avenue/Colorado Boulevard

The following transpOliation mitigation measures are recommended to reduce the forecast
significant transportation impacts at the subject study intersection to less than significant levels.

• Prohibit left-turn movements at the northbound and southbound approaches on El Molino
Avenue at the Colorado Boulevard intersection.

• Install a left-tum pocket at the northbound approach on EI Molino Avenue at the Union
Street intersection. Restripe the northbound and southbound approaches on El Molino
Avenue to accommodate the installation of the northbound left-tum pocket. The resultant
lane configurations at the northbound approach to the intersection would be one exclusive
left-turn lane and one combination through lane/right-tum only lane. Modify the traffic
signal at the EI Molino Avenue/Union Street intersection (lnt. No.3) to provide
northbound left-tum phasing.

• Install a left-tum pocket at the southbound approach on EI Molino Avenue at the Green
Street intersection. Restripe the northbound and southbound approaches on El Molino
Avenue to accommodate the installation of the southbound left-tum pocket. The
resultant lane configurations at the southbound approach to the intersection would be one
exclusive left-tum lane and one combination through lane/right-tum only lane. Modify
the traffic signal at the EI Molino Avenue/Green Street intersection (lnt. No.5) to provide
southbound left-turn phasing. This improvement measure may require removal of on
street parking along EI Molino Avenue north and south of the subject intersection.

Existing and forecast future traffic volumes at the EI Molino Avenue/Colorado Boulevard
intersection and nearby intersections will be affected by the recommendation to restrict left-turns
at the northbound and southbound approaches on EI Molino Avenue at the Colorado Boulevard
intersection. As such, the forecast future with project traffic volumes at the study intersections
have been adjusted to reflect anticipated shifts in volumes due to the prohibition of left-turns at
the subject study intersection. The forecast future with project mitigation traffic volumes under
the project alternatives are referenced in the following paragraphs.

)
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As indicated in Table 8-2, this measure is anticipated to reduce the potentially significant Project
Alternative I-related impact to less than significant levels. The improvement is expected to
improve operations to 0.780 (LOS C) from 0.822 (LOS D) with Project Alternative 1 during the
PM peak hour. The forecast future with Project Alternative 1 mitigation (existing, ambient
growth, related projects, project and project mitigation) traffic volumes at the study intersections
during the AM and PM peak hours are illustrated in Figures ll-lA and ll-lB, respectively.

As indicated in Table 8-3, this measure is anticipated to reduce the potentially significant Project
Alternative 2-related impact to less than significant levels. The improvement is expected to
improve operations to 0.780 (LOS C) from 0.822 (LOS D) with Project Alternative 2 during the
PM peak hour. The forecast future with Project Alternative 2 mitigation (existing, ambient
growth, related projects, project and project mitigation) traffic volumes at the study intersections
during the AM and PM peak hours are illustrated in Figures 11-2A and 11-2B, respectively.

As indicated in Table 8-4, this measure is anticipated to reduce the potentially significant Project
Alternative 3-related impact to less than significant levels. The improvement is expected to
improve operations to 0.769 (LOS C) from 0.812 (LOS D) with Project Alternative 3 during the
PM peak hour. The forecast future with Project Alternative 3 mitigation (existing, ambient
growth, related projects, project and project mitigation) traffic volumes at the study intersections
during the AM and PM peak hours are illustrated in Figures 11-3A and 11-3B, respectively.

As indicated in Table 8-5, this measure is anticipated to reduce the potentially significant Project
Alternative 4-related impact to less than significant levels. The improvement is expected to
improve operations to 0.769 (LOS C) from 0.813 (LOS D) with Project Alternative 4 during the
PM peak hour. The forecast future with Project Alternative 4 mitigation (existing, ambient
growth, related projects, project and project mitigation) traffic volumes at the study intersections
during the AM and PM peak hours are illustrated in Figures 11-4A and 11-4B, respectively.

