
RESOLUTION NO. ____ ........__ __ _ 

A RESOLUTION OF THE .CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY. OF PASADENA 
C.ERTIFYING THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPCiRT (SCH NO . 
. 2013101060) FOR COLORAPO HILL PLANNED DEVELOJ)M.ENT PROJECT, AND . 
ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS AND A 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROG,RAM 

WHEREAS, the Colorado Hill Planned Devet6pment Proj~ct (the "project") 
proposes the development of two noncontiguous parcels (comprised 'of multiple APN 
numbers), generally located at 1347-1355 East· Colorado Boulevard and 39 North Hill· ' 
Avenue (North Parcel) and at 1336 East Colorado Boulevard (South Parcel), with ly\lo 

. structures totaling approximately 440,000 sQuare feet · . . . 
The North Parcel would be developed with a full~servi.ce hotel within ari· approximately 
350,000 square foot building. The hotel would include up to 375 guest rooms 
(approximately 312,000 square feet) and related services, a ballroom (approximately 
'12,500 square feet), conference roo'ms (8,890 square feet), and ground-floor · 
commercial uses (ap.proximately 1"6,400 square feet). The maximum floor area ratio 

·(FAR) would be 2.70. The. South Parcel would be developed with.approximately 90,000 
square feet. The hotel-would ihclude up to 150 guest,rooms (approximately 80,000 
square feet). The ground floor would be occupied b}rtetail, restaurant, and other non
residential' uses (approximately 10,000 square feet) consistent with the permitted uses 

. within this area of the East Colorado· Specific Plan.· .The maximum FAR would be 2.90. 
Approvals required for the .Project include a Zone Map Amendment to change the · 
zoning designation f~om ECSP-CG-2 and RM-48-PK to PD (Planned Development) and 
establishment of Planned Developm¢nt zoning district, PD~35 (Colorado Hill Hotel).. . 
(This. project desptiption ~ummary is only intended to provide a brief overview of the 
project as analy:ied in the· EIR; the associated entitlement resolution(s)/ordinance(s), 
Conditions of Approval, and the MMRP ·control the scope of the project as may be 
approved by the Council); 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 §21 000 et seq.),. 
State CEQA Guidelines (the i'Guidelines," .14 Cal. Code Regs. §15000 et seq.), and the 
City's local environmental pOlicy guidelines; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, the City prepared an 
Initial Environmental Study (the "Initial St.udy"), for the project. The Initial Study· 
concluded that the project might have a significant environmental impact on the 
following resource areas, and therefore additiona_l analysis was warranted in an EIR: (1:) 
Air Quality, (2) Cultural Resources, (3) Greenhouse Gases, (4) Hazards and Hazardous 
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. Materials, (5) Hydrology and Water Quality, (6) Land Use and Planning, (7) Noise and 
Vibratio·n, (8) Public Services (Fire), (9) Transportation and Traffic, and (1 0) Utilities and 
Se.rvice Systems. Although the Initial Study completed for the project identified .the 
potential for significant impacts related to aesthetics, that issue.was not carried forth into 
the EIR analysis based·on.the provisions of Senate Bill 743, codified within CEQA as · 
Section 21099 et. seq., which states that"Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, 
mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site within a transit. 
priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment." (Public 

i . . . . 

Resources Code Section 21 099(d) (1 )).As outlined in the EIR, both the North Parcel 
and the South Parcel are lqcated within a High Quality Transit'Area that qualifies as a 
transit priority area, and the most current SCAG map of SB 7 43 Transit Priority Areas · 
(TPAs) indicates the project site to be located within a TPA; and, · 

· WHEREAS, pursuant to 
1
CEQA Guid~lines Sections 15064 and 15081, and 

based ·upon the information in the Initial Study, the City ordered the preparation of an 
environmental impc;tct report ("EIR") for the project. On October 18, 2013, the City 
prepared and sent a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the Draft EIR and a copy of the 
Initial Study to responsible, trustee,"and other interested agencies and persons in 
accordance with.CEQA Guidelines.Sections 15082(a) and 15375. Copies.ofthe NOP 
and Initial Study were also made available for review at the City's Planning· and 
Community Development Department at 175 North Garfield Avenue, at the Central 

·Library at 285 East-Walnut Stre.et, ·and on the City's website; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, the City solicited 
responses from potential responsible and trustee. agencie_s, organizations and 
individuals for. a 30-day period, from October 18, 2013 to November 18, 2013. The City 
requested details about the scope and content of the envi~onmental information related 
to the responsible or trustee agency's area of statutory responsibility t~at should be 
studied in the EIR, as well-as the significant environmental issues, reasonable 
alternatives and mitigation measures that the responsible agency would have analyzed 
in the Oraft EIR. Two public scoping meetings were held on November 7, 2013 and· 

' November 13, 2013 to determine the scope and content of the environ~ental 
information to be included in the Draft EIR. Comments received during the scoping 

·period are contained in Appendix A ofthe Draft EIR; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Public Resources Code se~tion 21092, the City provided . 
a public Notice of Completion and Availability ("NOA") of the Draft EIR (State . 
·Clearinghouse No.·2013101060) on October 13, 2015 through mailing to all property 
owners within 500 feet of the Project. The NOA also gave notice of a public hearing · 
(Planning Commission Hearing) on November 11, 2015 at which comments on the Draft 
EIR yvould be taken~ Copies of the Draft .EIR were also placed at the City's Planning 
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and Community Development Department at 175 North Garfield Avenue, at the Central 
Library at 285 East Walnut Street, at the Hill Avenue Branch Library, 55 S. Hill Avenue, 
and onttte City's website; and - \ 

WHEREAS, the Draft EIR was circulated, together with technical appendices, to 
the public and other interested-persons fora 67~day public comment ·period,.from · · 
October 13; 2015 to December 18, 2015. During the comment period, the City held a 
duly noticed public;; meeting before the Planning Commission on November 11, 2015 at 
which the public was given the opportunity to provide oral comments on the Draft El R; 
and 

WHEREAS, during the aforementioned public comment periods the City received 
written and oral comments on the Draft EIR from individuals; organizations, and public 

. agencies, and consulted with all responsible and trustee agencies, and other regulatory 
· agencies pursuant to .CEQA Guidelines Section 15086; and 

. WHEREAS, the City subsequently 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 April 13, 2016, in accordance with .the provisions of. 
Public· Resources. Code Section 21092.5. After reviewing the Final EIR, including 
comment and responses to comments, revisions to the Draft EIR (including the updates 
from August 2016), the City concludes that there has been no significant new 
·information requiring recirculation of the EIR, as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section . 
15088.5; and 

WHEREAS, the Final Environmental hnpact .Report. (the "Final EIR" or 1'EI.R") is 
comprised of: the Draft EIR including Clarifications, revisions, and corrections thereto; 
comments and responses to comments on the Draft_EIR set forth in the.Final EIR 
originally dated April 2016 and updated in August 201(> with minor corrections; a list of 
persons, organizations arid public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR; and any 
other information added by the lead agency pursuant to QEQA Guidelines section. 
15132;and. 

WHEREAS, the Design C.ommi$sion reviewed and considered the· project arid its 
associated entitlement at a public hearing on March 22, 2016, and fC?und th~t the 
conceptual drawings were of high quality and appropriately massed and sited to be 
contextually compatible with the surrounding neighborhood; and 

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission held three (3) duly noticed· public 
hearings on the Final EIR and the Project on April21, 2016, June 8, 2016, and J~ly 27, 
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2016 to consider making a.reconimendation to the City Council regarding (1) 
certification of the Final EIR and adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, (2) approval of a Zone Map Amendment from ECSP-CG~2 Clnd RM-48-PK to . 
PD (Planned Development) With spe~ified conditions of approval; and approval of PD 35 

. (Colorado Hill Hotel. Planned Development) with specified conditions of approval; and . 
(3) adoption of the Water Supply Assessment; and 

WHEREAS, atthe public hearing on July 27, 2016, the Planning Commission, in 
concurrence. with City staffs· recommendatio~, considered the proposed project and 
ultimately recommended to the City Council the actions described above; ane 

WHEREAS, the City Council held a duly noticed pubiic hearing on the Final EIR 
and the project on September 12, 2016; and 

· WHEREAS, the findings made in this resolution are based upon ·the informatiqn 
and evidence set forth in the Final EIR. and upon other subst~ntial evidence that has 
been presented at all public meetings regarding the projecfand in the record of the · 
pro9eedirigs. The documents, sta·ff reports, technic;al 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 i,n the Planning & Community Development Department at· 175 North 
Garfield Avenue; Pasadena, California.91101 and with the Director of Planning·& 

. Community Development, who serves as the custodian of these records; 'and · 

WHEREAS, the City Council 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 City Council, as the decision-making body for the lead agency 
with regard to this project, 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 

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

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council that the above . 
recitals are true and correct and are ·incorporated he.rein by reference as if set forth· in 

. full. · 
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THE CITY COUNCIL OF TH.E CITY OF PASADENA FURTHER· RESOLVES AS 
FOLLOWS: 

. I. CERTIFICATIOIN OF THE EIR 

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15090, the City Council certifies 
that: (1) the Final EIR (including the revisions from August 2016 inCluded in Attachment 

· G of the Agenda Report) has been completed in compliance with CEQA, (2) the Final 
EIR was presented to the City Council of the City .of Pasadena and that the City.Courtcil 
reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final EIR prior to approving 
the project, and (3) the Final EIR reflects the City of Pasadena's. independent judgment 
and analysis .. The City Council certifies the Final ·EIR based on the findings and 
conclusions therein. ·The City Council also hereby adopts the Water Supply 
Assessment included in Draft EIR, Appendix H.. · 

·The City Council finds that the additional information provided in the staff report· 
.: (including the Staff'Reccomendation for the project); the comments (and any responses 
thereto) received after circulation,of the Draft EIR, in the evidence presented in written. 
and oral testimony pr~sented at public meetings, and· otherwise in the ~dministrative 
record, does not constitute significant new information requiring recirculation ofthe Final 
.EIRunder CEQA. The City further finds that the information.contained in the Final EIR 
should be read in .conjunction w·ith this resoiution and provides additional evidence. to 
support the CEQA Findings in:the .subsequent subsections of this resolution. . 

·u. c·~QA FINDINGS ON ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS· FROM THE INITIAL 
STUDY WHICH WERE NOT ANALYZED IN GREATER DETAIL IN THE EIR 

The City Council hereby finds that the following impacts of the project were found 
to be less than significant in the lnitiai'Study, did not require the imposition of mitigation 
measures, and therefore did not require study in the EIR: (1) Agricultural and Forestry . 
Resources; (2) Air Quality (objectionable odors), (3) Biological Resources; ·(4) Cultural 

· ·. Resources (human remail')s), (5) Geology· and Soils;· (6) Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials (hazards related to routine transport, storage production, use, and disposal, 
and related. to hazardous materials sites, public and private airports, and emergency 
response/evacuation plans), (7) Hydrology and Water Quality (groundwater, flood 
zones, ·seiche, tsuna.mi, and mudflow), (8) Land Use and Planning (physical divide an 

. established community, habitat conservation plan) (9) Mineral R~sources; ('1 0) Noise 
(located within two miles of a public airport orprivat.~.airstrip), (1.1) Population and 
Housing; 1 (6) .Public Services (Police, Schools, Libraries, Parks); and, ( 12) Recreation, 
(13) Transportation (air traffic patterns, emergency access), (14) Utilities and Service 
Systems (wastewater treatment requirem~nts, solid waste).· Although the Initial Study. 
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indicated that impacts related to Energy were not found to be .significant, additional 
a·nalysis related to energy was included within the Draft EIR. As discusseq ·in Draft EIR 
Section 5.5; the project would not result in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy. / 

Although the Initial Study .completed for the project identified the potential for 
significant impacts relat~g to.aesthetics, that issue was not carri~d forth into the EIR 
analysis ba·sed on the provisions of Senate Bill. 7 43, codified within CEQA as Section 
21099 et. seq., which states that "Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-
· use residential, or employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area 
shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment." (Public Resources 

· Code Section 21.099(d)(1 )). 

lit CEQA FINDINGS ON ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS DETERMINED TO BE 
LESS .THAN SIGNIFICANT WITHOUT MITIGATION . 

The City. Council finds that the proposed project will have no impact or a less: · 
than significant impact without mitigation on a number of environmental topic;s. For. 

· · some of.these topics, compliance with applicable regulatory requirements would .ensure 
that impacts remain less than significant, as discussed in the El R. Enyironmental topics · 
determ·ined to be rio impact or less than sig.nificant without mitigation. are listed below. · 

· For each topic, the discussion begins with a 9elineation of the impacts evaluated in the 
EIR, as specifically related to that topic, along with page citations as to where in the EIR 
the relevant discussion is found, ·and is followed by an explanation of the ·substantial 
evidence in support of the EIR conclusion that a significant impact would not occur. 

a. Air Quality 

i. Impacts Evaluated 

• . AIR-1: ·Would the project conflict· with, implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? (Draft EIR, p. 3.2-14) 

ii. Proposed Mitigation- None Required 

· . iii. Findings Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 

As n·oted above and E1xplained below, the EIR analysis determined that 
implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to 
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- this aspect of air quality. As such, findings pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 . . v 

are not warranted . 

. iv. Supporting Explanation 

The 2012 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) inqorporat~s growth projections 
into . .its analysis ·of meeting regional ambient air quality standards; therefore, .if a. project 

· can· demonstrate that It is consistent with the growth forecast, then it would not conflict. 
with\~implementation of the AQMP. The 2012 AQMP is based on growth projections 
included in the Southern California Association of Government's (SCAG's) adopted 
2012-2035 Regional Transportation· Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy· · 
(RTP/SCS), which is based upon the SCAG-Integrated Growth Forecast. The City is 

\- . . 

projected to have an employment population of 1_22,300 in 2017 (SCAG 2012). The 
· most recent employment figures indicate that approximately 72,900 people were 
employed in the'City in 2014 (EDD 2014). The tlotels would add an estimated-2,067 
employees and would not cause the growth projections in the. 2012 AQMP and 2012-
2035 RTP/SCS"to be exceeded. As such, the prqposed project would not conflict with 
the implementation of the adopted AQMP, and rio significant impact would occur. (Draft 
EIR, p. 3c.2-14) 

b. Cultural. Resources 

i. Impacts ~valuated· 

• CR-2: Would the project _cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant . to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064;5? (Draft EIR, p. 3.3-34) 

ii. Proposed· Mitigation - None Required 

iii. Findings Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 

As noted above and explained below, the EIR analysis determined that 
implementation of the proposed project would not r~sult in significant impacts related to 

. this aspect of cultural resources. As such, findings pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
. . \ . 

