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ATTAC.HMENT A 

City of Pa~acJena:.. . . · .. · ~,:· _,,. ·, 1 ·." 

Planning .Div,isidn 
.. ..1:75 N. Garfi~ld Av~n~e· .. · ·.. ., _:, ·:.\ ' 

Pasadena, Califo.rnia·,~110.1.~1?0~:· .'·r-·· ' . 't ' '~ . • . • . • • ' : ' . ~ ; . ' ····J.: 
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. .DRAFT. . 
·:·· . ,~ .. IVIITI_G.ATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION:· 

. . 

PROJECT TITLE: .· -· · Ameindmenf · ·· to "'"'the· -Transit-.briented bevelopm:ent 
.~:QrpJnance (2oning Code s~C.ti<;m .. 17 :50~·340} · .. · .. 

,, 

PROJECT APPLICANT:· :· : .. cl~y..~fPasadena, Planning bivisi!Jns. · 

PROJECT CONTACT PERSON:· Joanne Hwang 

ADDRESS: 

TELEPHONE: 

PROJECT LOCATION: 

l\ 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

175 N. Garfield Avenue ···/ 

Pa~~dena, ~alifornia,9;tH11.-170'4. · : .. 
·.. . ' ~.. . . ; . . . ' . ·.. . . . ' ·,. . 

.· ' 
. ! . 

'•'! 

(626) 7 44-73\og . 

The proposed project would encompass all area~,:; c){ the·~. ·' 
city within one half mile of a Metro Gold Line station except 
$ierra Madre Villa station, where onlY quarter mile . 
applies, and the area within the Central District Transit 
Oriented Area. 

The proposed project is an amendment to the Transit-Oriented Development (TOO) ·ordinance,· 
. which is ·section 17.50.340 of the City's .Zoning Code. The .proposed amendment consists of: 1) 

changes to the parking requirements; 2) creation of optional% mile TOO a'reafor all TOO areas 
iri ,-the City except Sierra Madre Villa TOO area; 3) changes to the options to exceed maximum 
parking requirements; 4) addition of "Vehicle Services- Vehicle/Equipment Repair" us¢ to the 
prohibited land use list within the TOD areas; and 5) other technical changes. 



FINDING 

On the basis of the initial study on file in ·the Planning & Community Development Department 
Office: · · 

.--The proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environme~t · 

~The proposed project COULD have a significant effect on the environment -however .there 
will not be a significant effect in this case because of mitigation ~measures: .:· · ·· 

__ The proposed project. ·MAY have a signifiC'ant effeCt on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

Completed by:· Julian Capata · 
Title: Consultant · 
Date: December 9, 2015. 

· .. Reviewed By: ·Joanne Hwang 
Title: Planner 
bate: December 9, 2015 · 
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MlTIGATIO.N MEAS.URES. 

,, A.mend!Jl~n(:to.~he.Transif~O~i~n~ed Devei0pmen1·Q~din~~ce 

'iVIitigatiorf'Measure M-M' AIR-1':' -Prior ~to 'fQtu're·1 di~cFetion'arY! a'pproval; th~::·city of PasaB'ema 
: • • : ' I o ~ ' o ' \ ' ; • < ' ~- • ' < • ' '\ J '• '' ,';' ' ' o • • • ', I '• • : • I' • • o ; ': ' • • I< I • ' • ,' \: J • j ; ' o ~ (~' ' o 

·-Planning· Division :shall'·evaluate; 'hew develop'nierit ·proposals .'for ~ertsitive-· land_· ljs'es (e._g., 
residenceS,:'schools, a'nd·day care :6entersY._witt1in th:e. City for. pot~ntictl. '1'nc6ni'patibilities 'with 
regard to the :Callforn-H:i Air- R.esburbes· B6a.r(ts ,.Air' Quality: and'· L;ilnCI us·e .:H-~ndbook:' A 