11.2 Traffic Reduction and Transportation Improvement Fee
The City of Pasadena has established the Traffic Reduction and Transportation Improvement Fee
(TR-TIF) program consistentwith the General Plan and Government Code Section 66477. The
purpose of the fee is to promote the general health, safety and welfare of the residents of the City
of Pasadena through assurance that an adequate level of service on the City's transportation
system can be maintained through the implementation of the street and transit improvements
identified in the Mobility Element. Revenues from the TR-TIF program will be used to fund key
intersection improvements, complete roadway extension projects identified in the Mobility
Element and fund improvements to manage traffic on designated multimodal corridors.
Additionally, approximately one-half of the funds collected through the program will be
allocated towards improvements to the ARTS system and to provide significant enhancements to
the local transit service encouraging non-automobile travel throughout the City.

The TR-TIF program is based on the Traffic Reduction and Transportation Improvement Fee
Report prepared for the City by Kaku Associates and presented to the City Council on July 17,
2006. The Traffic Reduction and Transportation Improvement Fee program is applicable to new
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industrial, office, retail and residential development. The fee schedule for the land uses are as
follows:

• Industrial use: $3.10 per square-foot of net new space

• Office use: $3.72 per square-foot of net new space

• Retail use: $8.62 per square-foot of net new space

• Residential use: $2,480 per net new residential unit

11.3 Transportation Demand Management
In accordance with the City of Pasadena Trip Reduction Ordinance (No. 6573) and the City's
traffic study guidelines, it is recommended that the proposed project implement a TDM program.
The TDM measures implemented as part of the project should be aimed at decreasing the
number of vehicular trips generated by persons traveling to the site by offering specific facilities,
services and actions designed to increase the use of alternative transportation modes (e.g., transit,
rail, walking, bicycling, carpool, etc.). The TDM measures are above and beyond those
incorporated into the trip generation forecast to account for the proximity to the nearby Metro
Gold Line stations.

The TDM strategies will identify opportumt1es to reduce parking demand and automobile
dependency, as well as to promote alternative travel modes, with the focus on the office
component of the proposed project. The final TDM program for the proposed project will be
developed in conjunction with the City of Pasadena.

11.4 Summary of Street Segment Improvement Measures
Based on the City's street segment significance criteria the net increase in ADT volumes for
study Street Segment No.1, El Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse
Alley, requires both physical (e.g., roadway improvements, traffic signal upgrades, etc.) and soft
mitigation measures (e.g., transportation demand management measures). The project trips from
all four scenarios are expected to significantly impact El Molino Street, a de-emphasized street,
by increasing the traffic between 10.4% and 12.3%.

The 2004 General Plan Mobility Element defines de-emphasized streets as "routes where efforts
will be made to limit future increases in traffic. No transportation capital or operational
improvements to increase traffic capacity will be implemented on these corridors." PasDOT has
determined that there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of the project on
El Molino Street to below levels of significance. As such, forecast significant project-related
impacts are expected to remain. If the project is expected to be entitled by overriding
considerations, PasDOT recommends that the following mitigation measures be considered as
project conditions:
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• Contribute funds toward a pedestrian safety study in the vicinity of the project. The plan
will study measures such as mid-block signals, curb extensions, pedestrian countdown
signals, etc., to improve walking safety and convenience to and from parking
structures/businesses in the area.

• Provide pedestrian lighting to and from the project to the nearest transit stops within a
quarter mile radius.

• Offer unbundled parking option with lease.

• Contribute funds to the Pasadena ARTS program.

• Provide Metro Corporate Transit Passes to employees of this project site.
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12.0 CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM TRAFFIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT

The Congestion Management Program (CMP) is a state-mandated program that was enacted by
the State Legislature with the passage of Proposition III in 1990. The program is intended to
address the impact of local growth on the regional transportation system.

As required by the 2004 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County, a Traffic
Impact Assessment (TIA) has been prepared to determine the potential impacts on designated
monitoring locations on the CMP highway system. The analysis has been prepared in accordance
with procedures outlined in the 2004 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County,
County ofLos Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority, July 2004.