Section 15091 are not warranted. 

iv. Supporting Explanation 

As described in Section 3.3.2.2 on pages 3.3-15 through 3.3-17 of the Draft EIR, 
no cultural resources sites other than structures on the project site itself were identified 
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in archaeoiogical records. The propos-ed project site contains no known or recorded 
archaeological resources and the likelihood for unknown archaeological ~esources is 
low give·n the amount of disturbance that previously occurred on-site. Because of the 
built nature of the. project site and pr~vious disturbances related to construction. of the' 
site, it is unlikely that archaeological resources are present in the subsurface that wo~ld 
be disturbed by the project. Therefore, impacts are less than significant. (Draft EIR. P. 
3~3-34) .· . . 

c. Greenhouse Gases 

i. Impacts Evaluated 

• . GHG-1: Would the reduction in_ G.HG emissions from the proposed 
project be more thari '15 percent below the BAU conditions? (Draft 
EIR', p. 3;4-14) 

• GHG-2: Wquld the. project conflict with ~n applitable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted · for the purpose of ·-reducing the emissions of 
GHGs? (Draft EIR, p. 3.4-19) 

. I 

I 

ii. Proposed ·Mitigation ~ None Required 

· iii. Findings Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 

. As noted above and explained below, the EIR analysis determined that 
·_implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to 
greenho-use gases. As such, findings pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 are 
not warranted. 

iv. Supporting Explanation 

Construction emissions are expected to occur from engine exhaust from the off
road construction equipment and vehicle trips made by construction workers, vendors, 

. and haul trucks. These emissions would primarily consist of carbon dioxide (C02), . 

methane. (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N20). The construction-related C02 equivalents 
(C02e) of these gases, combined; would total 3,665 metric tons (MT), which as 
amortized over 30 years, )Yould equal 122 MT per year. (Draft EIR, p.3.4-15) 

·The estimated operational GHG _emissions result_ing from project implementation · 
. would be 2,587 MTC02e per year, which when combined with the amortized 

construction GHG emissions, would total 2, 709 MTC02e per year. The total GHG 
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·emissions would not exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management District's 
(SCAQMD's) efficiency threshold of 25,000 MTC02e per year~ maximum net project 
emissions. The proposed project would have a net increase of 2,184 employees. 
Therefore, the ·per service populc;ltion emissions would equal 1.2 MTC0_2e per person 
annually. J This would not exceed the SCAQMD's project level seniice population 

_·efficiency threshold of 4.6 MTC02e per person annually. Th~refore, the net increase in 
GHG emissions resulting from project implementation is less than significant. (Draft EIR, 
pp~ 3.4-15 through 3.4-17) 

. Regarding consistency with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for 
-the purpose o.f reducing the e_missions of GHG, the Draft EIR found that the proposed 
project_ would rot conflict with the relevant provisions of Assembly Bill (AB 32), the 
SCAG-2012-2035 RTP/SCS, orthe Pas~dena Green City.Action Plan (Draft.EIR, p. 3.4-

. 19), as summarized below. · · 

In general, California's goals ano strategies for the systematic statewide reduction of 
GHG emissions are embodied in AB 32, which' call for the following reducti_ons of GHG 
emissions: -

• ·· 2000 levels by 2010 (11.percent below Business as Usual [BAU]); and 
• 1990 levels by 2020 (16 percent below BAU) .. 

' . 

. GHG emission emissions from operation of the proposed project would be-at least 
16 percent less than a BAU scerJario and, as indicated in Table 3~4-6 on page 3.4-18 of 
the .Draft EIR, is estimated to be approximately 62 percent below the BAU sce·nario. As 
such, the proposed project's GHG emissions would not conflict with AB 32 and would -
have no impact. · 

Implementation of the SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS would achieve GHG emission. 
· reductions through _integrated land use and transportation planning. The proposed 
project involves construction of a full~service hotel with related spaces including retail 

. space on the North Parcel; the South Parcel includes construction and operation of a 
hotel building that could _include the addition of a quality restaurant. The proposed 
project_ would provide the following key feature relative to the SCS: 

I 
• . Provide and locate new hotels within proximity of a major public transportation 

facility {the Metro Gold ~ine) to support public transportation throughout the area. 
•" Provide Increased density of development within an /existing urbanized area. 

- 8-
#KS3000HZOET451v1 



.BY developing a mixed use development vvithin a transit-oriented district and close. to 
the city center, the proposed project is consistent with the goals ·a·nd requirements of the 
SCS, and the proposed project would have no impact. 
As part of the 2006 Green City Action Plan (City of Pasadena 2006), the City adopted a 
Green. Building Practice~· ordinance (Pasadena Municipal Code, Chapter 14.90). 
Ordinance 7201- (201 0) repealed Chapter 14.90 and adopted the 2010 CAL Green' 
Code. The proposed project would be constructed in compliance with the California: 

· Green Building ptandards Code(see Pasadena Municipal Code, Sections 14.04.500-
14.04.578) and would not impede the implementation of the Green City Action Plan .. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable. plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs, and the 
proposed project would have no impact. . 

: 
~ . 

Cumulative Impacts 
. . 

. By its very nature, climate change is a cumulative impact from various global 
sources of activities that incrementally contribute to global GHG concentrations. . 
Individual projects provide a small addition to total concentrations, but contribute . 
cumulatively to a global phenomenon. The goal of AB 32 isto require. GHG emission 
reductions from existing conditions. As a result, cumulative GHG and climate change 
impacts must be. analyzed from the perspective of whether they would impede the 
state'.s ability to meet its emission reduction goals. As discussed above, impacts were 
determined to be less than significant and are therefore not cumulatively· considerable. 
(Draft EIR,· p. 3.4-20) 

d. Haza~ds and Hazardous Materials 

i. · Impacts Evaluated 

• .. HAZ-2: Would the· proposed project emit hazardous ·emissions or 
· handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substance, or 'i 
waste within 0'1e-quarter mile ·of an · exisling ·or. proposed school? . 
(Draft EIR, p. 3.5~12) 

ii. · Proposed.Mitigation- None Required 

iit Findings P~rsuanf to CEQA Guidelines Section 1509'1 

As noted above and explained below, the EIR analysis determined thaf · 
implementation of the proposed project_.would not result in significant impacts. related to · 
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this aspect of hazards and hazardous materials. As ·such, fi~dings ·pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15091 are not warranted. 

iv. · Supporting Explanation _ 

Two schools are located within 505 feet of the project site, Pasade.na City 
College and St. Philip the Apostle School. Construction of the proposed project would 
·include removal of clarifiers, hydraulic lifts, and potentially removal of asbestos · · 
containing materials, .lead-ba,sed paints, and polychlorinated biphenyls and . 
contarninated soils. Removal of soils and demolition debris would be confined to the 
proje~t site and would comply with the City's project specifications and applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations. Any storage, handling, and disposal· of these 
materials would also occur in complia·nce with the appropriate regulations, which would 
minimize the potential for hazardou~ materials impacts and ensure that the impact from 

· hazardous emissions to nearby schools is less than significant. (Draft ·EIR, p. 3.5-12) 

Some limited transport, storage, use,. or disposal· of hazardous materials used in _ 
construction activities (e.g., fuels,.lubricating fluids, and solvents) would occur. ·These 
types of materials are not acutely hazardous. Further, all storage, handling, and 
disposal of these materials are. regulated, and ·releases are not anticipated. Therefore, 
construction of the· proposed project would not emit or handle hazardous or acutely . 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste that could affect an existing or proposed 
school within one-quarter mile of the site. Construction of the proposed. project would 

· 'not release toxic emissions arid the impact would be less than significant. (Draft· EIR, p. 
3.5-12) . . . . . . 

The proposed hotel.ahd commercial/retail uses would not require the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of large_ quantities of hazardous materials. Further~ any 
materials that are used or stored on-site would be in compliance with applicable local, 

. state, and federal requirements such as Los Angeles County Fire Department . 
hazardous materials requirements. Therefore, 6peration.ofthe proposed project would 
not ·emit or handle. hazardous or acutely hazardous m·aterials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school qnd the impact would be less 
thansi;gnificant. (Draft EIR, p. 3.5-12) ·. · 

/ . 

. . . 

e. Hydrology anti Water Quality 

i. Impacts !;valuated 

• HYDR0-1: Would the project violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements?".(Draft EIR, pp. 3_.6-7 and 3.6-8) 
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~ HYDR0.:.2: W9uld the project substantially alter .the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration o( the 

.. course of a stream or river; ·irl a manner. which would result in a 
. substantial erosion or siltation on-· or off-site? (Draft EIR, pp. 3.6-8 
and 3.6-9) 

• HYD.R0-3: Would the project 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 ih a manner which would result in flooding 

I . . 

/ on- or. off-site?_. (Draft EIR, p. 3.6-1 0) · 

• · HYDR0-4: _Would ·the project create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity- !Jf existing or . planned storm water_ 
drainage· systems or provide· substantial .additional sources· o~ 
polluted runoff? (Draft EIR,- pp. 3 .. 6-1 0 and 3.6-11) 

• HYDR0-5: Would the project· otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality?) (Draft EIR, p. 3.6-11-) 

ii. Proposed Mitigation - Norie Required 

f . . 

iii. ~ ~il1dings Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 

. As noted above and explained below, the EIR analysis determined that 
implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to 

. hydrology and water quality. As such, findings pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091 are not warranted. · , · -

iv. ·. .Supporting Explanation 

~ompliance with federal, state and local requirements and implementation of 
required BMPs provipes ~he basis for the construction and operation phases of the 
proposed project to meet all applicable water quality standards and waste discharge 
requirements; _qence, the project's impact in that regard would be less -than significant. 
(Draft EIR, p .. 3.6-8) . 

Construction actiJities-would inClude clearing, grading,.arid excavati~n which 
may result ln·temporarily,exposed areas of loo~e ~oil and sedi_melnt stockpiles,, which 
are. susceptible to sheet erosion; however, implementation of construction BMPs would -
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decrease erosion and sediment load into receiving waters and re~ult in a less than 
· · significant impact for construction a~tivities. Once in operation, the proposed project 
· would occur on a similar amount of impervious surface area compared to existing . · 

conditions. The proposed project would not change-the receiving,. water bodies nor· 
·require improvements to the tributary drainage area because the impermeable area of 
the site would not substantially change. In fact, with the capture and treatment of the · 
first 0.75 inch of rain on the project site that may include infiltration pursuant to LID 
requirements, impl_ementation of the proposed project could reduce· the amount of. 
stormwater flow from the site, thereby improving water quality in the immediate area of 
the site. In addition, the -hotel uses ass.ociated 'with the operational activities of the · 

· proposed project would not ge_nerate any sediment.. Therefore, the construction and · 
operation of the proposed project would not result in erosion or siltation on- or off-site 
and impacts wol)ld be less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 3.6-9) 

As noted above, the construction activities (i.e., grading arid excavation) 
associated with the proposed project m,ay temporarily alter the direction of stormwater 
runoff from the project site. However, with the implementation of BMPs as required by· 
the NPDES Construction General Permit, stormwater runoff would be properly managed 
onsite. Construction BMPs would help to. control surface water flows into drainage 

. systems such that nuisance-flooding does not occur on- or off-site. As required by the 
Construction General Permit, no BMPs wou·ld be allowed that would cause flooding at 
or around the project site. Once in operation, the drainage facilities included __ as part of . 

. the design of th~ proposed project would accommodate the amount and velocity of~ 
stormwater runoff.-These drainage facilities would be designed in accordance with the 
standards under the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Hydrology 
Manual and would be subject to review and approval by the City's· Department of. Public 
Works. Stormwater flow from the proposed project would be comparable to, if not less 
than, existing conditions and is not expected to- exceed the capacity of the stormwater 
drainage system. As is the case currently, stormwater generated onsite would be· 
discharged into storm drains in the immediate vicinity of the project ·site which is -
subsequently discharged into Eaton Wash and ultimately into the Pacific Ocean. lri 
addition, the proposed project would be subject to the City's impact fees (Municipal 
.Code Section 4.19.0,60), which would be utilized to improve the City's: storm drain 

· system. The City would continue to maintain the culverts and storm drain system to 
prevent. the accumulation of debris or other ·obstructions that could hamper the 

·effectiveness of the sys.tem_d~ring wet weather. Therefore, compliance with existing· 
standards and review processes would ensure a less than_ significant impact. related. to 
flooding during the construction arid operation of the -proposed project. (Draft EIR~ p . 

. \ 3.6~1 0) 
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As noted above, the amount of stormwater.runoff generated at the project site 
and discharged into the local_stormyvater drainage system would be similar to, if n,ot less 
than, that of existing condition~. As described in Section 3.5, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, of the Draft EIR (Draft EIR, pp. 3.5-1 through 3.5-14), past uses at the project 
site has resulted in potential onsite soil contamination·. Should contamination be .. 
encountered and identified, it would be handled in compliance wi.th applicable federal, 
state, and local regulations, as required-by-mitigation m~asure MM-HAZ-1. Thus,· 
sources of polluted runoff from previous uses of the project site would be minJmized. In 
addition, although construction activities associated with the proposed project could 
generate hazardous waste products (e.g., paints,.solvents, adhesives, and other 
petroleum/gasoline products) that have the potential to create sources of polluted runoff, 
compliance with the requirements of the Construction General Permit, as\ described 
above, would ensure impacts are less than significant. During the operation phase, · 
compliance -with existing regulations (i.e., the City's adopted SUSMP, which is part of 
the.NPDES·MS4 permit for Los Angeles County) would ensure that the proposed 
project would not result in water quality exceedances nor would pollutants in project 
runoff compromise the Eaton Wash channel or ultimately the Pacific Ocean. Based on 
the above, the construction and operation of the proposed project would not provide · 
-substantial additional sources of stormwater or polluted runoff and a less than 
significant impact would occur. (Draft EIR, p. ·3.6-11) 

As noted above, compliance with federal and state requirements (i.e., 
Construction General Permit, NPDES MS4 permit, and SUSMP; as well as compliance 

··with regulatory requir~ments if contaminated- soils are encountered during construction 
as required .und~r mitigatia,n measure MM-HAZ-1 in Section 3.5, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials) would address the potential for the project to degrade water 
qua_lity from construction and operation of the project; the proposed project is not 
expected to violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements during 

. construction or operation. In addition, the-incorporation of water quality BMPs would 
control spillage, dumping or disposal of materials into the municipal stormwater system 
and reduce pollutants in stormwater and urban runoff to the maximum extent .
practicable·. Therefore, the project would not substantially degrade water quality and the 
impacts would be less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 3.6-11) 

_Cumulative impacts· 

The majority of the area surrounding the proposed project site is developed with 
predominantly impervious"or paved surfaces. While historically the majority of the City 
has beeh developed with impervious surfaces, the majority of new development, 
replaces existing structures and existing impervious surfaces_. Each of these cumulative 
projects listed in Section 3.1, Environmental Impacts Analysis Introduction, Table 3.1-1, 
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Cumulative Projects in the City of Pasadena, on pages 3.1-5 and 3.1-6 of the Draft EIR 
is subject to the SUSMP. Manual issued by the Los Angeles Cqunty Department of 
Public Works (LACDPW) and requirements under City's Stormwater Management and 
Discharge Control Ordinance for compliance with the MS4· Permit. T,he SUSMP and the 
Stormwater Management and Discharge Control Ordinance each contain requirements 
for limiting post-project runoff rates to no more than pre-project rates. In addition, past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable future projects would be required. to implement 
BMPs pursuant to the General Construction Perm.it rel.ative to the generation of 
pollutants that could enter· stormwater and/or groundwater, and would be subject to 
federal, state, and local regulations relative ·to the handling of contaminated soils if 

. encountered during construction,· which, relative~ to the proposed project is required 
under mitigatio.n measure MM-HAZ-1 (i.e., potentially significant impact related to 
contaminated soil, which in turn could result in surface water contamination, would be 
mitigated to less than significant with mitigation and; therefore, would not result in a 
cumulatively conside-rable contribution to a significant cumulative water quality! impact). 
Thus, the proposed project would not contribute to a 'cumulatively significant impact · 
wjl_en considered in combination ·with city-wide past, present or reasonably. foreseeable 
future projects for water quality or surface waters and drainage. 

f. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

i. lm·pacts Evaluated 

• LAND-1: Would the project conflict with any appliGa.ble land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the general- plan, specific plan, local 
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? (Dratt·.EIR, p. 3.7-22) 

ii. Proposed Mitigati.on - None Required 

iii. Findings Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines· Section 15091 

As noted above and explained below, the EIR analysis determined that 
· implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant impacts. related to 
land use and planning. As such, findings pursuant to CEQA Guidelines·Section 15091 
are not warranted. ' 

