RESOLUTION NO. _2009-001

A RESOLUTION OF THE HEARING OFFICER OF THE CITY OF PASADENA
CERTIFYING THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE 16 EAST
CALIFORNIA PROJECT (STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2008101002), AND
ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS, A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING
CONSIDERATIONS, AND A MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING
PROGRAM

WHEREAS, the 16 East California project (the “Project”) proposes to
develop an approximately 0.97-acre (42,090 square foot) site located on the southeast
corner of California Boulevard and Fair Oaks Avenue in the City of Pasadena with a
four-story (approximately 113,200 gross square feet) office building and 255 parking
spaces within a two-and-a-half level subterranean parking garage. The Project would
be designed to qualify for a Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (‘LEED”)
energy efficiency certification, is located in a transit-oriented development (“TOD”) area,
and would be developed in compliance with the City Green Building Ordinance (PMC
14.90). The Project requires a Minor Conditional Use Permit for Tandem Parking, a
Minor CUP for Transit Oriented Development, Design Review, and other subsequent
discretionary approvals, from the City and other regional and State agencies; and

WHEREAS, the City of Pasadena is the lead agency for the Project
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA,” Cal. Pub. Res. Code
§21000 et seq.), the State CEQA Guidelines (the “Guidelines,” 14 Cal. Code Regs.

§15000 et seq.), and the City’s local environmental policy guidelines; and
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WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 15063 of the Guidelines, the City
prepared an Initial Environmental Study (the “Initial Study”) for the Project. The Initial
Study concluded that there was substantial evidence that the Project might have a
significant environmental impact on several specifically identified resources and
governmental services, including: (1) Air Quality; (2) Cultural Resources (Historical
Resources/Archaeological and Paleontological Resources); (3) Noise; (4) Traffic and
Circulation; (5) Hazards and Hazardous Materials; and (6) Water Supply; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Guidelines Sections 15064 and 15081, and
based upon the information in the Initial Study, the City ordered the preparation of an
environmental impact report for the Project (“EIR"). On October 1, 2008, the City
prepared and sent a Notice of Preparation of the Draft EIR and a copy of the Initial
Study to responsible, trustee, and other interested agencies and persons in accordance
with Guidelines Sections 15082(a) and 15375; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Guidelines Section 15082, the City solicited
comments from potential responsible and trustee agencies for a 30-day period, from
October 1, 2008 through October 30, 2008, requesting details about the scope and
content of the environmental information related to the responsible agency's area of
statutory responsibility that should be studied in the EIR, as well as the significant
environmental issues, reasonable altern'atives and mitigation measures that the

responsible agency would have analyzed in the Draft EIR. The City received four
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comment letters in response to the NOP (all from State agencies). In addition, an EIR
scoping meeting was held by the City of Pasadena on October 16, 2008; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21092, the City
provided a public Notice of Completion and Availability (‘NOA”) of the Draft EIR on
March 17, 2009, through mailing to all property owners within 300 feet of the Project.
The NOA also gave notice of a Transportation Advisory Commission meeting on April 2,
2009, a Historic Preservation Commission meeting on April 6, 2009, and a public
hearing before the Hearing Officer on April 15, 2009, at which comments on the Draft
EIR would be taken. Copies of the Draft EIR were also placed at the City’s Planning
and Development Department at 175 North Garfield Avenue, as well as at the Economic
Development Division at City Hall, the Pasadena Central Library, and on the City's
website; and

WHEREAS, the Draft EIR was circulated, together with technical
appendices, to the public and other interested persons for a 45-day public comment
period, from March 17, 2009 through May 1, 2009. During the comment period, the City
held three duly noticed public meetings and one duly noticed public hearing at which the
public was given the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft EIR, as follows:
Trénsportation Advisory Commission on April 2, 2009; Historic Preservation
Commission on April 6, 2009; Héaring Officer on April 15, 2009; and Planning

Commission on April 22, 2009; and
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WHEREAS, during the public comment period the City received written
and oral comments on the Draft EIR, and consulted with all responsible and trustee
agencies, and other regulatory agencies pursuant to Guidelines Section 15086. The
City prepared written responses to all written comments received on the Draft EIR and
made revisions to the Draft EIR, as appropriate, in response to those comments. The
City distributed written responses to comments on the Draft EIR on July 2, 2009, in
accordance with the provisions of Public Resources Code Section 21092.5 and
Guidelines Section 15088. The written responses to comments were also made.
available for a 28 day period of public review before the commencement of the public
hearing regarding the certification of the Draft EIR. After reviewing the responses to
comments and the revisions to the Draft EIR, the City concludes that the information
and issues raised by the comments and the responses thereto did not constitute new
information requiring recirculation of the Draft EIR; and