Community Health Perspective (April 2005) .. In addition, applicants for. siting or expanding 
. sensitive land uses that are within the recommended buffer distances listed in Table 1-1 of the 
·cARs· Handbook shall submit a health risk ·assessment (HRA) to the City of Pasad~na. The 
HRA shall be prepared in accordance with policies and procedures of the state Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and the. South . Coast Air Quality 

. Management District (SCAQMD). The latest OEHHA guidelines shall be used for the analysis, 
including age· sensitivity factors, breathing rates, an~ body weights appropriate for children. If 
the HRA shows that the incremental cancer· risk and/or noncancer hazard index exceeds the 
respective thresholds, as established by the SCAQMD at the·time a project is considered, the 
applicant wil.l be required to identify and demonstrate that mitigation l}le~sures ·are·,.· capable of 
reduCing. potential cancer and noncancer risks to an· acceptable level ~,(i.e., b~low the 
aforementioned thresholds as established by the SCAQMD), including appropriate enforcement 

·mechanisms. Measures to reduce risk· may include but are not li~ited to: · · 

• Air intakes oriented away from high-volume roadways and/or truck loading zones. 

• Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems of the buildings provided with 
· appropriately sized maximum.efficiency rating value-(MERV) filters, 

• · Heating, ventilation, and air conditioni-ng systems for units that are installed with MERV 
filters shall maintain positive pressure within the building's filtered ventilation system to 
reduce infiltration of unfiltered outdoor 'air. 

Mitigation measures identified in the HRA shall be identified as mitigation measures in the 
environmental document and/or incorporated into the site development. plan as a componen~. of 
the proposed projeGt. ,The air intake design and MERV filter requirements shall b·e noted and/or 
reflected on a.il building plans submitted to the City and shall be verified by the City's. Planning 
Division: The' intent of this mitigation measure is to reflect current GARB and SCAQMD 
Gui~ance/Standards as well as CEQA legislation and case law, and the City implementation of 
the measure shall adhere to current standards/law at the time such analyses are undertaken. 



:Mitigation Measure MM CUL~1: If: cultural resources are discovered during construction of land 
. development projects in Pasadena that may be eligible for .listing in the California Register for . 
Historic Res.ources; all ground 'disturbing· activities in the Immediate vicinity of the firid shall be 
halted until the find is evalu~ted by a Registered . Professi.on~l Archaeologist. If testing 
determines that significan:ce' criteria are :_met; t'he~. the proj.ed 'shall be required to perform data 
rec~>Very, professional identification, radiocart>on dates as applicable, and other spec.i~l. stu9ies; 
-~nd ·p~ovjde-C;t comprehensive fiJ1a_(r~port including site record to the .Ci~y and. t~e South: Central 

. , :.Co~stai ··lnfprmati~n Ce~ter.:at- California St~te _Univ~~~ity Fullerton. No further gr~ding_ shall 
ocGLir in the ·area of the. discovery until' Planning Department. approves the. report , · 

t. . • ' , ' . .. ' ~ • ' . ' . • - ' , ' ' . 

.. · 
~ . ' . ~ . ' · .. ·.' 

. l•' ' . 

. /-: 

._, 

·;''' 

-! 
·,._ 

. -.. ~ ~ ;; 

,·_ 

. . . '~ ~ 

~ . . . 

. .. ~-' ~ . : 

0 

0 

0 



0 

0 
\ 

0 

I. 

Errata Sheet ,f~~ the Amendment -to the 
Transit Oriented Development Ordinance 

(Zoning Cod~ Section 17.50.340) lnitial. 
-~tu_dy/Mitigated Negative Declaration · 

">~, __ 

Introduction 
i.' 