-14-
#KS3000HZOET451v1 



iv. Supporting Explanation 

The project as proposed would be consistent with the overall intent of the land 
use plans that govern· development in the project area. The proposed project would be 
consistent with the overall goals of the General Plan's Guiding Principles in the Land 
Use Element and would not preclude the attainment of the primary intent of the General 
Plan. Similarly, the; project would be consiste·nt with the ultimate vision of the East · 
Colorado Specific Plan to ."improve the appearance, function and urban ambiance of 
East Colorado Boulevard" and "to increase density and redevelop underutilized and 
dilapidated properties." The proposed projectincludes a change in zoning designation 
for both the North Parcel and the South Parcel from ECSP~CG~2 to PO and, for~the 
northwest portion of the North Parcel, change in zoning designation from RM-48 PK to· 
PD. The proposed change in zoning designation for both parcels to PO, along with the 
new language· in the Pasadena Municipal Code identifying a purpose and development 
standards for the new PD zoning designation and the associated revision of the Zoning 
Map to show.the new PD 'zoning designation for the entire· project site provides for 
consistency with the Ci.ty's Zoning Ordinance. Impacts related to consistency with 

· applicable land use plans would be less· th~n significant. (Draft El R, p. 3. 7 -27) 

Cumulative Impacts 

The commercial/hotel building·s proposed on the project site may be constructed 
at the same time as planned and pending projects, listed in Table 3-1, Cumulative 
Projects in the City of Pasadena, on pages 3.1-:.S.and 3.1-6 of the Draft EIR. From a 
land use and planning perspective, the redevelopment of uriderutilized. property and 
increase in density resulting from the proposed project in combination with the 
cumulative land use development of related projects is a desired and intended 
implement the City's General Plan and East Color9db Specific Plan. The goals and 
objectives identified in those documents advocate for mixed-used, multi-modal 
development at key locations, including the intersection of Hill Avenue and Colorado 

<l Boulevard: Of the related projects identified in Table 3.1-1, only two are located within 
the East Colorado SpeCific Plan area and none of the related projects, are located within 
the College District sub-area. Of the two projects located within the East Colorado. 
Specific Plan area, only one of them, a pro·posed 80-room hotel, would be located along.· 
Colorado Boulevard (related project No. 8 located at 1201 E. Colorado Boulevard, a 

· proposed 80-roorh hotel that would replace a Michael's crafts store). In general, it would 
seem unlikely that the subject related project would result in a significant conflict with 
the East Colorado Specific Plan, let alone a significant cumulative impact when 
combined with the. currently proposed project. If, however, there were to be a significant 
cumulative land use and planning impact, the cu'rrently proposed project's i_mpacts 
would be less than significant and, therefore, would not have a cumulatively 
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'considerable contribution to that impactwould be less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 
3.7-28). . 

g. Noise : 

i. Impacts Evaluated 

• . NOISE.:;1: Would the project cause a substantial temporary or 
periodic increase in ambient noise levels in ·the project. vicinity above· 

·levels·existing without the project? (Draft EI.R, p. 3.8-19) 

ii. Proposed Mitigation - None Required · 
(' 

\ 

· iii. · Findings Pursuant. to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 

As noted above· and explained below, the EIR analysis determined that 
implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to 

. this aspect of noise. As such, findirtgs pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091-are 
not warranted~ · · .-- · 

iv. s·upporting Explanation 

The project would cause a temporary increase in noise levels. during 
cdnstruction. The primary-noise sources during typical construction activities are diesel 
engines of construction equipment and activities such 'as pile driving, blasting, and 

. jackhammering .. No pile driving or blasting would occur during construction of the 
, proposed project; however, nearby receptors would be exposed to occasional high · 

noise levels associated with the operation of heavy equipment durfng :construction, 
including air compressors, cement and mortar mixers, cranes, forklifts, generator sets, 

.. graders, pavers, paving equipment, rollers, rough terrain forklifts, rubber tired dozers, 
skid steer loaders, tractors/loaders/backhqes, and welders. Construction activities would 
be lim.ited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00' p.m. Monday through Friday and 8:00a.m. 
to 5:00p.m. Saturday, as required by the Pas~denaMunicipal Code (Noise:Ordinance). 
Construction equipment that produces noise that exceeds 85 dBA Lmax at a distance of 
100 feet would result in a significant impact. As presented in Table 3.8-5, Typical 
Maximum Noise Levels and Duty Cycles for Construction Equipment, on page 3 .. 8-15 of 
the Draft EIR, noise generated from each piece ofconstruction equipment assumed to · 
be used during project construction would not exceed 85 dBA·at100 feet. Therefore, 
noise impacts durjng construcfion would be less than significant. (Draft EIR; p. 3.8-20) 

. . . . 

.,_ Although the City's construction.Noise Ordinance threshold pertains to the noise · \ 
l~vels generated by each piece of construction equipment, the average noise levels at a 

' I ·, 
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distance of 100 feet were also estimated for construction activities by phase, as shown 
in Table 3.8-9, Construction Noise Lev~ls by Phase, on .pages ·3~8-20 through 3.~-22 of 
the Draft EIR. The noisiest phases of the project would be demolition of the existing 
buildings a·nd parking lots, and, excavation for the subterranean levels of the ·proposed 

· buildings. Some of the construction phases for the North and South Parcels of the 
proposed project would occur simultaneously. Table 3.8-1 0,· Construction Noise Levels 

. With Potential Overlap in Construction Phases, on page 3.8-22 of the Draft El R shows 
the combined constructio'n noise levels ·at a distance of 100 feet for the construction · 
phases that would occur simultaneously for the North and South Parcels would not 
exceed the City~s Noise Ordinance limit of 85 dBA at·1 00 feet, although noise levels at 
closer distances would higher (i.e., Noise levels at 50 feet from equipment would be 
approximately 6 dB higher than the noise levels at, 100 feet). Based on the above, 
average construction noise levels during each phase of construction,. both individually 
and as they may overlap, would not exceed 85. dBA at 100 feet; hence, the noise · · 
impacts would be less than significant. (Ora« EIR, p. 3.8-22) 

In addition to on-site activities, construction activities could include· the import or 
export of excavated soils and other matE:1rials using large diesel trucks. As indicated in 
_Table 3.8-5, a dump truck would generate a noise .level of 78 dBA at a distance of 100 
feet,· which is below the City's ·construction noise limit of 85 dBA at 100 feet, but wquld 
be greater at locations in closer proximity to the. noise source (i.e., 78 dBA at 100 feet 
would be 84 dBA at 50 feet). Impacts associated with construction-related trucks would 
be less than significant (i.e., less than B5 dBA at 100 feet). (Ora~ EIR, p. 3.8-22) 

h. PUBLIC SERVICES (FIRE PROTECTION) 
I 

v. Impacts Evaluated 

· • FIRE-1: . Would the project· result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associat~d with the provision of or 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 . 
fire protection? (Draft EIR, p. 3.9~5) 

. vi. Proposed Mitigation - None Required 

vii. Findings Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sectio~ 15091 

As noted above and explained below, the EIR analysis determined that 
impiE:~mentatiori of the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to 
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public service$ (fire protection). As such, findings pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091 are not warranted. 

viii. ·Supporting Explanation 

Demolition of existing structures on the project site and construction of the 
proposed project would be conducted in compliance with Chapter 14 of the California 
Fire Code, as adopted by the Pasaqena Fire Prevention Code, which prescribes 
minimum safegLJards for construction, alteration and demolition operations to provide 
reasonable safety to .life and property from fire during such operations. Compliance with 
these safeguards would reduce the fire risk during construction. With imple.mentation of 
these safeguards, construction of the proposed project would not 'impact existing fire · 
protection services, including acceptable service ratios or response times, such that 
new or physically altered facilities would be required, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts (i.e., impact of project would be less than 
significant). (Draft EIR, p. 3.9-5) 

Operation of the proposed project would be required to comply with all applicable 
~city, state, and federal codes and ordinances. Existing· structyres would be replaced . 
and/or retrofitted to meet modern fire code requirements and the following fire safety 

. devices would be installed· in all new buildings in accordance with Chapter 9 of the 
·California Fire code: fire sprinkler system·s, fire. detection and early warning systems, · 
modern fire resistant materials, and smoke evacuation systems. The proposed project 
would also be required to comply with all regulations of the Pasadena Fire .Prevention 
Code (Pasadena Municipal Code, Chapter 14.28), Which establishes.p'roVisions and 

. requirements for the safe construction and maintenance of property, facilities, 
conditions, materials, equipment, fire prevention and alarm systems and architectural 
plans would be reviewed and approved by ·the Pasadena Fire Department (PFD) prior to 
project implementation. The proposed project would be served by Fire Station 34, 
located at 1360 E. Del Mar Boulevard, which had an average response time of 6 
minutes 46 seconds during the 2012/2013 fiscal year. The PFD has stated that this is 
an acceptable response time and that Fire Station 34 currently has the capabilities to 
handle the emergency response needs for the proposed· project without an increase in 
response time or. the need for more personnel or equipm~nt. Therefore, construction of 
new. or expansion of the existing fire facilities would not be required as a result of the 
proposed project, and inipa.cts would be less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 3.9-6) 

Cumulative Impacts 

The PFD provides fire protection services throughout the City.of Pasadena. 
Therefore, the geographic.scope for this cumulative analysis is the city limits, Le., the . 
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PFD service area. Current fire protection respons~ times within the City of Pasadena 
are considered acceptable (the average. response time for fire stations within the City of 
Pasadena is approximately four to five minutes), and the PFD has the capabilities of· 

. h,andling thefincreased demand associated with implementation of the proposed project 
and oth.er foresee~ble developments within the city without increasing its average 
response time. Like the proposed project, other development projects within the city 
would be required to comply with all regulations of the Pasadena Fire Prevention Code 
(Pasadena Municipal Code, Chapter 14.2.8) and all other applicable city, state, and 
federal codes and ordinances. In addition, architectural plans would be reviewed and 
approved by the PFD. Given the above, cumulative development would not result In the 
.need for a new fire station or.the expansion, consolidation, or re.location of an ·existing 
facility to maintain adequate service levels .. There.fore, cumulative i~pacts related to fire 
protection services would be less. than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 3.9-6) 

i. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 

ix. Impacts Evaluated 

• TRAFFIC-2: Would the project conflict with an applicable_ congestion 
management program, including, but not limited to, level of service 
stanqards and travel demand measures, or other standards 
est~blished by· the county congestion management agency for 
designa-ted roads or highways? (Draft EIR, p. 3.1 0-27) 

• TRAFFIC-3: Would the project increase hazards due to ·a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersection) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipmen-t)? (Draft EIR, p. 3.1 0-30) . 

x. Proposed Mitigation - None Required 

xi. Findings Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 

. As noted above and explained below, the EIR analysis determined that 
implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to 
these aspects of transportation and traffic. As such, findings pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15091 are not warranted .. 
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xii. Supporting Explanation 

~ased on the incremental project trip generation estimates and trip distribution 
percentages tp and from the project, as_presented in Table 3.10-5, Estimated Project 
Trip Generation, on page 3.10-28 of the Draft EIR and Table 3.1 0-6; Project-R~Iated 
Trip Distribution, on page 3.10-29 of the Draft EIR, respectively, the proposed project is 
not expected to add 50 or more new trips per hour to the intersections ofArroyo · 

· Parkway/California Boulevard and Rosemead. Boulevard/Foothill. Boulevard. Therefore, 
no further analysis of these CMP monitoring intersections is required. Impacts to this 
CMP intersection would be less than .significant with implementation of the proposed 
project. (Draft EIR; p. 3.1 0-29) 

The nearest CMP mainlihe freeway monitoring locations adjacent to the project 
site are the 1-210 Fre.eway west of SR-134 and at Rosemead Boulevard. 'Based on the 
incremental project trip gene.r~tion estimates and trip distribution percentages to and 
from the project, the proposed project will not add 150 or more new trips per hour to 
these locations in either direction. Therefore, no further analysis of.CMP freeway 
. monito~i~g stations is required. Impacts on the nearest CMP mainline freeway 
monitoring locations would:be less than significant with implementation of the proposed 
project. (Draft EI;R, p. 3.1 o~29) 

Based on the analysis presented on p. 3.10-30 of the Draft EIR, and review by 
the City's Department of Tran'sportation, implementation of the project would .not 
·present or increase traffic haz~rds. The project includes standard aQ.cess and 
circulation improvements and no hazardous design features are propo'sed~ 

j.· UTILITIES AND SERVICE.SYSTEMS 
1 

xiii. Impacts Evaluated 

• UTILITIES-1: Would the project require or result in the construction of 
new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansio'n of existing 
facilities, the construction of which · could cause significant 
environmental effects? (Draft EIR, p. 3.11-12) 

• UTILITIES-2: Would the project require or result in the construction of · 
new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
the construction of which could cause . significant environmental 
effects? (Draft EIR, p. 3.11-16) 
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• UTILITIES-3: Would the project have sufficient water supplies 
. I . 

avai.lable to serve the project from existing entitlements ~nd 

· resources, or are. new or expanded entitlements needed? (Draft EIR, 
p.3.11-17)· 

• UTILITIES-4: Would the· project result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider which ser\ies or may serve the project 

. that it has, adequate capacity to serve the proj.ect's projected dem~nd 
. l . . . . 

in . addition 'to th~ provider's existing commitn:'ents? (Draft EIR; · p. 
~.11-17) ·. 

• UTILITIES-5: Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste disp·osal 

· needs? (Draft EIR, p. 3~11-18) 

xiv. Proposed Mitigation - None Required 

xv.· Findings Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 
. . . 

As noted above and explained below, the EIR analysis determined tliat 
implementation' of the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to 
utilities and service systems. As such, findings pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section· 
1509_1 are not warranted. · 

--- xvi. . Supporting Explanation 

Based on ,the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) completed for the proposed 
project (Draft EIR, Appendix H) in accordance with the requirements of California Water 
Code Section 10910 et seq, the City of Pasadena Water and Power'(PWP) water 
supplies~ and long-term storage balances would be· adequate to meet the future water 
demand from the pro-posed project. Additional discussion of the PWP and. Metropolitan 
·Water .District's water supply sources and reliability is provided in the WSA. BuildoL,Jt of 
the proposed project would increase demands on the existing water conveyance 
infrastructure. However,. according to ~he City's East Colorado Boulevard Specific Plan 
(page VII 2), the water' demand generated by future residential and commercial 
development (e.g., the proposed project) within the plan area is not expected to create 

·significant .additional· demand on the water.conveyance systems: Therefore, no · · 
additional water ~tructures or changes to the- water conveyance would be incorporated 
into the project design elements. The conveyance size and capacity of the two existing 

·.water mains running along Colorado Boulevard would adequately serve the needs of 
. ' 
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the proposed project. Based 'on the above, the proposed project would result i.n a less 
than significant impact relative to operations-related water supply and conveyance 
systems. ·(Draft EIR, p. 3.11-15) In addition to operations-related water demands, the 
construction phase of the proposed project would create a temporary~ intermittent 
demand for water for such activities as soil watering for site preparation, fugitive dust 
control, concrete· preparation, painting; cle·anup, and other short-term activities. · 
However, construction-r~lated water volumes would be temporary and minimal and 
would not require new or expanded water service entiflements,and- impacts would be 
less than significant. (Draft EIR, p.3.1 t-17) - ·· -

:None of the wastewater reclamation plants that may serve the proposed· project · 
. are presently deficient and all would have sufficient wastewater treatment capacity to 

. I . .. 

accommodate the additional ~eed generated by the project. The City of Pasadena 
Master Sewer Plan includes an evaluation of wastewater conveyance lines throughout 
tne City for existing conditions and anticipated groWth. For the East Colo"rado Specific 
Plan area, the Master Sewer Plan anticipates the 650,000 square feet of new 
development, and indicates no existing or future conveyance pipeline deficiencies in the 
vicinity of the project site. for peak dry weather or peak wet weather conditions.· Based 
on the_ above, the proposed project would result ina less than significant impact relative 
to wastewater treatment and conveyance facilitie·s. (Draft EIR; pp. 3.11-16 and 3.11-18) · 

Stormwater generated from the project site would be discharged into storm 
drains in the immediate vicinity ofthe project site, which discharge into the Eaton Wash , 
and ultimately into the Pacific Ocean. The capacity of the adjacent chan_nels or 
stormwater drainage system is not expected to be exceeded and would not increase 
above baseline conditions. In addition, stormwater runoff as a result of proposed project 
would be subject to the City's' impact fees (PMC 4.19.060), which would be utilized to 
improve storni drains in the vicinity of the project site. Therefore, ·impacts related to · 
stormwater conveyance would be less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 3.11-17) 

, The operation of the proposed project would generate _approximately 323.6 tons 
of solid waste per-year (Draft EIR,· Table 3.11-7, Estimated Solid Waste Gene'rated by · 
Proposed Project, on page 3.1-1-19).· The landfills used by the City would, have sufficient 

·remaining capacity to accommodate this annual increase (Draft EIR, Table 3.11-2, 
Landfills Service the City 9f Pasadena, on page 3.11-5). In addition, the applicant of the 
proposed project would submit a recycling program, as required by the Solid Waste 
Collection Franchise System Ordinance (PMC·8.61). With compliance with the .City's 
solid waste diversion regulations and recycling requirements, the proposed project · · 
would result in a less than signifidant impact relative to the existing and projected landfill .. 
capacities. (Draft EIR, p. 3.11-19) · 

j . 