WHEREAS, the Final Environmental Impact Report (the “Final EIR” or
“EIR") is comprised of: the Draft EIR, dated March, 2009 and numbered State
Clearinghouse No. 2008101002; the comments and responses to comments on the
Draft EIR set forth in the Final EIR dated July, 2009; technical appendices; and

WHEREAS, the Hearing Officer held a duly noticed public hearing on the
Final EIR and the Project on July 30, 2009; and

WHEREAS, the findings made in this resolution are based upon the

information and evidence set forth in the Final EIR and upon other substantial evidence
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that has been presented at all public meetings regarding the Project and in the record of
the proceedings. The documents, staff reports, technical studies, appendices, plans,
specifications, and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which
this resolution is based are on file and available for public examination during normal
business hours in the Planning and Development Department and with the Director of
Planning, who serves as the custodian of these records; and

WHEREAS, the Hearing Officer finds that agencies and interested
members of the public have been afforded ample notice and opportunity to comment on
the Final EIR and that the comment process has fulfilled all requirements of State and
local law; and

WHEREAS, the Hearing Officer, as the decision-making body for the lead
agency, has independently reviewed and considered the contents of the Final EIR and
all documents and testimony in the record of proceedings prior to deciding whether to
certify the Final EIR and approve the Project; and

WHEREAS, all other legal prerequisites to the adoption of this Resolution
have occurred.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE HEARING OFFICER OF THE CITY OF
PASADENA RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

. RESOLUTION REGARDING CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR
Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15090, the Hearing Officer certifies

that: (1) the Hearing Officer has reviewed and considered the Final EIR prior to
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approving the Project, (2) the Final EIR is an accurate and objective statement that fully
complies with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, the City’s local environmental
guidelines, and (3) the Final EIR reflects the independent judgment of the lead agency.
The Hearing Officer certifies the Final EIR based on the findings and conclusions
herein.

The Hearing Officer finds that the additional information provided in the staff report,
in the comments (and any responses thereto) received after circulation of the Draft EIR,
in the evidence presented ’in written and oral testimony presented at public meetings,
and otherwise in the administrative record, does not constitute new information requiring
recirculation of the Final EIR under CEQA. None of the information presented to the
Hearing Officer after circulation of the Draft EIR has deprived the public of a meaningful
opportunity to comment upon a substantial environmental impact of the Project or a
feasible mitigatidn measure or alternative that the City has declined to implement.

ll. RESOLUTION REGARDING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS NOT ANALYZED
IN THE EIR

The Hearing Officer hereby finds that the following potential environmental impacts
of the Project were found to be less than significant in the Initial Study, did not require
the imposition of mitigation measures, and therefore did not require study in the EIR: (1)
Aesthetics; (2) Agricultural Resources; (3) Biological Resources; (4) Geology and Soils;

(5) Hydrology and Water Quality; (6) Land Use; (7) Planning; (8) Mineral Resources; (9)
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Population/Housing; (10) Public Services; (11) Recreation; and (12) Utilities
(wastewater, solid waste, and dry utilities such as gas and electricity) (see Initial Study).
Iil. RESOLUTION REGARDING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS MITIGATED TO

BELOW A LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE
The Hearing Officer finds that mitigation measures have been identified in the Final
EIR which will reduce the following potentially significant environmental impacts to
below a level of significance.
a. HISTORIC RESOURCES
i. Potential Significant Impacts
The two neon signs associated with the Monty's Steak House appear eligible for
local designation as historic signs under the City of Pasadena’s Municipal Cade,
Section 17.62.040.D. One of these signs, a neon pole-mounted sign, is already
designated as a Historic Sign by the City. The two signs have been have been found to
be important historic resources at the local level and are historic resources for purposes
of CEQA. Demolition of the signs would result in a significant impact to historical
resources. (EIR, p. IV.B-37.)
ii. Proposed Mitigation
MM B-1: Recordation and Photography.
A Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) level Ill recordation shall be prepared
The signage shall be documented in large format black-and-white photographs and
written narrative in accordance with HABS requirements. Completion of the HABS level
Il recordation of the existing signs on the project site should be implemented prior to

their removal and before commencement of construction activities. The building’s
exterior showing the signs in place, the signage, as well as the property setting and
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contextual views shall be documented. Original archival prints shall be submitted to the
California Office of Historic Preservation, the City of Pasadena Planning and
Development Department and the Pasadena Public Library.