12.1 Intersections
The following CMP intersection monitoring location in the project vicinity has been identified:

• CMP Station Intersection

No. 121 Rosemead Boulevard/Foothill Boulevard

The CMP TIA guidelines require that intersection monitoring locations must be examined if the
proposed project will add 50 or more trips during either the AM or PM weekday peak periods.
The proposed project will not add 50 or more trips, during the AM or PM peak hours at the CMP
monitoring intersection, which is the threshold for preparing a traffic impact assessment, as
stated in the CMP manual. Therefore, no further review of potential impacts to intersection
monitoring locations that are part of the CMP highway system is required.

12.2 Freeways
The following CMP freeway monitoring location in the project vicinity has been identified:

• CMP Station Segment

No. 1061 1-210 Freeway at Rosemead Boulevard

The CMP TIA guidelines require that freeway monitoring locations must be examined if the
proposed project will add 150 or more trips (in either direction) during either the AM or PM
weekday peak periods. The proposed project will not add 150 or more trips (in either direction),
during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours to the CMP freeway monitoring location,
which is the threshold for preparing a traffic impact assessment, as stated in the CMP manual.
Therefore, no further review of potential impacts to freeway monitoring locations that are part of
the CMP highway system is required.
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12.3 Transit Impact Review
As required by the 2004 Congestion Management Programfor Los Angeles County, a review has
been made of the CMP transit service. As previously discussed, existing transit service is
provided in the vicinity of the proposed Playhouse Plaza project.

The project trip generation, as shown in Table 6-1, was adjusted by values set forth in the CMP
(i.e., person trips equal 1.4 times vehicle trips, and transit trips equal 3.5 percent of the total
person trips) to estimate transit trip generation. Pursuant to the CMP guidelines, the proposed
project is forecast to generate demand for 11 transit trips (10 inbound trips and 1 outbound trip)
during the weekday AM peak hour. During the weekday PM peak hour, the proposed project is
anticipated to generate demand for 10 transit trips (2 inbound trips and 8 outbound trips). Over a
24-hour period, the proposed project is forecast to generate demand for 78 daily transit trips.
The calculations are as follows:

• AM Peak Hour = 223 x 1.4 x 0.035 = 11 Transit Trips

• PM Peak Hour = 214 x 1.4 x 0.035 = 10 Transit Trips

• Daily Trips = 1,585 x 1.4 x 0.035 = 78 Transit Trips

It is anticipated that the existing transit service in the project area will adequately accommodate
the project-generated transit trips. Thus, based on the calculated number of generated transit
trips, no project impacts on existing or future transit services in the project area are expected to
occur as a result of the proposed project.

)
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13.0 CONCLUSIONS

It is concluded that each of the four project alternatives will create a potentially significant
impacts to the following two locations:

• Intersection No.3, EI Molino Avenue/Colorado Boulevard

• EI Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse Alley

The following subsections summarize the project requirements and improvements measures for
the proposed Playhouse Plaza project.

13.1 Project Requirements
• Contribute funds toward the Trip Reduction! Traffic Improvement Fee.

0; Participate in the funding of the Citywide Transportation Performance Monitoring
Program, as determined in consultation with PasDOT staff.

By participating in the above-mentioned transportation measures, the project's responsible
contribution to resolve the potential impact to Intersection No. 3,EI Molino Avenue/Colorado
Boulevard would be satisfied.

13.2 Intersection Improvement Measures
The following operational improvements are required to mitigate the impacted intersection to
less than significant levels:

• Prohibit left-tum movements at the northbound and southbound approaches on EI Molino
Avenue at the Colorado Boulevard intersection.

• Install a left-turn pocket at the northbound approach on EI Molino Avenue at the Union
Street intersection. Restripe the northbound and southbound approaches on EI Molino
Avenue to accommodate the installation of the northbound left-turn pocket. Modify the
traffic signal at the EI Molino Avenue/Union Street intersection (lnt. No.3) to provide
northbound left-turn phasing.

• Install a left-tum pocket at the southbound approach on EI Molino Avenue at the Green
Street intersection. Restripe the northbound and southbound approaches on EI Molino
Avenue to accommodate the installation of the southbound left-turn pocket. Modify the
traffic signal at the EI Molino Avenue/ Green Street intersection (Int. No.5) to provide
southbound left-turn phasing.
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13.3 Transportation Demand Management
The project shall also comply with the City's Trip Reduction ordinance as listed below:

• All nonresidential development projects, and the nonresidential portion of mixed-use
projects which fall below the 25,000 square feet of gross floor area, shall provide
preferential carpool/vanpool spaces equivalent to 10% of employee parking, bicycle
parking and a transportation display bulletin board.