-22-
#KS3000HZOET451v1 



Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative development would not require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities, or expansion of existing facilities. As indicated 
in General Plan Update Draft EIR, no new major.sewer upgrades are anticipated to be 
necessary. All.new development in the City will be subject to sewer capacity · 
considerations as part ofthe·City approval process. Improvements and upgrades to 
sewer lines are prioritized based on ne~d. Development fees are collected from each 
project and used to fund the highest priority improvements. In the event expansion of 

. existing sewer facilities ar~ needed, impacts related to con$truction activities would be 
·addressed and mitigated in the_manner generally described in Section 3 of the .Draft EIR 
and Section 5 of the General Plan Update EIR. Similarly, no major upgrades,to the 
City's water delivery system are expected to be necessary to serv~ future develppment, 

· given the existing urbanized nature of the City, and site/project-specific improvements to 
nearby water delivery in-frastructure would be addressed and mitigated on an ·individual 
qasis. With regard to water supplies, the water supply assessment completed for the 
General Plan Update EIR found that existing and ,planned/committed water supplies are 
sufficient to serve the. existing 'and futur:~ water demands ·of the City including with the 
proposed General Plan update. Additionally, PWP, as a public water service provider, is 
required to prepare f1nd, periodically update an UWMP to plan and provide for water 

· supplies to serve exi$ting and projected-demands. Based on the. above, cumulative 
impacts from upgrades or improvements ·to existing water or sewer infrastructure, and 
relative to water supply, would be less than significant~ (Draft EIR; pp 3.11-20 and 3.11-
21) , L 

. Cumulative development would not result in construction of new stormwater 
drainage facilities or expansion ofexisting Jacilities. Future development of the project 
site along with other development within the city, as contemplated in the General Plan 
update would not result 'in a significant increase in impervious surfaces, because such 
areas are already built out. Additionally, project applicants for new development or . 
significant redevelopment are required to i'mplement site design measures, including 
LID and SUSMP BMPs, which i.n most cases woulp increase surface water infiltration. 
and reduce runoff. No significant cumulative impacts related to constructi'on of new 
stormwaterdrainagefacilities or expansion of existing facilities would occur.(i.e., 
impacts would, be less than sig~ificant). (Draft EIR, p 3.11-20) · · 

· Relative to\f\lhether there is sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate solid 
waste from cumulative deveio·pment, the General Plan Update Draft EIR indicates that 
im~)lementation of the update would result in a .net increase "Of about 57.26 tons per day 
(tpd) of solid waste, and the SQiid waste facilities accepting the" vast majority of solid 
waste from Pasadena have a combined re~aining capacity of about 15.8.3 million tons 
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and closure dates as late as 2045. As. such, there is sufficient landfill capacity in the 
· region for solid waste that would be gene~ated by buildout in accordance with the 
proposed Gene.ral Plan Update. While mixed-use development at the project site is· 
identified in the land use plan for the General Plan Update, even a conservative 

. assumption that the 0.892 tpd of solid waste generation associated with the project is 
aqded to the 57.26·tpd estimate for the General Plan Update, it'would still be well within 
the existing avaHable capacity. As such,_ cumulative impacts related to· landfill capacity 
would be less than significant. (Draft EIR, p 3.t1-21) · 

IV. CEQA FINDINGS ON ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS MITIGATED TO 
BELOW A LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 

. The City Council finds that mitigation measures have been identified iri the Final 
- EIR that will reduce the following ·significant environrnental impacts to below a level of 
significance. For each environmental topic within this category, the discussion below 
begins with a delineation of the impacts evaluated in the El R,· a·s specifically related to 
that topic, along _with page citations as to where in the EIR the relevant discussion ·is 
found, and is followed by a presentation of the mitigation measure(s) identified in the 
EI.R forthat topic, and then provides a·n explanation of the substantial evidence in 
support of the. EIR conclusion that the impact would be reduced to a. level less than 
significant within il)lplementatio'n of the mitigation measure( s). 

k~ AIR QUALITY . 

i. Significa~t Impacts Evaluated 

• AIR-2: Would the p~oject violate any air quality standar~ or contribute 
substantially to an ~xisting or projected air_ quality violation? (Draft 

. EIR, p. 3.2-15) 

• AI R-3: Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? (Draft EIR, p. 3.2-17) 

ii. p·roposed ·Mitigation 

MM-AQ-1: Tier 3 Emission Standards 
( ' 

All off-road engines during construction shall meet the Tier 3 emission standards 
during the building construction phase for both the North and South _Parcels . 

. (_Draft EIR_, P. 3.2-17) 
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· MM,;.AQ-2: . Diesel Particulate Filters 
. . 

All off-road diese·l engines during construction m~st be equipped with diesel 
particulate filters capable of reducing PM1 0 and PM2.5 emissions by at least 50 
percent the uncontrolled emission rate ofthe construction equipment. (Draft EIR, 
P. 3.2~22) . 

iii. Findings Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 
' -

Changes or alterations have been required in; or incorporated into, the proJect 
whidh avoid ·or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as ·identified in 
the Final EIR. 

· iv. Supporting Explanation 

Qonstruction emissions are ex~ected to occur from engine exhaust from the off~ . · · 
road construction equipment and vehicle trips made by construction workers, vendors, 
and haul trucks. These emissions would ,primarily consist of carbon monoxide (CO), 
nitrogen oxides (NOx), particulate matter that measures 10 microns or less (PM1 0), 
particulate matter that measures 2.5 microns or less (PM2.5), sulfur dioxide (S02), and 

· reactive organic gases (ROG). In addition, earth disturbance activities .from· gradin·g and 
paved road dust would result in fugitive dust emissions; architectural coating and paving 
activities would result in ROG emissions. Based on the construction~ and OJ)erational-

. related air pollutant emissions estimated for the proposed project, a$ shown in Table 
3.2-8, Construction. Emissions Summary for Maximum Daily Emissions, on page 3.2-16 
of the Draft EIR and Table 3.2-9, Operational Emissions Summary on page 3.2-17 of 
the Draft EIR, all estimated emissions would be b~low·the thresholds of sig~ific~nce \ 
except for total unmitigated construction .emissions of NOx, which would be 132 pounds 
per day (lbs/day), exceeding the~ 100 lbs/day threshold of significance. Implementation 
of mitigation me.asure MM-AIR-1, which calls for off-road engines used during 

· construction to meet US EPA Tier 3 emission standards, would reduce, total NOx 
· emissions to 88 lbs/day. As such, the subject impact would be reduced to a ·less than 

significant level. (Draft EIR, p. 3.2-16) ' 

To assess whether a proposed project would expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations, the SCAQMD developed localized significance 
thresholds (LSfs) for'local air quality impacts from construction and operational' 
activities. The LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project that would not 
cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable ambient air 

. quality. standards. These thresholds address project level and cumulative impacts. As 
shown in Table 3.2-10, LST Analysis for On-Site Construction Emissions, on page 3.2-
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18 of the Dtaft EIR, on-site construction emissions would exceed the LST for NOx (117 
,Jbs/day compared to threshold of 98 lbs/day), PM1 0 (7'1bs/day compared to threshold of 
6 lbs/day), arid PM2.5 (7 lbs/day compared to threshold of 4 lbs/day)- and would 
therefore be significant without mitigation. As also shown in Table 3.2-10 of the Draft 
EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measures M-M-AQ ... 1, described above, and .MM.:AQ-2, 
which requires off-roae construction equipm~nt to be equipped .with diesel, particulate 
filters, would reduce construction emissions to. less than significant levels; -~specifically, 
NOx, PM1 0, and PM2.5 emissions would be reduced to 73 lbs/day, 3 lbs/day, and 3 

· lbs/day, respectively. As shown: in Table 3.2-:-11, LST Analysis for On-Site Operational 
Emissions, on page 3.2~19 of the. Draft 'EIR, on~sit~ operational emissions would not 
exceed LST standards. (Draft EIR; pp. 3.2-18 and 3~2-19) 

Cumulative Impacts 

· According to the SCAQMD white paper Potential Control Strategies to Address 
Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution, Appendix D Cumulative Impact Analysis · 

· Requirements Pursuant to CEQA (SCAQMD 2003), projects that do not exceed the· 
significance thresholds. are generally not considered to, be cumulatively significant. As_ 
discussed above, regional construction emissions were/ determine~ to. be cumulatively 
considerable (significant), without mitigation. With implementation of mitigation measure 
(MM) AQ-1, impacts would be reduced to less .than significant (not c~mulative.ly 
considerable)~ .Additionally, localized impacts would be cumulatively .considerable 
(significant) without mitigation, as shown· above. With implem~ntation of mitigation 
measures MM AQ-1 and MM AQ-2, impacts would be- reduced to l.ess than significant 
(hofcumulatively considerable).· .Changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the cum~,Jiatively · 
Qonsiderable effects, identified in the Finai-EIR; (D.raft EIR, pp. 3.2-21 and 3.2-22) 

I. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

i. Significant Impacts· Evaluated 
. ' 

• . CR-1: Wo,uld the project cause a· substantial adverse change in· the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in State· CEQA 
Guidelines Sectiqn 15064.5? (Draft EIR, p. 3.3-25) 

• .. CR-3:Wo.uld the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique. 
paleontological resource or site or un.ique geologic feature? (Draft , 

· EIR, p.o 3.3-35) 
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ii.. Proposed Mitigation 
I 

MM•CR-1: Hi$toric American Building Survey Documentation. 

The applicant shall be responsible for preparing documentatiorJ of the H.G. Loud \ 
Autos site (North Parcel) using the Historic American Building Syrvey (HABS) · _ 
Level Ill standards as the guideline for recording the_buildingthrb.ugh . _ · 
photographs, drawings and a ~ritten description. The HABS documentation shall 
b~ reviewed an9 approved by the City of Pasadena Department of Planning and 
Community Developr:nent: Qesign and Historic Preservation-Section staff as a - ) 
condition of approval of the project and prior to issuance of a demolition permit. 
The following documentation shall be prepared to document and record the 

· ·. historic resourc~: _ _ 
_a. Written o·ata: Additional research shall be performed to document the 

history of the site and the auto-related businesses located therein dating 
from the early twentieth~century. The additional research shall be used to 
gain a mor~ complete understanding bf the history of the aut6 indust_ry in 

· Pasadena, and the use of t~e International Style architecture for the / 
various brands of autom.obiles and their dealerships in Pasadena and Lo~ . · 
Angeles County.· _ · _ .· 

- b. Drawings: Under HABS Level Ill, if the origiflal drawings of the H. G. Loud 
Autos co~plex prepared by Sylvanus Marston are available, they shall b~ 
reprqduced in ink on Mylar. If the original drawings/plans for the H. G. 
Loud Autos complex cannot be located, then Sketch plans depicting the . 
floorplans of the current conditions of the buildings anm structures shall be 
prepared by a licensed. architect. A copy of the current site plan shall be 
incruded with the sketch drawings of the floorplans. The current condition 

_ drawings shall' be reproduced on Mylar, and in digital format. · 
c. .. Photographs: Under HABS Levell II, a· representative number of farge-

. format photographs- and negatives ·shall be produced to capture interior 
and exterior views of each building and strubture of the H. G. Loud Autos 
complex on the North Parcel. The large format photos shall be 
supplemented with color digital photographs to fully document the 
property. At least four large format photographs· shall be taken to show the 
property's setting in context, and in relationship -to, its location on. East . 
Colorado Boulevard. 

d. Document: The·HABS Level_lll document shall be-produced on archival
quaiity paper, and all large format photographs and negatives labeled to 
HABS standards. The HABS document shall- be donated to the archives of 
the Pasadena Museum of History. (Draft EIR, pp. 3r_3-31 and 3.3-32, as 

. modified in· the Final EIR, p. 2-2) 

-27- / 
#KS3000HZOET451v1 



· MM-CR -2: Interpretive Display Presenting Site History 

The applicant will be responsible for a "history of the auto.mobile in Pasadena" 
interpretive display that shall be available for public viewing in on~ of the 
remaining showroom sectio'ns of the H. G. Loud'Autos complex. The interpretive 
display shall present a history of the site and the significance of the International 
Style of architecture to the automobile-related industry of Pasadena. The 
interpretive display stiall be prepared by a. qualified Historian, Architectural 
Historian, or organization (such as the Peterson Automotive Museum or 
California Route 66 ryluseum) with experience in creating such materials for 
educational purposes. The.design and content of the interpretive di~play shall be 
approved by the City of Pasadena Department of Planning and Community 
Development: Design anq Historic Preser\tation Section staff prior to demolition 
activities on the project site. (Draft EIR, p. 3:3-32, as modified in the Final EIR, p. 
2-3) ' 

MM-CR ~3: Preservation, Restoration, Adaptive Use Plan 
. The applicant shall be responsible for developing a Preservation, Restoration, 
Adaptive Reuse plan for the rehabilitated showroom· portions of the showroom
administration-repair builpings and for the relocation/restoration of the "Welcome" 
sign. The showrooms shall be rehabilitated to serve alternative use/s for the 
proposed Project, and the "Welcome" sign shall be installed within one of the 
showroom spaces or in another place visible from-Colorado Boulevard. 

\Suggested reuses of the. showrooms, such as to include an interpretive display, 
are discussed in MM-CR-2. The rehabilitation shall follow the Secretary _of the 
Interior's Guidelines fqr the Treatment of Historic Properties, and the services of 
a Historic Architect or Architectural Historian who meets the Secretary of the 

. Interior's Standards for Professionals and who has sufficient experience with 
using the Guidelines shall be retained to assist the project team to develop a 
Preservation, Restoratio_n, Adaptive Use Plan. As part of the rehabilitation 
program, a Historic Structures Report (HSR) shall be p'repared to document 
current conditions and present proposed alterations to the building per the 
Guidelines. (Draft EIR, p. 3.3-33) 

MM-CR-4: Photodocumentation 

Prior to a·ny construction activities, the applicant will be responsibl~ to have a 
qualified-Architectural Historian or Historic Architect prepare a 
photodocumentation of the exterior of the F. Suie One Antiques Store building. A 
set of detailed photographs of exterior facades will be used to ·assist in the repair · 
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of any-unanticipated vibration-caused or other construction-related damage (see 
also MM-NOISE-6, MM-NOISE-7, and ·MM-NOISE-9 regarding mitigation ·of 
construction~related Vibration damage to historic structures). (Draft EIR, p. 3.3-

. 33, as modified in the Final EIR, p. 2-3) · 

MM-CR-5: Repair of Construction-Related Damage to Showroom 
' . 