MM B-2: Signage Relocation.

To assist the general public and interested parties in understanding the history of neon
signage in Pasadena and to make these historic resources available to the public, the
neon and metal signage of the circa 1951-1953 pole-mounted sign located at 592 S.
Fair Oaks Avenue shall be preserved on site (if feasible) and, if it cannot be preserved
on site, it is preferred that it remain in the City and be exhibited in a suitable location in
public view. The wall mounted sign (circa 1961) may be donated to a suitable off-site
repository or collection, preferably one located either within Pasadena or another
location within the Los Angeles metropolitan area, such as the Museum of Neon Art in
Los Angeles, which will ensure the continued preservation of the signage. To reduce
potential damage to the signs during their relocation, the applicant shall obtain the
services of a qualified conservator experienced in the removal and conservation of neon
signage and who shall prepare and implement a relocation plan. Prior to the issuance
of a demolition permit and any permits for the relocation of the signs, the relocation plan
shall be reviewed by City of Pasadena Design & Historic Preservation staff. The signs
may be temporarily relocated in an effort to protect their integrity if deemed necessary
and with the approval of City Historic Preservation staff.

iii. Findings Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project
which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in
the Final EIR.

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible
mitigation measures or Project alternatives identified in the Final EIR.

iv. Supporting Explanation
The three buildings on the project site -- the former Monty’s Steak House building

at 592 S. Fair Oaks, and the buildings at 590 S. Fair Oaks and 10 E. California
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Boulevard -- would be demolished. The EIR analyzed whether these structures were
eligible for listing in the National Register, California Register, and for local designation
under City of Pasadena criteria. All of these structures are ineligible, and are not
considered historic resources for the purposes of CEQA. (EIR, pp. IV.B-23-25; 29-33;
36.)

With regard to the two neon signs associated with the Monty's Steak House,
which are historic resources pursuant to CEQA, the Project includes a project design
feature that would relocate the signs to a suitable location such as a museum. (EIR, p.
IV.B-37.) Under the CEQA thresholds, relocation of a resource is a significant impact if
it would materially impair the significance of the resource. A preference for onsite
relocation of the pole mounted sign, which is already designated as a City Historic Sign,
is set forth in mitigation measure MM B-2. However, if the pole mounted sign and the
building mounted sign are relocated, the signs would still retain all of their character-
defining features and the building mounted sign would remain eligible for listing under
the Pasadena Historic Sign Ordinance. In addition, Preservation Brief 25 acknowledges
that off-site relocation of a historic sign to a museum or other appropriate location or
institution is preferable to destruction of the sign. (Id. at pp. IV.B-35 to 37.) Alteration of
the signs to exhibit the new business name, which is a preferred alternative under
Preservation Brief 25, would likely result in a significant impact due to the change in
historic craftsmanship and integrity of the signs related to the period of significance.

Accordingly, relocation of the signs to a museum or other suitable institution would be
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the most sensitive treatment of the signs and would not result in a significant impact to
the environment. Further, with the implementation of mitigation measures MM B-1 and
B-2, the historic significance and current appearance of the signs within their local
context shall be recorded through HABS level Il documentation prior to the removal and
relocation as part of the Project. (Id. at p. IV.B-40.) As a result, the Project’s historic
impacts are less than significant. (ld. at p. IV-B-38.)

- Cumulative Impacts

The analysis of cumulative impacts on historic resources involved an evaluation
of whether the cumulative impacts of the proposed Project and related projects in the
area, when taken as a whole, would substantially diminish the number of existing
resources within the historic context. The demolition of the three buildings on site would
not contribute to the loss of any historic buildings with similar historical or architectural
context, thus the Project would not have a cumulatively considerable impact. (EIR, p.
IV.B-39.)

The two neon signs on site are historic resources pursuant to CEQA. Their
relocation would not contribute to the loss of properties with a similar historic context.
There are no projects within the general site vicinity with a similar historical or
architectural context or associations such that, in combination with the proposed
Project, their demolition of historic signage would result in a cumulatively significant
impact. Further, because of the unique nature of historic resources and the level of