• All nonresidential developments, which exceed 25,000 square feet of gross floor area,
shall provide a commuter matching service for all employees on an annual basis, and for
all new employees upon hiring. All nonresidential development projects and the non
residential portion of mixed-use development projects, which exceed 100,000 square feet
of gross floor area, shall provide a plan for a Transportation Systems Management
Program (TSM). The TSM Program shall be reviewed and approved by the director of
transportation prior to the issuance of a building permit and shall be reviewed and
approved annually for the life of the project. The TSM Program may include but is not
limited to the following strategies:

Pay parking for employees

Guaranteed Ride Home

Transit pass and vanpool fare subsidies

Private vanpool operations

Bikeway linkages to established routes

Reduced-parking fees for non-solo drivers

Provision of a certified Employee Transportation Coordinator

Provide Metro Corporate Transit Passes to employees of this project site

• Nonresidential development projects and the nonresidential portion of mixed-use
development projects, which exceed 100,000 square feet of gross floor area, shall meet
the requirements of the preceding subsection and the following mitigation strategies:

a. Carpool and Vanpool Loading Area. A passenger loading area for carpool
and vanpool vehicles shall be provided on site. At a minimum the area shall
be of sufficient size to accommodate the number of waiting vehicles
equivalent to 10% of the required number of carpool and vanpool spaces.

LiNseon, LAW &GREENSPAN, engineers

-100-

LLG Ref. 1-08-3727-1
Playhouse Plaza Project

)



b. Connecting Sidewalks. Designated pedestrian sidewalks or paths shall be
provided on the development site between the external pedestrian system and
each building in the development.

c. Bus Stop Improvements. Capital improvements, including bus pullouts, bus
pads and right of way for bus shelters may be required as mitigation measures
if a proposed development will have substantial traffic impacts.

Upon submittal of a TSM Program for review and approval, the owner/developer shall place a
deposit based on the current General Fee Schedule with the Department of Transportation prior
to the issuance of a building permit. This deposit is subject to a refund or an additional billing in
the event that the deposit amount is not sufficient to cover the cost of the review. The developer
shall pay an annual Transportation Demand Management status report review fee based on the
current General Fee Schedule, in compliance with the requirements of the Trip Reduction
Ordinance.

13.4 Street Segment Improvement Measures
Based on the City's street segment significance criteria the net increase in ADT volumes for
study Street Segment No.1, EI Molino Avenue between Colorado Boulevard and Playhouse
Alley, requires both physical (e.g., roadway improvements, traffic signal upgrades, etc.) and soft
mitigation measures (e.g., transportation demand management measures). The project trips from
all four scenarios are expected to significantly impact El Molino Street, a de-emphasized street,
by increasing the traffic between 10.4% and 12.3%.

The 2004 General Plan Mobility Element defines de-emphasized streets as "routes where efforts
will be made to limit future increases in traffic. No transportation capital or operational
improvements to increase traffic capacity will be implemented on these corridors." PasDOT has
determined that there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of the project on
El Molino Street to below levels of significance. As such, forecast significant project-related
impacts are expected to remain. If the project is expected to be entitled by overriding
considerations, PasDOT recommends that the following mitigation measures be considered as
project conditions:

• Contribute funds toward a pedestrian safety study in the vicinity of the project. The plan
will study measures such as mid-block signals, curb extensions, pedestrian countdown
signals, etc to improve walking safety and convenience to and from parking
structures/businesses in the area.

• Provide pedestrian lighting to and from the project to the nearest transit stops within a
quarter mile radius.

• Offer unbundled parking option with lease.

• Contribute funds to the Pasadena ARTS program.

• Provide Metro Corporate Transit Passes to employees of this project site.
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Appendix F 
Metropolitan Water District Status Update on Five-Year Supply Options 

 




