In the event of unanticipated construction-related damage to the historic 
showroom sections ofthe project, the applicant shalL be responsible for restoring 
the buildings· to their historic appearance by applicat.ion of the Secretary of the 
Interior's Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties .. Project 
management shall retain the services of a historic ~rchitect or architectural . 
historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Professionals, 
and has at least 10 years .of experience with using the .Guidelines, to assist the 
project team to develop a· res.toration plan of the showrooms. (Draft EIR, p. 3.3-
33) ' 

MM-CR-6: P~leontologist Retained during Construction 

A qualified Paleontologist shall be notifi~d and retained when earth-moving 
activities are anticipated to impact undisturbed deposits in the Older Quaternary 

·· Alluvium on the project site. The Paleontologist shall be pres(3nt during the pre
grade-meeting to discuss paleontological sensitivity and to assess whether 
scientifically important fc:>ssils have the potential to be encountered. The schedule 
and extent of monitoring activities ~hall be determined at the meeting in . . 
consultation with the City of Pasadena. Although exact depths are not possible to 
determine at this time, Older Alluvium is typically present below five feet from 

· current ground surface; therefore, monitoring wilf likely be needed where 
undisturbed Older Alluvium occurs below five feet. This will be more definitively 
assessed at the pre-grading meeting. If any scientifically.Jmportant large fossil 
remains are uncovered during earth-moving activities, the Paleontologist shall 
divert heavy equipment away from the fossil site until s/he has had an 
opportunity to examine and remove the remains. Samples of Older Quaternary 
Alluvium shall be collecteq for processing and examination for very small 

. vertebrate fossils. · 

All paleontological work to assess and/or recover a potential resource at the 
project site shall be conducted under the direction of the qualified Paleontologist. 
Any fossils recovered during Project site development, along with their contextual 
stratigraphic data, shall be donated to an appropriate institution with an · 
educa!ional and research interest in the materials. The Paleontologist shall 
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prepare a report of the results of any findings as part of a testing/mitigation plan 
following accepted professional pr.actice: (Draft EIR, p. 3.3-35) , 

MM--NOISE-5: Interior Noise Level 

Interior Noise Level Prior to the issuance of each building permit, the Applicant 
shall present data to the Director of Planning and Comm·unity Development 
demonstrating that the interior noise level of hotel rooms facing co·lorado · 
Boulevard or Hill Avenue shall not exceed 45 A-weighted decibels (dBA) 
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). · · 

MM- NOISE-6: Vibration Monitoring of Historic Buildings \ 

Prior to approval of grading ·plans and/or prior to issuance of demolition, gradjng, 
and building permits, the project .proponent shall retain a Professional Structur~l 
Engineer with experience in stru·ctural vibration analysis and ~onitoring for \ 
historic buildings and a Project Historical Architect (PHA) as a team to perform 
the following t~sks: . . · 

• r Review the project plans for demolition and construction. 
• Survey the project ·site and the historic buildings occupied by the F. 

Suie One Antiques: Store and the new car showroom~ including 
-geological te~ting, if required.· 

• Prepare and submit a report to the Director of Planning and 
Community ·Development that includes but is not limited to the 
following: · . 
o Any description/survey information obtained under the 

second: bulle' point. · 
o Any modifications to the vibration level limits based on 

building co"nditions, soil conditions, and planned demolition 
and construction methods to· ensure that vibration levels 
would remain below the potential for damage to the existing 
F. Suie One Antiques Store and the new car showroom. 

o Specific measures to be taken during construction to ensure 
the specified vibration level limits are not exceeded. 

o A monitoring plan to be implemented during demolition and 
construction that includes post-construction and post
demolition surveys of the existing F. Suie· One Antiques 
Store and the new car showroom. 

· Examples of measures that may be specified for implementation during 
demolition or construction include, but are not limited to the following: 

• Prohibition of certain types of construction equipment. 
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• 
• 

• 

• 

The, requirement for lighter-tracked or wheeled equipment. 
Specifying demolition by non-impact methods, such as sawing 
concrete. 

· Organization of phasing so as to avoid simultaneous vibration · 
sources. 
ln~tallation of vibration-measuring devic(3S to guide decision·making 
fo'r subsequent activities. (Draft EIR, pp. 3.8-37and 3.8-38) . 

MM- NOISE-7: Secretary of the Interior's Standards 
' 

At the conclusion of vibration-causing activities, ._in the unanticipated event of·· 
discovery of vibration-caused damage, the Structural Engineer and the ProJect· 
Historical Architect shall document .any damage to the F. Suie One Antiques 
Store and the new 'car showroom and shall recommend necessary repairs. The 
Applicant shall be responsible for any repairs associated with vibration caused 
damage. Repairs shall·be undertaken and conipleted,,as required, to conform to 
the Secretary of the ln~erior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties ·, 
(Code of Federal Regulations, Title 36, Section 68) and any other codes if · 
applicable such as the California Historical· Building Code,.( California Code of 
Regulations, Title 24, _Part 8). (Draft EIR; p. 3.8-38}. 

. . 

MM- NOISE-S: Vibration Notification 

At least 5 days prior to the start of construction, the project proponent shall notify\, 
. property owners of occupied buildings located within 25 feet ofthe project site o' 

~oundary that perceptible levels of construction-related vibration may .be . 
experienced periodically during the course of project construction. The · 
notification shall include 'a brief description of the types of construction equipment 
and activities that may produce such vibration, the estimated duration of such 
activities including the anticipated start dates and end dates, and a cont~ct name 
and phone number to contact with a~y questio~s .. (Draft EIR, p. 3.8-39) ., 

. . 

MM- NOISE-9: Vibration Mitigation Plan for Holliston Avenue Methodist 
Church.· · 

Prior to approval of grading plans and/or prior to iss.uance of demolition, grading, 
and building permits for the North Parcel, the Project proponent shall provide a 
rdetailed vibration analysis prepared by a Professional Structural Engineer with 
ex·perience in structural vibration analysis demonstrating that use of the vibratory 
compaction equipment at the Project boundary closest to the Holliston Avenue 
Methodist Church building would hot result in damage to ·the structure or the 
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stained glass window units. To ensure constant monitoring of project activities 
causing vibr~tion, it may be advantageous to install ground vibration monitoring 
equipmen~ at the Church throughout the construction of the Project. 

· At the conclusion of vibration-c·ausing activities, in the unanticipated event of 
discovery of vibration-caused damage, the Structural Engineer and the Project 
Historical Architect shall document any damage to the Holliston Avenue 
Methodist ,,Church and shall recommend necessary repairs. The Applicant ·shall 
be respC?nsible for any repairs associated with vibration caused damage. Repairs 
shall be undertaken anp completed, as required, tq conform to the· Secretary of . 
the Interior's Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties (Code of Federal 
Regulations, Title 36, Section 68) and any other codes if applicable such as the 
California Historical Building_ Code (California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 
8). (Draft EIR, p. 3.8-39, as modified in the Final EIR, pp. 2-3 and 2-4) 

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·. . 

iv. Supporting Explanation 

The proposed Project c~lls for the demolition of all the buildings and structures 
on the North and S~uth Parcels of the Project Site. except for the showroom portions of 
the H. G. Loud Autos buildings 'in the North Parcel, and the removal and re-placement 
of the "Welcome" sign. Th.e showroom of the H.G. Loud Autos site has been 
determined to be-;' eligible fbr listing in the National Register and is,· therefore, a historical 
resource pursuant to CEQA. To ·determine if the ·proposed project would significantly 
impact this historical resource, the analysis in the Draft EIR evaluated whether the · 
proposed project would result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
historical resource. Substantial adverse change is defined as "physical demolition, 
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such 
that the significance of a historical resource would be materially impaired." There are 

··two considerations in determining whether the proposed project would cause the H.G. 
Lo-ud Autos showroom to no long~r convey its historical significance and therefore· 
result ·in a significant impact on historic resources pursuant to CEQA: 1) whether the 
important architectural features of the historic resource are preserved; and 2}whether 
the integrity of the historical resource is maintained. 
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) 

The project proposes to preserve the Loud Showroom in-place, including the 
character-defining architectural features, including the large display wind9WS and 
pedestrian entryways. City procedures require· design review and a finding that the 
project is consistent with the ~Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of 

. Historic Properties (Standards). However, construction of the proposed project has the 
·potential to inad~ertently damage the showrooms. Implementation of MM-CR-5, Which 
requires repair of any construction-related damage to the showroom in a- manner. 
consistent with Secretary of the Interior's Guidelin~s for the Treatment ·of Historic 
Properties, would address that impact. -Regarding wh~ther the integrity of the H.G. 

_Loud Autos Showroom would be retained with implementation of the proposed.project, 
the Draft ·EIR evaluated that impact in terms of the seven aspects or qualities in how t~e · 
National Park Service evaluates properties for: listing in the Nati9nal Register of Historic 
Places: location, design, setting, mater!als, workmanship, feeling, and association. To 

. retain .historic integrity a property will always possess several~ and usually most, of the 
· aspects. The Draft EIR analysis of those aspects/qualities, as presented on pages 3.3-

27 through 3.3-30 of the Draft EIR,·determined that, while the proposed project would 
maintain four of the seven aspects of the historic resource's integrity--location, design, 
materials, and workmanship--the project has· the potential to affect the remaining three 
of the seven aspects of the historic reso~rce's integrity: setting, feeling, and association. 
The potential for the project to degrade the integrity of the historic resource is a 
. significant impact that warrants mitigation to ensure. the historic sense of the particular 
period of time and use/industry associated with the H.G. ·Loud ·Autos Showroom is 
·retained. That impact woulo be reduced to less than significant through implementation 
of: MM-CR-1; requiring the preparation of Historic American Building Survey (HABS) 
documentatio_n; MM~CR~2, requiring the project applicant to be responsible for having a · 
"history of the automobile in Pasadena" interpretive display available for public viewing 
_in one of the remaining showroom sections; ·and, MM-CR-3, requiring the applicant to · 
be respqnsiple_ for developing a Preservation, Restoration, Adaptive Reuse Plan for the 
rehabilitated showroom porticos of the showroom-administration-repair buildings and for 
the relocation/restoration of the "Welcome" sign:· (Draft EIR, pp. 3.3:..33 and 3.3~34) .. 

' I 

In addition to on-site impacts, implementation of the proposed project could 
impact properties immediately adjacent to the project site; specifically, the F. Suie One · 
Antiques Store, which was determined to be eligibl~ for listing. as a City of Pasadena 
Historic Landmark. (Draft EIR, p .. 3.3-11) The proposed construction of a new building 
and associated underground parking on Jhe North Parcel of the project site would 
require extensive excav~tio·n of the ground within the boundary of the N9rth Parcel. As 

. discussed ip greater detail Jn Section 3-.8, Noise anc;j Vibration, of the Draft EIR (pages 
3.8-1 through 3.8-30), vibration generated by construction activity has the potential to 
damage structures, which could include structural damage (i.e.' cracking of floor slabs, 

.. foundations; columns, and beanis).or cosmetic architectural damage (Le., cracked 
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plaster, stucco, or tile). The preliminary vibration analysis completed for the Draft EIR 
determined that since the exact limits of equipment us~, types of equipment to be used, 
and soil conditions are not known, the· potential for vibration generated during · 
construction to aff~ct the\ F. Suie One Antiques Store and the H.G .. Loud Autos 
Showroom is considered a significant impact without mitigation. However, with· 

· imple.mentation of Mitjgption Measure (MM) NOISE-6 an~ MM-NOISE-7, that' require 
limiting of vibration levels to· ensure th~t they would remain below the ~potential for . 

· building damage, and compliance .with the Secretary;s Standards for any related 
· ··repairs, i.mpacts associated with structural 'damage as a result· of vibration would be . 

reduced to a less than significant level. ·There is no evidence that there will be any other 
direcfimpacts associated with construction and constr~:Jction-relate9.-eactivities of the 
proposed project; nor indirect impacts .caused by the construction or operation of the . 
proposed project, that would cause a ~ubstantial adverse change to the. historic 
resource located immediately adjacent to the project. site; hence, impacts would be less 

. than significant. (Draft EIR, pp. 3.3-31 and 3.8-36) . 

' ' 

Regarding other historiccproperties located in the general vicinity of the project 
··site, there is· no evidence that t~ere will be; any direct impacts associated ~ith. 
construction ·and construction-related activities o·f the proposed project, nor indirect 
impacts caused by the construction or operation of the proposed. project, that would 
cause a substantial adverse change to any of the historic properties locate~ within a 
one block radius of the project site, With o'ne possible exception. The historic Holliston. 
Aven~e Methodist Church is located approximately 70 feet west of the project site and 
contains substantial amou,nts of stained glass windows along the facades that face the I 

project site. G~ven the fragile nature of the stained glass "'(indows, it is conservatively 
assumed ttiat construction-related vibration equid damage those windows, which would· 
be a significant i'mpact to an historic resource; however, implementation of MM.:.NQISE- · 
9, whichrequires.preparation of a vibration mitigation plan specific to that structure, . 
would reduce the impact, if any, to a ·less than significant ·level. (Draft.EIR, p. 3.8..:37) · 

Regarding paleontological resources, there are no recorded fossil localities within 
the project site; however, the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County 
(NHMLAC) has identified fossil localities from sedimentary units similar td those that 

· occur on the project site. AlthoUgh the project site is already developed and subsurface 
· soils have been previously graded, consequently removing or dfsturbing any shallow · 

paleontological resources~ if any were present at the. time, excavations as~ociated with 
construction of the underground parking structures on both the North and South Parcels 
would extend into lower elevations and likely aisturb native soils. Excavations in the

1 

older Quaternary Allu~iuni deposits exposed throughout the proj~ct site have the 
. potential to encounter vertebrate fossils; therefore, the potential to encounter unknown 

paleontological.resources constitutes a significant impact. lmpiementation of MM-CR-6, 
. ' 
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req~iring that a· paleontologist be retained during construction, provides the necessary 
. safe·guard for addressing paleontological r~sources, if discovered during grading, 

-, thereby reducing the impact to less -than :significant. (Draft EIR, p. 3.3-:36) 

Cumulative Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed project wbuld occur in combination with past, 
present,1 and potential future cumulative development in the City of Pasadena, as 
reflected in the adopted growth plans for the area (i.e., SCAG 2012 RTP/SCS Plan), 
which ·may result in. the demolition· and alteration of existing historic structures and 
·grading of undi~turb.ed soils \"fhich may encounter archaeological or ·paleontological . 

· resources. As noted above, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable impact on archaeological resources. No archaeological resources are 
expected to found on the1 site, and should this occur, a recom.mended c9ndition of 
approval would ensure. that no significant impacts-would occur. As discussed above, the 
proposed project has the potential to .encounter unknown paleonto.logical resources, 
therefore impacts are considered significant (cumulatively considerable). However, 

· should unknown paleontological resources be uncovered on the·site, imp,ementation of 
mitigation measure~ MM-CR-6 would reduce paleontological imp~cts to less than 
significant levels (i.e. not cumulatively considerable). 