local, State, and federal regulatory requirements applicable to historic resources, the
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cumulative effects of individual projects will be addressed on a case-by-case basis.
Thus, the cumulative impacts on historic resources associated with the signage would
be less than significant. (Id. at pp. IV.B-39 to 40.)
b. ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
i. Potential Significant Impacts
Although the site has been previously disturbed through grading and/or
development, given the depth of new excavation there is potential to directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological resource or unique geologic feature. (EIR, p. IV.B-55.)
There is a possibility that buried prehistoric archaeological remains have been
sealed on site, and given the historic land use of the site, the potential to encounter
historic period resources also exists. (ld. at p. IV.B-56.)
ii. Proposed Mitigation
Mitigation Measures for Paleontological Resources
MM B-3: A qualified paleontologist shall attend a pre-grade meeting and develop a
paleontological monitoring program to cover excavations in the event they occur into the
older Quaternary Alluvium. A qualified paleontologist is defined as a paleontologist
meeting the criteria established by the Society for Vertebrate Paleontology. If
excavation into Quaternary Alluvium occurs, monitoring shall consist of visually
inspecting fresh exposures of rock for larger fossil remains and, where appropriate,
collecting wet or dry screened sediment samples of promising horizons for smaller fossil
remains. If it is determined that excavation will not encounter Quaternary Alluvium, no
further measures need be taken. The frequency of monitoring inspections shall be
based on the rate of excavation and grading activities, the materials being excavated,
and if found, the abundance and type of fossils encountered.
MM B-4: if a potential fossil is found, the paleontologist shall be allowed to temporarily

divert or redirect grading and excavation activities in the area of the exposed fossil to
facilitate evaluation and, if necessary, salvage.
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MM B-5: At the paleontologist’s discretion and to reduce any construction delay, the
grading and excavation contractor shall assist in removing rock samples for initial
processing.

MM B-6: Any fossils encountered and recovered shall be prepared to the point of
identification and catalogued before they are donated to their final repository.

MM B-7: Any fossils collected shall be donated to a public, non-profit institution with a
research interest in the materials, such as the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles
County. Accompanying notes, maps, and photographs shall also be filed at the
repository.

MM B-8: If fossils are found following completion of the above tasks the paleontologist
shall prepare a report summarizing the results of the monitoring and salvaging efforts,
the methodology used in these efforts, as well as a description of the fossils collected
and their significance. The report shall be submitted by the Project Applicant to the lead
agency, the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County, and representatives of
other appropriate or concerned agencies to signify the satisfactory completion of the
Project and required mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measures for Archaeological Resources

MM B-9: If archaeological resources are encountered during project implementation, an
archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualification
Standards (the “Archaeologist”) shall be immediately notified and retained by the Project
Applicant and approved by the City to oversee and carryout the mitigation measures
stipulated in this EIR.

MM B-10: If archaeological resources are encountered during project implementation,
the qualified archaeologist shouid coordinate with the Project Applicant as to the
immediate treatment of the find until a proper site visit and evaluation is made by the
archaeologist. The archaeologist shall be allowed to temporarily divert or redirect
grading or excavation activities in the vicinity in order to make an evaluation of the find
and determine appropriate treatment. Treatment will include the goals of preservation
where practicable and public interpretation of historic and archaeological resources. All
cultural resources recovered will be documented on California Department of Parks and
Recreation Site Forms to be filed with the CHRIS-SCCIC. The archaeologist shall
prepare a final report about the find to be filed with Project Applicant, the City, and the
CHRIS-SCCIC, as required by the California Office of Historic Preservation. The report
shall include documentation and interpretation of resources recovered. Interpretation
will include full evaluation of the eligibility with respect to the National and California
Register of Historic Places and CEQA. The report shall also include all specialists’
reports as appendices. The Lead Agency shall designate repositories in the event that
significant resources are recovered. The archaeologist shall also determine the need
for archaeological and Native American monitoring for any ground-disturbing activities
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thereafter. If a need is warranted, the archaeologist will develop a monitoring program
in coordination with a Native American representative (if there is potential to encounter
prehistoric or Native American resources), the Project Applicant, and the City. The
monitoring program will also include a treatment plan for any additional resources
encountered and a final report on findings.

MM B-11: If human remains are encountered unexpectedly during construction
excavation and grading activities, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5
requires that no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made the
necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98. If the
remains are determined to be of Native American descent, the coroner has 24 hours to
notify the NAHC. The NAHC will then identify the person(s) thought to be the Most
Likely Descendent of the deceased Native American, who will then help determine what
course of action should be taken in dealing with the remains. Preservation of the
remains in place or Project design alternatives shall be considered as possible courses
of action by the Project Applicant, the City, and the Most Likely Descendent.

iii. Findings Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project
which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in
the Final EIR.