EXHIBIT 1 for 
ATTACHMENT A 

The City of Pasadena prepared an Initial Study and a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for 
the proposed amendments to the City's Transit Oriented Development ·(TOO) Ordinance 
(Zoning Code Sectipn ·17 .50.340). Oh November 19, 2015, the City published a corresponding 
Notice of Intent (NO I) to Adopt an MND .. Subsequent to publishing the NOI and prior to adopting 
the. MND, the City refined the proposed TOO Ordinance ame-ndments· related to the parking 
requirements. Accordingly, this Errata Sheet identifies the refinements to the proposed 
amendments and documents the all necessary revisions· to the-Initial Study and the MND to 
reflect the. refined project. This Errata Sheet has been prepared by the Ci.ty to fulfill its 
responsibility as the lead agency pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

CEQA Requirements-and Determination 

State CEQA Guidelines §15073.5(a) requires that a lead agency recirculate a negative 
declaration "when the document must be substantially revised." A "substantial revision" means: 
(1) identification of a new, avoidable ·significant effect requiring mitigation measures or project 
revisions to reduce the effect to insignificance and/or (2) determination that proposed mitigation 
measures or projeCt revisions will not reduce potential effects to less than significance and new. 
mea_sures or revisions must be required. Recirculation is not req~ireq when new information is· 
added to the negative de¢1aration which merely. clarifies, amplifies,· or makes insignificant 
·modifications to the negative declaration. · 

In response to the City ofPasadena's Planning Commission des·ire to maintain the· intent of the· 
TOO Ordinance while providing an appropriate _level of flexibility in TOO areas based on their· 
.existing environment,-,along with recognizing the unique characteristics of each station area, the 
changes iden~ified below have been made to the Initial Study and incorporated as part of the 
Initial Study/Mitigated N-egative Declaration. None of these chang-es modify the analysis of 
environmental effects, the conclusions of the analysis, or the determination of the document that 
the proposed project would not have . a significant effect 'on the. environment after the 
incorporation· ·of mitigation measures. None of the- changes constitute a substantial revision that 
requires recirculation of the MND. 

Changes to. the 15/MND 

Changes to the text of the Initial Study and MND are noted below by the corresponding section 
and page number of the document. Additions are indicated with double underlined text and the , 
deletions are shown with strikeout text. 

Section 8. Description ·of the-Project (pp. 1-3): 

The proposed project consists of ari amendment to the City of_ Pasadena's Transit
Oriented Development (TOO) Ordinance, Section 11.50.340 of the City's Zoning Code. 

Apri12016 - City of Pasadena 



Errata Sheet for the Amendment to the 
Transit Oriented Development Ordinance 

(Zon:ing Code s'ectlon 17 .50.340) Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

The City's existing TOO Ordinance a'pplies to' projeCts ''loc~ted within a quarter mile of a 
Metro ·Gold Line station and the areas within the Central District Transit Oriented Area. 
The gen·eral provisions of the existing ·ordin~:mce .. require reductions in parking standards 
and· prohibit a· number of non-transit--oriented land uses~ Overall, the intent of th-e existin·g . 
TOO Ordinance is to promote development of commercial and residential mixed uses. 
near the stations that would encourage use of public transit. · · · 

. . ' . . . . ' . . -

The proposed prqject is an amend~ent to the existing .TOO Qrdinance._.The .primary 
int~nt of tl)e proposed amendment is to provide for greater flexibility in parki!lg standards 
in the TOO ~rea surrour}ding --the Sierra .~adre. Villa. Gold Line station while ·maintaining 

·the intent of the TOO Ordinance. 

·Table 1. (Ch~nges in Parking Requirements). shows the prop.osed· changes in 
.. residential, .office, and other nonr~sidential u~es._ · 

Table 1 
Changes in Parking Requirements 

Allen, Lake, Memorial Park, Del Mar, and 
.. 

Si~rra Madre Villa TOO Station Areas Fillmore TOO Station Areas and Central 
District Transit Oriented Area 

-.,~ . ~ . . -~"' "- ~- -----~ ""'- ..... . -· ·· Existing-- ...... Propos·ed ···· ... .. . Existing · .. Proposed 
'"'""'"'·· ........ - ~- -~ . , .. ---- - ~-- .. . . ... -- - ·'· ... 