The project would result in a significantl impact (cumulatively considerable 
, contribution) to historic resou,rces; however, with implementation qf mitigation, the 

proposed project's impacts would be reduced to a level that ,is less than significant (not 
cumulatively considerable). Implementation of the proposed project, in .com~inati:on with 
past, present, and. potential future cumulative development in the City of Pasadena, as 
reflected in the adopted growth plans for the area~(Le., SCAG 2012 RTP/SCS Plan), 
may significantly alter the historic character of Pasadena; however, ·with implementation 
of .MM-CR-1 through. MM~CR-5 to reduce project-specific impacts to a level that is less 
than significant along with the~fact that, citywide, a historic resource impa~t analysis .will . 
be conducted for each project planned .within, or in the immediate vjcinity of a.n historic 
strycture or district, and future projects will be'required to comply with any mitigation 
m~asures identified to reduce the s~verity of impacts to historic and cultural resources, 
cumulative impacts to historic resources would be less.than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 
3.3-'36) 
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· m. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

i. Significant Impacts Evaluated 

• HAZ-~: Would the proposed project create a significant hazard -to the 
public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials intq 
the environment?? (Draft EIR, p. 3.5-9) 

ii. Proposed Mitigation 

MM-HAZ-1: Encountering Contaminated Soil 

If soil is encountered during project construction that is identified or ~uspected of 
being impacted by hazardous materials (on the.basis of staining, chemical odors, 
qr other evidence), work at the subject construction activity area will be halted 
and the suspect site conditions will be .evaluated by a qualified environmental 

· professional. The ·results of the evaluation will be submitted to the Pasadena Fire 
Department (PFD), the Department ·af Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), and/or 
the California Regional Water Quality Control-Board (RWQCB), if/as appropriate, 
and t,-,.e necessary response/remedial measures will be implemented, as directed 
by DTSC; RWQCB, LACoPD, PFD, or other applicable oversight agency, until all 
specified requirements of the ov~rsight agencies a're s~tisfied and a no-fu.rther 
action status determination. is attained, if/as appropriate. (Draft EIR, p. 3.5-11) 

MM-HAZ-2: Clarifier and UST Removal and Closure 

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit,. all.subgrade clarifiers and underground 
storage tanks· shall· be removed and clo~ed to ·current regulatory standards, in 
accordance with all Pasadena Fire Department (PFD) regulations, and shall also 
include compliance with SCAQMD Rule 1166 relative to monitoring for, and 
management of, soils contaminated by VOC's associated with such facilities. 
SCAQMD Rule 1166. requiremefits include, but are not limited to, monitoring for 
VOCs during .excavation and grading activities and, if VOC-contaminated soil. is 
detected (i.e., soils with VOC concentrations of 50 parts per million (ppm) or 
more as measured at a distance of three inches), such materials must be 
reported, segregated, treated and/or rembved from the project site within ~0 
days. (Draft EIR, p. 3.5.:11) 
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MM~HAZ-3: PCB, Asbestos, and Lead-Based Paint Surveys 

Prior to demolition or renovation of any on-site structures, a survey shall be 
performed to identify any Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs), asbest~s containing 

· materials (ACM) and lead-based paint (LBP) within existing structures following 
U.S. Environmental Agency Guidance for· Controlling Asbestos-Corit~ining 
Materials in Buildings (1985) survey guidelines. If PCBs, ACM, and/or LBP are 
found, the ·compounds.shall be removed or otherwise abated prior to demolition 
or renovation. Removal and abatement activities shall comply with all applicable . 
laws, regulations, and rules ·established by federal, state, and local standards, 
including, but not limited to, those set forth by CaiOSHA regulations, and 
SCAQMD regulations for the excayation, removal, and proper disposal of ACMs 
and LBP. (Draft EIR, pp. 3·.5-11 and .3.5-12) 

iii. Findings Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 

Changes or ~Iterations have _been required in, or incorporated into,· the project . 
which avoid or .substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in 
the 'Final EIR. . . . .· 

iv. Supporting Explanation . 

· Constru~tion activities include demolition _of existing buildings and excavation and 
removal of underground USTs, clarifiers arid hydraulic hoists with associated oil storage 

. facilities ana piping. While no notable contamination was found at these facilities during.· 

. the site investigations summarized in· Section 3.5.2 of the Draft EIR (pages 3.5-1 
, through.3.5-4), there is an inherent, possibility of <?Ontaminated/impacted soils being 

encountered during removal of these facilities. Additionally, there is the potential for 
. ACM, LBP, or PCB~ to be present in the existing· structures~ The exposure of the public~ 
including construction workers, to such upset conditions could be a significant impact if / 

· not handled in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements. 

Impacts associated with the potential for encountering contaminated soils during · · 
rconstruction are· significant. In the event that contaminated-soils are encountered during. 
construction activities, Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 would be implemented so 
that appropriate measures are taken to ensure soils are properly excavated, treated or 
disposed. Mitigation Measure HAZ-3.would be implemented to require a pre-d~molition 
survey for hazardous building materials such as ACM, LBP, and PCBs and compliance 
with appropriate regulatory requirements, should such materials be. found to be present, 
which togethe~ ~ill avoid' significant impacts.associated with unexpectedly encountering 
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ACM, LBP, or PCBs (i.e., would be mitigated to less than significant levels). (Draft EIR, 
p~ 3.5-11) 

n. NOISE. AND VIBRATION 

v. Significant Impacts Evaluated 

• NOISE-2: Would ·the project result in a . substantial permanent 
irtcrease ·in ambi~nt npise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existi.ng without the.project?(Draft EIR, p. 3.8;..27) 

• NOISE-3: Would the project expose persons. to or generate noise 
. le~els in excess of stand~rds established in the ·local general plan or 

noise ·ordin·ance, or. applicable standards ·of other agencies? (Draft 
EIR, p. 3.8-32) . 

• NOISE-4: Would the project expose persons to, ·or generation of, 
excessive groundbo.rne vibration or ground borne noise levels? (Draft 
EIR, p. 3.4-22) . . 

vi. Proposed Mitigation 

. MM-NOISE-1: Noise Activity Prohibition 

Prior td the issuance of the hotel occupancy permit, the Applicant shall 
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning and Community 

. Oevelopment that the hotel· regulations include a prohibition on the use of radios, 
televisions, ".boom boxes"~ and similar devices in the pool area and other outdoor 
common areas unl.ess the devices are used with headphones, ear buds, or 
similar devices. (Draft EIR, p. 3.8-31) · 

MM- NOISE-2: Restriction of Nighttime Outdoor Activities 
"' 

Prior to the issuance of the .hotel occupancy permit,· the Applicant shall . 
demonstrate to the satisfaction. of the Director of Planning and Community 
Development that the hotel regulations include a prohibition on the use of the 
pool area between 10:00 p.m. and 5:00 a.m. and that signs .with pool hours are 
posted at the pool area. (Draft EIR, p. 3.8-31) 
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MM- NOISE-3: ·Loading Dock Design 

All Project outdoor loading docks and trash collection areas will be located ·or . 
constructed such that the line of sight' between these noise sources and any 
adjacent noise sensitive land use would be pbstructed to the extent necessary so 
as to reduce noise to within 5 dBA above ambient (in terms of hourly Leq) as 
measured at the nearest off-site noise sensitive receptor. (Draft EIR, p. 3.8-31) 

MM- NOISE-4: Access and Egress via Holliston for North and South P~rce~ 
. . 

Prior to the issuanc~ of an occupancy permits for Building A on the North Parcel 
and Building Bon the South ·Parcel, the Applicant shall pr~sent data to the 
Director of Planning and Community- Develqpment consisting of signage, 
operating instructions, and other measures thatwould be implemented to: . 
(1) Prevent service ·truck access and egress at the Holliston Avenue driveway . 

and prevent use of the Holliston Avenue loading dock between ·1 0:00p.m. 
·and 7:00 a.m. for the North Parcel; and, ·. . · . · 

(2) Prevent service truck access·an·d egress on Giddings Alley at the Holliston · 
·. Avenue driveway·betweeri 10:00 p.m. ·anq 7:00a.m. for the South Parcel. 

(Draft EIR, p. 3.8-31) 

MM-NOISE-5: Interior Noise, Level 

Prior fo the issuance of each.building permit, the Applicant-shall present data to 
- the Dir(3ctorc of Planning and Community Development demonstrating that the 
Jnterior noise level of hotel rooms facing Colorado Boulevard or Hiii·Av~nue shall 

· not exceed 45 A-weighted decibels. (dBA) Community Noise Equivalent Level 
(CNEL). (Draft EIR, p. 3.8-34) . 

iviM- NOISE-6: ~ibra~ion Monitoring of Historic Bu_ildings · 

·Prior-to approval of grading plans and/or prior to issuance of demolition, grading 
and building.permits, the project proponent shall retain- a Professional Structural 
Engineer with experience in structural. vibration analysis and monitoring for 
historic buildings and a Project Historical Architect (PHA) as a team to perform 
the following tasks: r 

• Review the project plans .for demolitiorrand construction. 
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·. • Survey the project site and the historic buildings occupied by the F. Suie'
On~ Antiques Store and the new car showroom, including geologic~! 
testing, ifrequired. · · . . . · · . . . . 

• Prep.?lre and submit a report to the Director of Planning and C,ommunity 
. Deve'lopment that includes but is not limited to the following: 

o Any de~cription/survey information obtained under the second 
bullet point. · · 

o Any modificatio·ns to the vib,ration. 'level limits. based on building 
. conditions, soil conditions, ·and planned demolition and construction 
methods to ensure that vibration levels would remain below the 
. potential for damage to the existing F. Suie One Antiques Store and 
the new car showroom. 

o. Specific measures to be taken during construction to ensure .. the 
specified vibration lev~ I limits are not exceeded. 

. ., 
o A monitoring plan to be implemented during demolition and 

construction that includes post-constru~tion and post-demolition 
· surveys of the existing F. Suie One Antiques Store and the new car . 

showroom. · 

• Examples of measures that may be specified for hnplementation during· 
demolition or construction include, but are. not limited to the following: 

· o Prohibition of certain types of construction equipment. 

o The requirement. for lighter-tracked or whee.led equipment. 

o Specifying demolition by non-impact methods, such as sawing 
concrete. · ~ 

o . Organization of phasing so as to avoid simultaneous vibration 
·sources. 

o Installation of vibration-.measuring devices to guide decision making. 
for subsequent activities~ (Draft EIR, pp·. 3.8-37 and 3.8.;.38) 
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MM- NOISE-7: Secretary_ of the lnterior's-Standards 
.) 

.· At the conclusion of vibration-causing activities; in the unanticipated event of 
discovery of vibration~caused damage, the Structural Engit')eer and the Project 
Historical Architect shall document any damage to the ~F. Suie One Antiques 

- Store and the. new car showro.orh and )shall recommend neces~a,-y repairs. The 
Applicant shall be responsible for any repairs associated with vibration ·caused: 
damage. Repairs shall be undertaken and completed~ as required, -to c.onform /to 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 

. (Code of Federal Regulations, Title 36, Section·68) and any other codes if · 
· qpplicable 'such as the ·california.Historical Building Code· (California Code of 
Regulations, Title 24, Part 8). (Draft1EIR, p: 3;8-38) 

· MM- NOISE-S: Vi.bration Notification 

· At least 5 days prior to the start of construction, the project proponent shall notify 
property owners of occupied .. buildings located within 25 feet of the project\ site . 
boundary that perceptible· levels of construction-related vibration may be 
experie.nced period~cally during the course of project c91istruction 1, The 
notification shall include a brief description of the types of co~struction ·equipment 
and activities that may produce such vibration, the estimated" duration of such 
·activities including the anticipated start dates and en·d dates,· and a contact name 
and phone number t~ contact with any questions{'( Draft EIR, p. ;3.8-39) 

MM- NOISE-9: VIbration Mitigation Plan for Holliston·Avenue Methodist 
Church 

Prior to approval of grading plans and/~r prior to issuance of demolition, grading, · 
and building permits for the North Parcel, the Project proponent shall provide a 
detailed vibration analysis prepared. by a Professional Structural Engineer with 
experience in structural vibration analysis demonstrating that use of the vibratory 
compaction equipment at the Project boundary closest to the Holliston Avenu~ 

·Methodist Ch.urch building would not result in damage to the structure or the 
stained glass wi~dow Linits.-To ensure constant monitoring of project activities 
causing vibration, it may be advantageous to in,stall ground vibration monitoring 
equipment at the Church throughout the construction of the Project. 

.. At the conclusion of vibration-causing activities, in the unanticipated event of· 
discovery of vibration-caused damage, the Structural Engineer and the _Project 
Historical Architect shall document any damage to the Holliston Avenue 
Methodist Church and shall recommend necessary repairs. The Applicant shall 
be ·responsible for any repairs associated with vibration caused damage .. Repairs 
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shall be undertaken and completed, as required, to conform to the Secretary of 
the Interior's Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties (Code of Federal 

· Reg~lations, Title 36, Section 68) and ·any other.· codes ifapplicable such a~ the· 
California Historical Building Code (California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 
8)._(Draft.EIR, p. 3.8-39; as modified in the Final EIR, pp. 2-3 and 2-4) · · · 

\ MM--NOISE~10: Vibration-Limiting Measure 

Prior to approval of grading· plans and/or prior to issuance of demolition, grading, 
and building permits for the North Parcel,. the following vibration-limiting measure 

. identified in' the construction plans or specifications shall be provided: · 

Vibratory rollers or similar vibratory compaction equipment shall not be -used· . 
within 25 feet of the church complex buildings imme.diately adjacent to the North· 
Parcel's northern boundary. Alternatively, the Applicant"may provide a detailed 
vibration analysis prepared by a Professional Structural Engineer with experience. 
in structural vibration analysis demonstrating that use of the vibratory compaction 
equipment at the project boundary closest to the adjacent church complex 
buildings would not result in a potential for structural damage. In the event this 
alternative_ means of satisfying ttie mitigation requirement is selec~ed, the 
Applicant shall also include data and analysis confirming that th_e use of such 
equipment closer than 25 feet of the subject buildings will not result in ' 
construction-related vibration levels greater than 0.24 ppv i'n/sec at the building 
and, therefore, will not exceed the significance threshold f9r human annoyance 
for occupants therein.I(Draft EIR, p. 3.8~39, as modified i~ the F.inal EIR, p. 2-4) 

·vii.·· Findings -Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 

Changes or-alteration~ have been required in, or incorporated into, the project 
which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in 
the Final EIR. 

viii. Supporting Explanation 

. Development of the proposed project Would include .a swimming pool located- on 
the southwestern. corner of the roof of a one-story portion of Building A. near the on the . 
North Parcel. Noise from the swimming pool area would not be heard at the sensitive 
receptors 'north and northwest of the pool area because the line of sight ~o the pool area 

· would be blocked by portions of. Building A that would be higrer than the' pool deck: T~e . 
existing two-story building on the northeast corner of Colorado Boulevard and Holliston· 
Avenue would block the line of sight (i.e., would ser\te as a noise barrier) from the pool 

t ,'"'"\ 
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area·. to sensitive uses west of Holliston ·Ave·nue .. Should a hotel~operated amplified. 
music/sound system be included in the final design· of~the pool area, the operation of 
such a system could result in significant . noi~e impacts to nearby areas; however, 
operation of such as system would be subject to the provisions of the City's ·noise 
restrictions ·and noise. enforcement and penal_ties, which would- reduce the impact to a 
level that is less than significant.. Also, noise from other sources of amplified music;_ 
such as ·portable equipment brought intc;> the pool area by hotel guests could be 
disturbing to adjacent residents; this' would violate the general noise ordinance provision 
(Pasadena Ordinance 9.36.040B.) 'that prohibits noise· that causes annoyance to 

· persons of normal sensitiveness residing in the area and would be a significant impact. 
·Similarly, noise from nighttime activities in the pool area after 10:00 p.m., when ambient 
noise levels during late· night and early morning hours are typically .at their .lowest, and 
·noisy activities are more noti9eable and potentially disturbing to adjacent. residents, 
_would be a significant impact. To address these impacts, MM-NOISE-1 and MM NOISE-
2 would be incorporated into the project. · MM-NOISE~1 would prohibit the use of 
amplified noise equipment in the· pool area, and MM-NOISE-2 would prohiQit use of the 
po_ol area between 10:00 p.m. and 5:00 a.·m. With the implementation of mitigation · 
measures MM-NOISE~1 ·and MM-NOISE-2, the impact would be -less than significant. 