Specific economic, legal, social, technplogical, or other considerations, including
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible
mitigation measures or Project alternatives identified in the Final EIR.

iv. Supporting Explanation

The Project includes a two-and-a-half level subterranean parking garage.
Approximately 36,560 cubic yards of soil would be hauled away during excavation of the
site. Average depth of excavation would be approximately 20 feet below grade. Nearly

the entire site would be graded during excavation. (EIR, p. IV.B-55.)
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With regard to paleontological resources, records search indicates that
excavations into the older Quaternary Alluvium deposits within the site are likely to
contain significant vertebrate fossils. With implementation of mitigation measures MM B-
3 to B-8 above, potentially significant impacts to paleontological resources would be
reduced to a less than significant level. (Id. at p. IV.B-59.)

With regard to archaeological resources, the site has been intensely urbanized
and developed for over 100 years and, as a result, it is likely that surficial and buried
archaeological resources (both prehistoric and historic period resources) that may have
existed prior to the disturbances are likely to have been displaced. Thus, impacts to
archaeological resources are considered less than significant. Results of the Sacred
Lands File search and records searches failed to indicate Native American resources in
or adjacent to the site. Nonetheless, there is a possibility that buried prehistoric remains
may have been sealed in place by previous development, and that historic period
resources also exist on site. (EIR, p. IV.B-56.) In the event archaeological resources
are encountered unexpectedly, implementation of mitigation measures MM B-9 to B-11
above would reduce impacts on archaeological and Native American resources to a
less than significant level. (ld. at p. IV.B-59.)

Cumulative Impacts

With regard to paleontological resources, it is likely that the majority of related

projects in the area would be subject to environmental review and if the potential for

significant impacts on paleontological resources is identified, mitigation measures
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similar to those proposed for the Project would be implemented. With these standard
mitigation measures, there is not likely to be a cumulative impact to paleontological
resources, and the Project’s incremental effect is not cumulatively considerable. (EIR,
p. IV.B-59.)

Cumulative impacts associated with archaeological resources for related projects
are considered less than significant since the majority of related projects would be
required to comply with the Public Resources Code Section 21083.2 or Public
Resources Code Section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, and
therefore avoid a cumulative impact. Furthermore, the incremental effects on
archaeological resources associated with the proposed Project are not cumulatively
considerable after imposition of standard mitigation measures. Therefore, cumulative
impacts on archaeological resources associated with the project would be less than
significant. (lbid.)

c. NOISE
i. Potential Significant Impacts

The Project has the potential to create significant noise impacts related to
construction activities at nea.rby sensitive receptors. No significant impacts are
anticipated from Project operations.

ii. Proposed Mitigation
MM C-1: Construction activities shall be limited to the following hours in accordance

with the City’s Municipal Code:
From 7:00 A.M. to 7:00 P.M. Monday through Friday;

0000069539C031 15



From 8:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M. on Saturday;

Construction shall not occurred on Sundays and Holidays.
MM C-2: Noise-generating construction equipment operated at the project site shall be
equipped with effective noise control devices, (i.e., mufflers, lagging, and/or motor
enclosures). All equipment shall be properly maintained to assure that no additional
noise, due to worn or improperly maintained parts, would be generated.
MM C-3: Engine idling from construction equipment such as bulldozers and haul trucks
shall be limited, to the extent feasible.
MM C-4: To the extent feasible, construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid

operating several pieces of heavy equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise
levels.

iii. Findings Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project
which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in
the Final EIR.

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible
mitigation measures or Project alternatives identified in the Final EIR.

iv. Supporting Explanation
Construction Impacts

Noise impacts from construction activities are generally a function of the noise
generated by construction equipment (including vibrations arising from such
equipment), equipment locations, the sensitivity of nearby land uses, and the timing and
duration of the noise-generating activities. Construction of the Project is estimated to
last 19 months. Maximum noise levels would occur when equipment is operating under

full power conditions or during impact activities, such as jack hammering or sawing.

0000069539C031 16



The EIR estimated the worst-case construction period noise levels at the nearest noise
sensitive receptors because construction activities were analyzed as if they were
occurring along the perimeter of the construction area, whereas construction would
typically occur throughout the site and at a further distance from noise-sensitive
receptors. (EIR, p. IV.C-19.) Construction noise impacts would be less than significant.
(1d. at p. IV.C-20, Table IV.C-6.) Nonetheless, mitigation measures are recommended
to reduce noise levels at adjacent properties where construction noise would exceed
ambient noise levels. While noise level reductions attributable to MM C-1 through C-4
are not easily quantifiable, implementation of these measures would reduce what is
already a less than significant construction related noise impact. (ld. at p. IV.C-29.)
Likewise, while the Project would generate ground-borne vibration during site clearing
and grading activities with a large bulldozer in operation, the impact is less than
significant and does not require mitigation. (Id. at p. IV.C-21, Table IV.C-7.)
Operational Impacts