. < 650 sq. ft. 1 to 1.25 1 space/unit 
1 to 1.25 

·1 space/unit Residential* space/unit space/unit · 
Projects Over 48 

1.5 to 1.75 
.. 

1.5'to 1.75 Dwelling Units/Acre > 650 sq. tt: 
space/unit : 1.5 to 2 space/unit · space/unit · .· No change ... 

G% te ~a% FeEII:jstieA 
Office Mandatory 25% ·fFeFA tt:le seEie No Mandatory 25% 

~Je SR3A§e25% to 
(excluding reduction .from 

Changes from existing 
reduction Jrom the _ 

35% reduction .. medical offices) the code TOO regulation 
code. 

' 

Non-Residential 
; 

·g% te ~ G% FSEII:jstieA ' All other non- Mandatory 10% . fFeFA tt:le seEie No 
Mandatory 1 0%. 

~fe st:laA§e10% to 
.. residential redu-ction from . 

· . Changes from existing reduction .from th~ 20% reduction 
u~es the.code .. 

TOO regulation code 

·*Code requires 1 parking space for units -<650 sq. tt:; and 2 parking spaces for units >650 sq. ft. 

The proposed amendm-ent to the TOD- Ordinance would- also revise the ·current provisio-n 
that allows projects to exceed the maximum allowable parking req~irements. Per the 
current TOO Ordinance, projects in all TOO areas- may exceed the maximum aUowable 
parking requirements through approval of a Minor Conditional Use Permit if the 

- . additional parking spaces are used as Commercial Off-Street Parking.- The proposed 
~ 7 

amendment .would add specific standards for projects that wish to utilize this option~ For 
an example, a project- that wishes to utilize this option would ,be required to provide a 
minimum of 25- commercial off-street parking spac~s that are dedicated as public. parking 
spaces, identify clear hqurs of operation and location _of -such parking spaces, as well as 
comply with additional operational stand~rds. In addition, projects proposed. within the · 

0 

-0 

· Sierra Madre Villa TOO area m.cW ·exceed the maxim.um parking requirements ·up to an 0 
_'. amount ·that is consistent with the st~ndards ·applicable to other areas outside of the · 

TOO area through a parking demand study and an approval of a Minor Conditional Use 

April2016 . 2 City of Pasadena 
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Errata Sheet for the Amendment to the 
Transit Oriented Development Ordinance 

(Zoning Code Secti.on 17.50.340) Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

. Permit. r only if it .can be shov:n to ·the satisfaction of the . Zoning Administrator that 
·additional parking is.:necess·ary due· to project's locqtion, ·surroundings, ch~racteristics, 
and/or ·proposed used. The proposeci TOO Ordinance would- also inciude a provision that 
allows· existing parking spaces to remain on the project site for all TOO station areas, 
even if they exceed the maximum parking allowed under the TOO regulations. 

In addition, the proposed TOO Ordinance would expand the TOO area from a quarter 
mile to a one half mile radius from- all stations within the City as an option, except for the 

. . 
Sierra Madre Villa station. Future development projects located between the quarter mile 
a·nd ·.one half mile. radius -would _have. the option to .benefiLfrom the TOO Ordinance 
stand~1rds; however,. projects that cho.ose to.: benefit from· these standards would be 
subject to all applicable standards: Furthermore, land uses-·thatare prohibited within -the 
quarter mile TOO area would not be.allowedto· benefit.from theTOO standards even if 
they are proposed to b~ .·located. within the· optional_- hal·f .. mile TOO area. The proposed 
TOO Ordinance does not change applicability within t~e quarter mile radius . 

. ,. ' . 