· (Draft EIR, pp. 3.8-30 and 3.8-31) 

Vehicles would access the North Parcel from Hill Avenue, Holliston Avenue, and 
Colorado Boulevard. There. would be an access road · paralleling the northern · site 
boundary between Hill Avenue and Holliston. Avenue. There would also be loading 
docks adjacent t~ the access road at the Holliston Road driveway and near, the HilL 
Avenue end of the road. As part of the project, a wall would be located along the· 
northern boundary of the north parcel, which would block the line of sight between the 
western artd eastern loading docks and the residents and church located to the north, 
thereby reducing noise ·level impact~. Heavy trucks servicing the hotel would access the 
South Parcel from Giddings Alley, which runs from Hill Avenue to Holliston ·Avenue. 
Based on measured noise levels from typical· loading dock facilities,· delivery ·trucks 
(while idling at the .loading dock) ~could generate noise levels .of approximately 71 .dBA · 
(Leq) ·at a distance of 50 feet from the noise source,. which, in the absence of,an 
intervening noise barrier/enclosure, would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 d~A 
resulting Jn a significant impact. However, implementation of. mitigation measures MM~ 

. NOISE-3 a.nd MM-NOISE-4, -which would require. the proposed project to·locate· and 
construct new buildings· _with .loading docks and trash collection areas . designed to 

· incorporate partial or full enclosure of the loading areas and trash· collection areas. to 
_. provide shi~lding from off-site noise sensitive. receptors to ·the extent necessary: to 

co.mply with the City's Noise Ordinance and prohibit _service truck use of the Holliston 
Avenue driveway and adjacent loading dock_ between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. This 
would reduce impacts to a less than significant leveL (Draft/EIR, pp. 3;8-30 and 3.8-31) . 
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. The existing n~ise levels on the North and South Parcels adjacent to Colorado . 
Boulevard and on the North Parcel adjacent to Hill Avenue are estimated at 68 dBA 
CNEL~ The existing noise level is. 71 dBA CNEL when combined. with the noise of the 
adjacent. intersection of Colorado· Boulevard and ~ill Avenue. 1raffic noise impacts _to 
proposed land uses are based on anticipated future· noise levels because noise levels 

· are anticipated to ·increase over time as . traffic volumes increase. As described on 
pages 3.8-32 and 3.8-33 of the Draft ElR, the ftJture noise environment for hotel use at . 
the project is classified ~s follows: for the rooms facing Holliston Avenue, the noise level 
would be less than 60 dBA CNEL,, which. is Clearly Acceptable for hotel uses; for the 

. ro'?ms facing 9o1orado. Boul~vard· and Hill Avenue, except 'those rooms near· the 
intersection. of Colorado Boulevard and Hill Avenue, the noise level would be between 
65 and 70 dBA CNEL, which is Normally Acceptable for hotel use; and, for the rooms 
with 'full exposure to both Colorado Boulevard and Hill Avenue (i.e. near this 
intersection), the no~se level would be between 70 arid 75 dBA CNEL, which is 
Conditionally Acceptable for hotel use. Because the architectural details have not been 
developed specifying the noise reduction· for the hotel rooms anq whether the interior 
noise levers would be acceptable, the roadway noise impacts to the hotel rooms in .the 
Normally Acceptable and Conditionally Acceptable areas are considered at this time to 
be significant. To ensure · compliance with the State· law·. and the City General Plan 
guidelines, mitigation measure MM-NOISE-5 would be included in the project, requiring 
the Applicant to demonstrate that noise· reduction design .. components ·have been 
incorporated in order to ensure that no significant impacts would occur relative to the- · 
hotel rooms facing Colorado Boulevard and Hill Avenue (i.e., impact .would be mitigated· · 
to a less than significant level). (Draft EIR, p. 3.8-34) · · 

. ~ . . 

: . . / . 

Project-related demolition that would occur immediately adjacent to the historic 
structure housing the ·F. /Suie ·One Antiques Store ·could create vibration levels that 
exceed the 0.12- · ppv in/sec significance threshold .for damage. This ·would include . 
loaded trucks and jackhammer operation, or similar equipment, at a distance of 
approximately 10 feet or less, as well as vibratory rollers at a distance of 36 feet· or less. 
Because the exact limits of equipment use, types of equipment to be used,. and soil 
conditions are not known, it is. consi.dered that, without mitigation, vibration generated 
during construction could result in: structural damage, therefore impacts are c·onsidered 
significant to the F. Suie One. Antiques Store and the H.G.. Lqud Autos Showroom. 
Implementation of mitigation measures MM-NOISE-6.amd MM-NOISE-7 would reduce 

.·impacts to the F. Suie One Antiques Store building and the H.G. Loud Autos Showroom 
to a less than significant level. MM-NOJSE-6 includes measures to be implemented prior · 

. to, during, and follo~ing cortstruction, and MM-NOISE-7 ·would, require · that an 
unanticipated vibration-related damage to the F. Suie One Antiques Store and/or. the 

.· _H.G. Loud Autos Showroom be repaire~ iry a .~anner consistent with the Secretary's 
Standards. Additionally, M_itigation Measure MM-NOISE~8 provides for notification to 
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nearby property owners of the potential for perceptible vibration to be experienced 
during,the course of project construction. (Draft ElR, p. 3.8-36) 

The historic Holliston Avenu(3 Methodist Church is located approximately 70 feet 
west of the. project site and contains substantial amounts of stained glass windows 
along the facades that face th~ project site. Given the fragile nature of the stained glass 
windows,· it is conservatively· assumed that construction-related vibration could damage 

· those windows and impacts would be significant without mitig~tion; therefore., Mitigation 
· Measure MM-NOI.SE-9 is identified .for that specific impact, which would reduce· the 
impact to a less than significant level. (Draft EIR, p. 3.8-37) 

Demolition, grading, and construction activities may occur· as close as 15 feet · 
from the church complex buildings ad]acentto the North Parcel's northern boundary. 
Vibration levels may exceed the 0~25 ppv-in/sec structural damage threshold value if 

· vibratory _compaction would occur at distances less than 25 feet, or more precisely, at a 
· distance of 22 feet of less, of~the building.· Therefore, impacts are considered significant 

related to structural damage and annoyance. Implementation ·of mitigation measure 
MM-NOISE-1 0 would reduce impacts to the subject buildings to a less than significant 
level. Mitigation m~asu.re MM NOISE-1 0 would limit the use of vibratory compaction 
equipment within 25 feet of the subject buildings or would provide a detailed vibration 

. analysis showing that structural damage would not occur. Because the significance 
thresholds for structural damage and human annoyance. are similar, implementation of 
MM-NOISE-1 0 would also reduce annoyance impacts to less than significant. (Draft 
EIR, p. 3.8-37, as modified in the Final EIR on p. 2-4) 

Cumulative Impacts 

Growth in the study area from future-development projects in the vicinity has the 
potential to increase ambient noise levels. With: implementation of mitigation measures, 

. as describ~d above; construction and operation of the proposed project would. not result 
in a significant increase in noise or vibration. The. closest planned project to the 
proposed project site i_s located at 151 South Hill Avenue. This project involves 
improvement or expansion ~o an existing church. The related project is located 
approximately 530 feet from the Sou~h Parcel and at a sufficient distance that the 
proposed project in combination with other development projects in the City does not 
. have the potential to. result in a significant .cumulative impact or to considerably 
contribute to significant cumulative impacts relative to a temporary increase in noise. 

The_ geographic scope of vibrational impacts is very limited, given the rate of 
vibrational attenuation. Even for the most intensive vibration activity on site ·(vibrational· 
rollers),·vibration levels would be measured at 0.21'0 (in/sec) at 25 feet, which would not 
exceed tC? the significance threshold of 0.25 (in/sec) for historic structures. Therefore, 
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the geographic scope would be generally limited to approximately 25 feet, and there are 
no reasonably foreseeable projects which would result in vibrations within this distance. 
The closest planned project to the proposed project site is located at 151 South Hill · 
Avenue, approximately 530 feet from the project site. Therefore, th~ proposed project in 
combination with other development projects in the City does "hot have the potential to 
result in a significant cumulative. impact or to ·Considerably contribute to significant 
~umulative impacts relative to a temporary increase~ in vibration. 

While the proposed project is:._ anticipated to result in significant impacts that 
would be mitigated to a less than significant level related to increases in ambient noise 
levels, noise exposure, and vibrations, operations of new .or renovated buildings in the . \ 

· project vicinity are not anticipated to increase the ambient noise leveL Review of the 
cumulative traffic increase shows less than a doubling of traffic on the roads near the 
project. Therefore, the proposed project in combination with· other"development projects 
in the City does not have the potential to result in significant cumulative impacts (i.e., 
impacts·would be less than significant) or to considerably contribute to significant -

. cumulative· impacts. 

·In summary,~ the proposed project in combination with other development projects in 
the City does not have the potential to result ir-1 significant' cumulative impacts (i.e., 

. ' \ 

impacts would be less than significant) or to considerably cqntribute to significant 
cumulative impacts relative to a temporary or permanent increase in noise or vibration. · 
(Draft EIR, p. 3.8-40) . 

o. TRANSPORTATION·AND TRAFFIC 

i. Significant Impacts Evaluated 

• TRAFFIC-1: Would the proje.ct conflict with an applicable plan, 
ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness Jor·. the 
performance of the circulation system, taking into account all niodes 
of transportation including mass transit and non-moto(ized travel and 
relevant components of the circulation sy~tem, including·. but not 
limited to intersections,. streets,· highways and· freeways, pedestrian 

and bicycle paths, and mass transit? (Draft EIR, p. 3.1 0-25.) 

• TRAFFIC~4: Would the pr9ject conflict with adopted policies, plans, 
or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, 
or otherwise decrease the performance or saf,ety of such facilities? 
(Draft EIR, p. 3.1 0-30) 
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ii. Propos~d Mi"tigation 

MM-T -1: Proximity and ·Quality of !Bicycle Network 

To' mitigatethe·project's ~eduction of service population with access to Level1 
and Level 2 bicycle facilities, the applicant shall, pr.ior to issuance· of a grading .. 
permit, contribute its fair share of funds toward the Union Street Cycle Track 
Complete Streets Project found in the City's FY 2016 - 2020 Capital · 
Improvement Program. The project's fair.share contribution will be, determined 
by multiplying the· ratio of the service. population of the project over the ~·ervice 
population within a. quarter mile of the. Union Street Cycle Track with the total 
cost of the Union Street Cycle Track Complete Streets project, as follows: 

·((Proposed Project's Service Population)/(Service.Population within a 1/4 miie of· 
the USCTCS))x(Total Cost of the USCTCS). (Draft EIR, pp. 3:10-26 and 3.1 0-27,. 

, as modified in the FinEll EIR, pp. 2-4 and· 2-15) · · · 

. . 

iii.· . Findings Pursuant to CEQA Guideline$ Sec.tion 15091 . . . 

. . 

· Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project 
which avoid or substantially lessen the significant envjronmental effect as identified in 
the Final EIR. r · 

iv. Supporting Explanation 

· · The Pasadena Department of Transportation conducted an an~ lysis of the 
proposed project's transportation impacts based on the measures of effectiveness 
identified within· the City's Traffic Impact Analysis guidelines using the City's calibrated 
travel demand forecasting (TDF) model.· The model takes into account the project's 
vehicular and npn~vehicular trip making characteristics, trip length, and inter~ction with 
surrounding and citywide land·uses and the City's transportation network.· The results of 

·the analysis indicated that implementation of the proposed project would not exceed the 
applicable criteria r~lative to vehicle miles of travel· (VMT) per capita, vehicle trips .(VT) 
per capita, proximity and quality of the transit network, ahd pedestrian accessibility; 
however, the project would decrease the service population's .accessibility to bicycle 
facilities. Specifically,. V"ith project implementation, the Citywide servic~ population with 
accessibility to bicycle facilities would be 31.4 percent, a decrease of 0.3 percent As 
the project would decrease the exi·sting Citywide service population located within one
quarter mile of existing bicycle facilities, this impact would be significant. 
Implementation of MM-T-1, which requires the project to contribute its fair share of 
funds toward the Union Street Cycle Track Complete Streets Project, would reduce the 
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significant impact relative to bicycle facilities to less than significant levels. (Draft El R, 
pp. 3'~10-26 and 3.10-27). 

V. CEQA FINDINGS ON ALTERNATIVES 

The Draft EIR analyzed four alternatives, including the No Project alternative. 
These Alternatives are described in Section 4 c)f the Draft EIR. CEQA only requires a 
project to reduce impacts to a less than significant level. (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15041, 15126.4(a){3) and 15126.6(b).) The City has incorporated mitigation measures 
into the project that reduce and avoid all impacts to a less than significant level. 
Therefore, CEQA Findings for these Alternatives are not required under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15091 (a). Nevertheless, the City Council declares that .the City has· 
considered and rejected as infeasible the alternatives described in the subsections 
below as infeasible. · 

The Final EIR identified objectives for the project as follows (see Draft EIR, pp. 2.13 and 
2-14): 

The primary objectives for the proposed project include the following: 

• . Create a premier destination complex that complements the surrounding 
· businesses. 

• Assist in satisfying the demand for hotel rooms in the City and the region. 
• Create a·vibrant entrance to one of the City's academic gateways in an urban 

· context that encourages· pedestrian~orient,ed and non-motorized transportation. 
• lmprqve the local economy arid the City's tax base by retaining and adding high

quality jobs in Pasadena. 
• Strategically place street level retail in areas with significant pedestrian activity to 

help integrate the college area to the commercial area west of Hill Street. 
• Improve the streetscape and create active sidewalks along Hill Street,· Colorado 

Boulevard, and Holliston Street. 

Additional objectives of the proposed project are to: 

• Complement and enhance the College District of the East Colorado Specific Plan I 
\ I 

by implementing the goals and supporting the objectives of the General Plan's 
L~nd-Use and Mobility Elements by: 

o Providing a compatible mixture of retail, commercial and service uses that 
are pedestrian friendly and that encourage walkability throughout the site . 

. -48-
#KS3000HZOET451v1 



\ 
I 

o Supporting the existing major corridor on Colorado Boulevard and South 
Hill Street-and reinforce the importance of Colorado Boulevard as an ... 

. employment node by providing commercial developments in proxi-mity to 
· one another; and, · · . . 

o Develop an underutilized site that. will a~ract and retain businesses while 
promoting local job growth east. of th~ Central District. 

• Support the.goals of transit..;oriented development (TOp) by: 
" . I 

o Creating a higher density walkable mixed-use environment; 
o Creating mobility options for the residents and vi~itors; 
o Providing the minimal amount of requi~ed parking stalls encouraging the 

. use of convenient public transit routes and the reduction of auto 
dependency; . · · 

o Optimizing- use of the existing transit infrastructure; and 
·. o Encouraging the "park once" strategy by providing active- sidew~lk 

environments that encourage walking to n.earby amenities such as 
Pasadena City College (PCC), Cal-Tech, art and entertainment districts 
and t~e .adjacent educattonal, comr:nercial and g~vernmental districts. -'\ 

• Promote buildi_ng forms that respect the local context and interface with adjacent 
properties. · 

• Strategicaily place underground parking, landscaped gardens, courtyards, and. 
·walkways to create a pedestrian-fri.endly environment for the public and create a 
pleasant walk that connects the PCC campus witM the commercial·.area west of 
HilhStreet. 1 . · · · . -

The alternatives analyzed in the El R represent a reasonable range of alternatives 
based on the applicable provisions of the CEQA Guidelines. · 

a .. Alternatives Considered ·aut Rejected 

_The City Council finds that all of the alternatives eliminated-from further 
·consideration in the Final EIR are infeasible, would n·ot meet the basic project 
objectives, and/or would not reduce or avoid any of the significant effects of the ·. 
·proposed project for the following reasons: · 

Reestablish North Parcel· as a New Car Dealership - T~e project site had a long 
history of having pperated as a new. car dealership, with that past role being part of a 
thematic historic grouping. Implementation of this alternative could preserve most,· if not 

. ~ . 
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all, of the existing structures at the site and reestablish the character of the site as being 
that of a new ·car dealership. Given, however, that the northern parcel has remained 
largely vacant for the past seven years and, although the types of buildings and J, 

infrastructure suitable for an automobile dealership are present on site, there appe~rs to 
be no market for such a use at the ~ite. The alternative of reestablishing the project site 
as a new car dealership is considered infeasible. 