Project operational noise impacts could arise from traffic noise, and activities on
the site (outdoor mounted mechanical equipment, loading dock/trash area activities, and
parking activities). (EIR, pp. IV.C-22 to 24.) The EIR evaluated the maximum increase
in Project-related traffic noise levels, and found that the increase would be 0.1 dBA
along five roadway segments. This estimated noise increase is considered negligible
and well below the 3 dBA CNEL significance threshold. Therefore, roadway noise level

increases would be less than significant. (Id. at p. IV.C-22.) Project design features,
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including screen/parapet wall, énsure that all equipment noise levels would comply with
the City of Pasadena Municipal Codes requirements and remain less than significant.
(Id. at p. IV.C-24.) The proposed loading dock and refuse service areas are 600 feet
from the nearest noise-sensitive use (the single-family residential uses along Concordia
Court) and are also separated by the proposed buildings which fully block the line-of-
sight between the noise source and receptor location. As a result, the noise from
Project operations (loading dock and refuse collection) after attenuation from distance
and from physical barriers is less than significant. (Ibid.) Noise associated with the
Project subterranean parking lot would effectively be mitigated to all noise-sensitive
receptor locations, based on its subterranean and enclosed design and the attenuation
of noise that would occur due to distance to the nearest sensitive receptor. Therefore,
parking facility operation noise would be less than significant. (Id. at p. IV.C-25.) The
EIR combined all potential noise sources from Project operations to determine whether
there would be a potentially significant “composite noise level impact,” and concluded
that Project related traffic and on-site noise sources would result in a maximum increase
of less than 1 dBA CNEL at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor, and thus was less
than significant. (Id. at p. IV.C-26.) Finally, vibration impacts associated with operation
of the Project were analyzed and found to be less than significant. (Ibid.)

The EIR analyzed whether the uses at the Project site would be subject to
potentially significant noise impacts, particularly from traffic noise. The City’s guidelines

for land use compatibility for office buildings (see EIR, p. IV.C-7, Table IV.C-1) states
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that “conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or
air conditioning will normally suffice” to maintain acceptable noise levels on the building
interior. Therefore, potential noise impacts associated with the introduction of office
uses at the site would be less than significant. (ld. at p. IV.C-26.)
Cumulative Impacts

Of the cumulative impact “related projects” with potential for construction to occur
concurrent with the proposed Project, only two projects are in close enough proximity to
result in cumulative noise effects. The Huntington Hospital Emergency Department
expansion and the Project could contribute to cumulative noise impacts at the
residences on Concordia Court. However, the Project’s incremental effect would not be
cumulatively considerable since Project-related construction noise at the residents on
Concordia Court would be below existing ambient noise levels (see Table IV.C-7 on
page IV.C-21 of the EIR). Further, the Emergency Department expansion project
complies with all noise regulations in the Pasadena Municipal Code, thereby reducing
the possibility for a cumulative noise problem. In addition, the exterior construction at
the Huntington Pavilion outpatient medical offices on the southwest corner of Fair Oaks
Avenue and California Boulevard is complete, and the only cumulative construction
noise impact from that site will be interior construction noise, which will be less than
significant. Therefore, the Project’s incremental construction noise impacts do not

contribute to a cumulative noise impact from construction. (Id. at p. IV.C-28.)
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Each of the cumulative impact related projects would generate stationary-source
and mobile-source noise due to ongoing day-to-day operations. The related projects
are of a residential, retail, or commercial nature, and while they are not typically
associated with excessive exterior noise, traffic from these projects generates roadway
noise impacts. Cumulative traffic volumes would result in a maximum increase of 1.5
dBA CNEL along the segment of Glenarm Street, west of Fair Oaks Avenue, although
the Project’s incremental contribution to the cumulative increase would be less than 0.1
dBA. (EIR, p. IV.C-23, Table IV.C-9.) The cumulative noise increase at all other
analyzed roadway segments would be less than 1.5 dBA CNEL. As the noise level
increase would be well below the 3-dBA CNEL significance threshold, the proposed
Project’s incremental effect would not be cumulatively considerable and roadway noise
impacts due to cumulative traffic volumes would be less than significant. (Id. at p. IV.C-
29.)

d. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
i. Potential Significant Impacts

Two buildings on site are known to contain asbestos-containing material (“ACM”)
and lead based paint (“LBP”), and the former auto body shop may also contain ACM
and LBP. Demolition of buildings containing ACM or LBP is considered to be a
potentially significant impact. (EIR, p. IV.E-13.)

Unknown underground storage tanks (“USTs") or remnants of above ground

tanks or drum may be discovered during excavation of the site and could potentially
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contain hazardous materials, which may create hazards to construction workers. This is
considered to be a potentially significant impact. (lbid.)

Soils in the area of soil boring location B-1 contain metals and total petroleum
hydrocarbons (“TPH") at levels below the need for special handling or disposal
requirements, but it is possible that the soils in this area could yield contamination
during project construction excavation and/or grading activities above what was already
identified. It is also possible that unknown soil contaminants could be found during
excavation and/or grading. These are considered to be potentially significant impacts.
(Id. at p. IV.E-14.)

ii. Proposed Mitigation

MM E-1: Prior to the issuance of demolition permits, the Applicant shall submit to the
City a comprehensive pre-demolition asbestos survey in accordance with SCAQMD
Rule 1403. The survey shall be reviewed and approved by the City of Pasadena
Building and Safety Division. All identified ACM shall be removed and disposed of by a
registered Cal-OSHA-certified asbestos abatement contractor prior to any disturbance
of the material, and the Applicant shall submit documentary proof of such handling to
the City.

MM E-2: Prior to issuance of demolition permits, the Applicant shall submit to the City of
Pasadena Building and Safety Division a lead-based paint survey for all existing
buildings located on the project site. All identified lead-based paint shall be handled
and disposed of pursuant to OSHA regulations, and the Applicant shall submit
documentary proof of such handling to the City.

MM E-3: Prior to initiating grading on the site the Applicant shall inform contractor of the
potential for discovery of underground storage tanks (USTs), as well as former above
ground storage tanks, or remnants thereof, in the subsurface. In the event USTs or
former above ground storage tanks are encountered, work in the immediate area shall
be halted and the Pasadena Fire Department shall be contacted to ensure that proper
procedures are established and followed for their removal. A qualified environmental
consultant shall be contacted to evaluate the soil conditions in the area surrounding the
tanks. Work in the area shall only continue with authorization from the Pasadena Fire
Department.
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MM E-4: Prior to initiation of excavation and grading activities, the Applicant shall retain
a qualified environmental consultant to prepare a soils management plan, which will be
submitted to the City of Pasadena Building and Safety Division for review and approval.
The soils management plan shall be implemented during excavation and grading
activities at the site to ensure that any contaminated soil are properly disposed of
offsite. The plan shall include but not necessarily be limited to the following:

e A qualified environmental consultant shall be present at all times during digging
or grading activities to monitor compliance with the soils management plan and
to actively monitor the soils and excavations for evidence of contamination. Any
soil encountered during future excavation or grading activities that appears to
have been affected by hydrocarbon or any other contamination shall be
evaluated, based upon appropriate laboratory analysis, by a qualified
environmental consultant prior to offsite disposal at a licensed facility.

e Soils in the southwestern corner of the site near Boring Location B-1, as
identified in the Phase | and Limited Phase Il ESA, shall be segregated and
analyzed prior to offsite disposal. |dentified contamination shall be removed to
the extent practicable. This may require over-excavation in this area and further
analysis of this soil to determine the extent of soil contamination.

¢ All detectable contaminated soils shall be properly handled and transported to an
appropriately licensed disposal facility.

iii. Findings Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project
which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in
the Final EIR.

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible
mitigation measures or Project alternatives identified in the Final EIR.

iv. Supporting Explanation
The EIR analysis of potential hazardous materials at the Project site was based

on a Phase | and Limited Phase || Environmental Site Assessment prepared for the site,
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as well as a limited subsurface, asbestos containing materials, and lead based paint
investigations report. (EIR, p. IV.E-1.)

ACMs were found in the flooring of the Grandview Palace Restaurant, but not in
the Monty’s building. LBP materials were found on various interior and exterior surfaces
in both buildings. However, the roofs of the buildings, the auto body shop, and all fire
doors, which could be potential sources of ACM, were not accessed during the ACM
survey, and the auto body shop was not tested for LBP. (EIR, pp.IV.E-8 and 9.) The
implementation of mitigation measures MM E-1 and MM E-2 require detailed pre-
demolition surveys of all structures for ACM and LBP, and proper disposal of
contaminated materials. As a result, impacts in this regard are less than significant. (ld.
at pp. IV.E-12, 18.)