Alternative Site- Under this alternative, the uses that are currently proposed for 
the project wbul.d be developed .at an alternative site. While such an alternative_would 
avoid the project related impacts at the project site that are described in-section 3 of the 
Draft EIR, inCluding the d(3molition pnd removal of all structures on-site, except for the 
former new car showrooms, it would provide no assurance that such impacts might not 
still occur from some other development concept at the.project site in the future. As 
described in.the Draft EIR (p. 4-7), it is unrealistic to -anticipate that the project site 
would remain in its current condition indefinitely into the future. Additionally, 
development of the proposed uses at an alternative site poses the potential for 
unavoidable significant impacts that would otherwise not occur under the current · 
proposal. The alternative site scenario was rejected as infeasible. 

b. Alternative 1 - No Project Alternative 

Pursuant to Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR discussed a No Project. 
,. Alternative. Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed project would not be 

implemented ahd it is assumed that the North Parcel would be redevelqped for retail
sales and restaurant uses, as permissi~le under the existing zoning designation for the 
site, utilizing the existing buildings onsite to the extent feasible and occupying the same 
amount of building area that currently exists onsite- 34,500 .square feet. The South 
Parcel would contin'ue to be used fo'r vehicle sales and. leasing, as it has been in the 
past and is currently occupied by such a use. . . 

As summarized in Table 4-1 on page 4-5 of the Draft EIR, implementation of 
Alternative 1 would, in general, result in some environmental impacts being similar to 
the proposed project, such as those related to land use and planning. and. public 
services, and some environmental effects would be reduced, such as those r~lated_to 
air quality, cultural resources, greenhouse gases, hazards and hazardous materials, 
noise and vibration, and utilities and services. lmplement~tion of the No Project ' 
Alternative would result in comparatively greater/worse impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality, and would result in unavojdable significant impacts related to 

· transportation and traffic. As discussed in Section 3 of the Draft EIR, and summarized 
in Table ES-1 of the Draft EIR (Draft EIR, pp. ES-7 through ES-11 ), all significant 
environmental impacts associated-with the proposed project c~n· be reduced to a less 
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than·significant level with the implementation of mitigation measures. As such, 
· · implementation of Alternative 1, the No Project Alternative, would not reduce any 

significant, unmitigable impacts associated with the proposed project to· a 1·evel that is · 
less than significant, and, instead, would result in unavoidable significant impacts th'at 
would not otherwise occur with the project. (Draft. EIR,· p. 4-5) · 

lmplerl)e.ntation of the No ·Project Alternative would not respond to the primary 
objectives of the proposed project, such as redeveloping the project parcels in a manner 

-., that achieves a reasonable return on investment, creating a premier destination 
· complex that complements the surrounding businesses, assisting in satisfying the 
· demand for hotel rooms in the City and the region, creating a vibrant entrance. to one of_ 
· the City's academic gateways in an urban ,context that encourages pedestrian-oriented 

and non-motorized transportation, and improving the local economy· and the City's tax 
base by retaining. and adding high-quality jobs in Pasadena. (Draft EIR; p. 4-11) 

'· ' 

For CEQA purposes, this alternative is.r~jected because i! would result in an 
unavoidable si.gnificant impact that would not occur with the proposed project, and this 

\ ' 

alternative would not meet any of the project objectives. · 

c. Altern·ative 2 - Reduced Project 
- . 

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, the nature and mix of uses under this 
alternative would be the same as that of the proposed project; however, the intensity 
and the amount of development (i.e., square fo~tage of building floor area) and building 
heights would be reduced. As such, this alternative repres~nts a "reduced_project." 
Specifically, the totc;~l amount of development under Alternative 2 would be 243;650· 
square feet~ a 44. percent reduction compared to the propos~d project, with a total of 
290 hotef rooms, compared to current proposal for 525 rooms, and the building heights 
would be limited to three stqries compared to proposed maxim.um· of seven stories . 

As summarized ih Table 4-1 on page 4-5 of the Draft EIR, implementation of 
Alternative 2 would, in general, result in some environmental impacts being similar to 
the proposed project, such as those· related to cultural resources, hazards and 
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, noise and vibration, public services, 

· and transportation and traffic, and some envi'ronmental effects would be reduced, such . · 
as those related to air quality, gre.enhouse gases, land use and planning, and utilities 

·and services. More specifically, Implementation of. Alternative 2~ the Reduced Project 
Alternative, could reduce some\ environmentai impacts when compared to the proposed 
project, given that the· amount of development under Alternative 2 is about 56 percent of · 
the amount of development that would otherwise occur under the proposed project; 

-51-
#KS3000HZOET45lv1 

\ 



however,_ indirect impacts related to air quality, transportation, and GHG could be 
. greater. 

As discussed in Section 3 of the Dtaft EIR, and summarized in Table ES-1 of the 
Draft EIR (,Draft EIR, pp. ES-7 through ES.;.11 ), all significant environmental impacts 
associated ~ith the proposed· project can be reduced to a less than significant level with 
the implementation of mitigation measu~es. As such, implementatiQn of Alternative 2 

· would not reduce any .significant, unmitigable ·impacts associated with the proposed 
project to a level that is l~ss than significant. 

Implementation of Alternative 2, the Reduced Project Alternative, would provide 
for only about 56 percent of the amount of development-that would otherwise occur with 
the project. As such, it would not meet many of the project objectives to the same 
extent as the: project, including as ·related to creating a premier destination complex that 
complements the surrounding 'business~s~ ass.isting in satisfying the demand for hotel 
rooms in the City and the region, creating a vibrant entrance to. one of the City's 
academic gateways in an urban context that encourages pedestrian-oriented and non- · 
·motorized transportation, improving the local economy and the City's tax base by 
retaining and adding high~quality jobs in Pasadena, supporti~g the existing major 
corridor on Colorado Boulevard and South Hill Street and reinforce the importance of 
Colorado Boulevard as an employment node by providing commercial developments in 
proximity to one another, developing an underutiiized site that wi.ll attract and retain 
businesses while promqtirig local job growth east of the Central District, supporting the 

. goals of transit-oriented development (TOO) by creating a higher density·walkable 
mixed-use environment. 

This alternative is rejected because it does not provide substantial advantages 
over the project (i.e.·, it would ·not reduce any unmitigable significant effects of the 
project), and it would not-fulfill the project objectives-to the same extent as the proposed 
project as' outlined aboye. 

d. Alternative 3- Hotel on North Parcel-Residential Efficiency ~nits/S.tudent 
HQusi.n·g and Retail on South Parcel · 

._) · Under this ~lternative,- the nature and amount of development occurring in the 
North· Parcel would remain the sam~ as what is currently, proposed - hotel and ~etail 
uses (i.e., 375 hotel rooms and related uses plus approximately 16,400 square feetof 
ground-level retail for a total of 349,100 square feet); .however development of the 
South P~ucel would consist of 100 housing units, in the .form of either 'iefficiency unit" 

r apartments (i.e., small units·such as single-room occupancy [SRO] apartments) or 
student ho,using, and·ground-floor retail uses (approximately 80,000 square feet of 
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residential uses plus 10,000 square feet of ground ·level commercial space). The total . 
amoun} of development under Alternative 3 would be approximately 440,000 square· 
feet, .the same as the proposed project. Uhder Altern;ative 3, the development approach . 

·_to the.No.rth P9rcel. inc.ludes the option to' either retain the former new car showrooms, 
as would occur with the propos~d project, or demolish and remove the former new c~r 
showrooms and allow height averaging for a talle.t structure at the. subject site while not 

. changing the nature and amount of development proposed on the North Parcel (i.e., in 
, removing the single-story ·showrooms structure, a new multi-story structure would be 
constructed at that location and the building height(s) in other portions of.the North 
Parcel would be reduced, corp pared to wh~t is currently proposed, to not increase the 
amount of proposed.development). · · 

As summarized in Table 4-1 on pag.e 4-5 of,the Draft EfR, implementafipn of 
Alte·rnative 3 would, in general, result in environme'ntal impacts being similar to the 
proposed project, with the one notable· exception that implementing the option to 
remove the former auto showrooms under this alternative would result in an unmitigable 
significant impact on historic resources that would not occur with the proposed project. · 

·Implementation of Alternative 3 would provide for a mixed-use development that 
generally responds to a.ll. of the project objectives.. ·, 

For CEQA purposes, Alternative 3 with the option to remove t~e former auto 
showrooms is rejected because it would result in an unavoidable significant impact that' 
woulq not occur with the proposed project; however, Alternative 3 with the option to 
retain the former auto show~ooms is not rejected, as its environmental impacts are 

. gener~lly comparable to· those of the proposed project and is considered to be a 
feasible alternative. 

e. Alternative 4- Mixed-Use Residential and Commercial Development 

Urider this alternative; mixed-use development including residential units and 
commercial uses would occur on both the Nolith Parcel and the South Parcel. While 
scale of development, relative to the amount of development (i.e., square footage. of.· 
building floor area) and building heights, under this alternative would be approximately 
the same as that of the proposed project, the nature and mix of uses would be different.. 
More specifically,. 200 residential units covering 311,300 square feet of floor area waul~ 
occur on the-North Parcel under Alternative 4 compared to 375 .hotel rooms and related~. 
uses in that ·same amount of floor. area, and Alternative 4 would include ·37 ,800 square 
feet of commercial retail uses whereas th~ proposed project provides for an 

. approximately 12,500 square foot ~ballroom, ~pproximately 8,900 square feet of 
conference room space, and approximately 16,400 square feet of ground level retail. In 
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the South Parcel, Alternative 4 provides 50 resid~ntial units covering approxi_mately 
80,000square feet of floor area compared to the proposed project's ~50 hotel rooms in 
.that same amount of floor area, and both development scenarios proposed 
·approximately 10,000 square feet of ground-level commercial space. 

As summarized in Table 4-1 on page 4-5 of the Draft EIR, implementation of 
Alternative 4 would; in general, result in some-environmental impacts being similar to 
the p~oposed project, such as those related to cultural resources, hazards and 
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, noise and 
vibration,· public services, and transportation and traffic, and some en~iionmental effects 
would be greater, such as those related to air quality an9 greenhouse.gases. However, 
like the project, air quality and greenho'use _gas impacts would remain le·ssthan 
significant under this alternative, and all significant impacts would be reduced. to a. less 
than $ignificant level with the imposition of m_itigation measures. Alternative 4, the 
Mixed.:.Use· Residential and ·commercial Alternative, would, in general, not reduce 
environmental impacts as compared to the proposed project. · 

For CEQA purposes this alternative as a whole is rejected be6ause it does not 
provide s.ubstantial advantages over the project {i.e.' ,it would not reduce any 
unmitigable significant effects of the project) and it would not fulfill the basic project 
objective of' assisting in ~atisfying the demand for hote.l rooms in the City and the region. 
However, the South Parcel portion of this alternative combined with the North Parcel · 
portion of the proposed project would f~lfill the basic project objectives and would result 
in environmental impacts that are comparable to those of the proposed project. 
Therefore, the South Parcel portion of Alternative 4 is considered to be feasible when 
combined with the North Parcel portion of the proposed project. 

VI. CEQA FINDINGS ON SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL 
CHANGES. 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) requires an EIR to discuss the 
significant irreversible environmental changes which would be caused by the proposed. 
project. Generally, an impact would occur wnder this category if, for example: (1) the 
project involved a large commitment of nonrenewable resources: (2) the primary and 
secondary impacts of the project would generally commit future generations to similar 
uses; (3) the project involves uses in which irreversible damage could re-sult from any 
pptential environmental incidents associated _with the project; and (4) the proposed 
consumption of resources are not justified (for example, results in wasteful use of 
resources). · 
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!Nonrenewable resources used duri~g the construction of the project include 
construction materials and fossil fuels to power construction equipment. Additionally, 
approximately ·3.65 acres of urban land, formerly .used for auto-related services but now 
vacant, would be redeveloped with uses of a higher intensity than what prevlously 

' occurred at the site. During ~peration -of the project, water as well as energy resources 
in the form of natural gas and electriCity would be required. Impacts Would also result 
from the incremental increase in vehicular traffic, and the associated air emissions. 
Howeve'r, as discussed in Section 3.11; Utiliti~s and Service Systems, of Draft EIR, 
impacts associated ·;with increased resource use and consumption for would not be 
significant. Non~theless, the resources utilized for the proposed project would be 
perman~ntly committed to the project and therefore be considered irreversible. (Draft 
EIR, pp. 5-1 and 5-2) 

VII. CEQA FINDINGS ON GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d) requ"ires an EIR to discuss the ways 
in which the project could foster economic or population ·growth, or the construction of 
·additional housing; either dir.ectly or indirectly, in the ·surrounding environment. Growth 
··inducement, .. however, is: not considered necessarily detrimental, beneficial, or · 
significant to the environm.ent. · 

During project construction, a temporary increase in the number of workers 
associated with the construction of the project would occur in the short-term. Upon 
cd>mpletion of construction, the project would provide new employment opportunities 
within the central area of the City. Based on the SCAG 2012 RTP/SCS, adopted by 
SCAG in April 2015, employment in the City of Pasadena is forecast to :grow at a 
healthy pace between now·and·2035, with approximately 19,952 additional jobs 
occurring within the City between 2013 and 2035. The new jobs assoCiated with the · 
proposed project would support that projection of a substantial increase in employment . . ~ . 

within Pasadena over the upcoming years. The growth associated with the proposed 
project wou·ld not result in significant environmental impacts beyond those identified in 
the analysis included in Section 3 of the Draft EIR. Therefore, construction and 
·operation .of the proposed project do not have the potential to result in significant 
growth-inducing impacts. (Draft EIR, p. 5-2) 

VIII. ADOPTION OF MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City Council hereby 
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting ·Plan ("MMRP") attached to this 
Resolution as Attachment #1, and incorporated herein. This MMRP includes all of the 
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· mitigation measures analyzed in ·the EIR that are applicable to the proposed project 
Alternative 3, and Alternative 4. · · · 

IX. CUSTODIAN OF RECORDS 
I 

The documents and materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which 
these finding's are based are located at the City of Pasadena; Planning & Community 
Developmenf Departmen-t at 175 North Garfield Avenue, Pasadena, Califor-nia 91101 
and with the Director of Planning & Community Development, who serves as the 
custodian ofthese records. 

X. NOTICE OF DETERMINATION 

J . 

Staff is directed to file a Notice of Determination with the Clerk of the County of 
Los Angeles within. five working days of final approval of the project as may be modified 
by any necessary approvals and conditions of approval imposed by the City Council. 

/ . 

I • 

Adopted at the----'--------- meeting of the City Council on the__;,. __ day of 
________ , 2016 by the following vote: 

A't';ES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ABSTAIN: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

--:2~ . . ~
~ 

Theresa E. Fuentes. 
Assistant City Attorney 
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Mark Jomsky, CMC 
City Clerk 
