No physical evidence or documentary evidence indicates USTs or above ground
tanks or drums have existed on the site. Given that the site has been utilized for
commercial, manufacturing and light industrial uses for over a century, and its current
use as an auto body shop, there is a small probability that USTs or above ground tanks
or drums containing hazardous materials could exist on site. (EIR, p. IV.E-8.) The
implementation of mitigation measure MM E-3 ensures that the construction contractor
is aware of these risks, and that if any USTS, tanks or drums are discovered, proper
steps are taken for their disposal. As a result, impacts in this regard are less than

significant. (ld. at pp. IV.E-13, 18.)
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While TPH was found onsite, it was not at levels requiring special handling.
Nonetheless, given the historic uses at the site, including the former auto body use,
there is a small probability that further contaminated soils could be encountered during
grading or construction. (EIR, p. IV.E-13.) Implementation of MM E-4 requires a pre-
excavation and grading soils management plan to be prepared to ensure that, if
warranted, contaminated soil is properly disposed of offsite. Therefore, impacts in this
regard are less than significant. (Id. at pp. IV.E-14, 18.)

Finally, the Project is consistent with the Safety Element of the City’s General
Plan. Goal H-1 in the Safety Element seeks to reduce the potential for hazardous
contamination in the City. Program H-1.1 of the Safety Element requires that all users,
producers, and transporters of hazardous materials and wastes to clearly identify the
materials that they store, use, or transport, and to notify the appropriate City, County,
State and Federal agencies in the event of a violation. After implementation of the
mitigation measures above, the Project is consistent with Goal 1 and Program H-1.1.

(EIR, p. IV.E-15.)
Cumulative Impacts

Risks associated with hazardous materials are largely site-specific and localized,
particularly where records searches did not yield any information regarding potentially
hazardous materials concerns within a one mile radius of the site. Site-specific
investigations would be conducted at other project sites where contaminated soils or

groundwater could occur to minimize the exposure of workers to hazardous substances.

0000069539C031 24



Future development of the projects on the cumulative impacts list of related
projects will have to undergo site-specific analysis regarding hazardous materials, and
will have to comply with applicable federal, State, and local regulations to ensure that
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials would not result in
adverse impacts. All demolition activities that would involve ACM or LBP must occur in
compliance with SCAQMD Rule 1403 and OSHA Construction Safety Orders. With
adherence to applicable federal, State, and local regulations governing hazards and
hazardous materials, there is not and should not be a potential cumulative hazardous
materials impact. Moreover, the Project’s incremental effect is not cumulatively
considerable. (EIR, pp. IV.E-17 to 18.)

e. WATER SUPPLY
i. Potential Significant Impacts

While the City will be able to serve water to the Project, the City requires that
projects reduce projected standard potable water demand by 20%. The inability to do
so would result in a significant impact.

ii. Proposed Mitigation
MM F-1: The water usage of the proposed building to be retained shall be reduced by
20 percent, in accordance with section 14.90.050 of the Pasadena Municipal Code. In
order to demonstrate this reduction, the Applicant must submit a water-conservation
plan for review and approval by the Planning Division. This plan is also subject to
review and approval by the City’'s Water and Power Department and the Building
Division before the issuance of a building permit. The plan must demonstrate the ability
to limit water consumption to 80 percent of its originally anticipated amount. The

project’s irrigation and plumbing plans are also required to comply with the approved
water-conservation plan. For this project, the original amount is 22,640 gallons/day and
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the required 20 percent reduction is 4,528 gallons/day. Plumbing permits required in
order to complete this reduction shall be finalized prior to certificate of occupancy.
MM F-2: The Applicant shall submit a detailed landscape plan that proposes the
planting of “California Friendly” plants and the use of high efficiency irrigation
technology. Landscape and irrigation plans shall be submitted for review with each
phase of the project and shall be reviewed by the Design Commission in combination
with the building plans.

ili. Findings Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project
which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect »és identified in
the Final EIR.

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible
mitigati'on measures or Project alternatives identified in the Final EIR.

iv. Supporting Explanation

The City is well aware of the current water shortage facing public entities
throughout the State, and the EIR sets forth an as up-to-date as possible picture of this
ever-changing situation as of the circulation date for the Draft EIR. However, even after
circulation of the Draft EIR began, the City continued to take action to address the
shortage at the local level as changing circumstances dictate. (See staff report dated
July 30, 2009, attachment E.) The Hearing Officer finds that none of the actions or
events summarized in the staff report impact the adequacy of the water supply analysis

in the EIR or constitute new information that would trigger recirculation or further CEQA

analysis.
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