Lastly, the proposed arriendme~t to the TOO Ordinance would also add "Vehicle 
· ·Services ·Vehicle/Equipment Repair" to. the list of prohibited land ·uses- 'Nithin the 

quarter mile TOO area, and would also modify the entitlement requirements to remove 
duplicative process.· · 

The proposed TOO Ordinance (or the project) would not entitle or fund -any specific. 
projects and, thus, would not result in any direct physical changes to. the environment. 
The proposed amendment to the TOO Ordinance would establish the framework for the 
future development and -improve·ment .·bf various forms of TOO across the city in 
accordaflce with the.City's adopted General Plan Land Use Element.-

• '1,'' •.•• \ • ' • ' 

End of Errata. 
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City of Pasadena 
Amendment to the Transit-Oriented Development Ordinance Project 

Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

.1.0 PROJECT INFORMATION 

In accordance with the Enviro·nmental Policy Guidelines of the City of Pasadena, this analysis · 
and supporting data constitute the Initial Study for the subject project. This lnitiai.Study provides 
the assessment for a determination whether the project may· have a significant effect on the 
environment.· 

1. Proje·ct Title: 

2. Lead Agency Name and Address: 

. . 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: 

· 4. Project Location: 

Amendment to the Transit-Oriented 
Development Ordinance (Zoning Code 
Section17.50.340) 

. . . ' 

City of Pasaderja Planning and Community 
Development Department 
175 N. Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena CA 91101-1704 

Joanne Hwang, Planner, ·(626) 744-7309 

The proposed project .would encompass· all 
· areas of the city within one half mile of a Metro · 
Gold Lirie station except Sierra Madre Villa 
station, where only quarter mile applies, and 
areas within the Central District Tran·sit-. 
Oriented Area. Refer to Figure 1, Regional 
Vicinity and Figure 2, TOO Planning Areas . . 

5. Project Sponsor's Name and Address: City of Pasadena Planning and Community 
Development Department , 
175 N. Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena, Cf\ 91101-1704 

6. General Pl.an Designation: Various 

7. Zoning:· Various · 

8. Description of the Project: , 

The proposed project consists of an amendment to the City of. Pasadena's Transit-Oriented 
Development (TOO) Ordinance, Section 17.50.340 of the City's·Zoning Code. · 

The City's existing tOO Ordinance applies to projects located~within a quarter rriile of a Metro 
Gold Line station and the areas within the_ Central District Transit Oriented Area. The general 
provisions of the existin·g ordinance require reductions. in· parking standards and prohibit a 
number of non transit-oriented land uses. ·overall, the intent of the existing TOO Ordinance is to 
promote development of commercial and residential mixed uses near the stations that would 
.encourage use of public transit. ( 

0 

0 

The proposed project is an amendment t6 the .existing TOO Ordinance. The primary intent of the 0 
proposed amendment is to provide for greater flexibility in parking standard~ in the TOO area 

November 2015 1 Draft Initial StudyiMitigated Negative Declaration 
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City oJ Pasadena 
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. ~urro~~qing. the- Sierra Madre V!!la. G~ld ·Line" station. while • maintaining the i~tent of. the· TOO 

. Or9inance .... , · . · - - · ';. · :··. , . ·' ~ . · ·: . ·<·. · · · - . · . · • ·, • .: · .. · :: 

Table 1 (Changes in Parking .Requirements} shows the proposed changes in. residential, 
_6ffi~e, an_o e>t~er nonr~sid~ntial uses.·. . · t • .. 

,, . ' ' ' ~ ' ' 
•J! t-. ; , '.I,,'.' 

Residential* 
Projects Over 48 

Dwelling Units/Acre. 

;- ~ . .. Table1: .. ; ... , . . :· .·:.: 

·changes in Parking Requirements _ 
• ... 1 

_··· .. __ - -- :.J.;{'? <._:;·.: ·_ ': . ::~:::·· . I·<·::A,fl~n;~ake,·M~m.ori_atP!!rk, Del Mar, .~lid . · 
;_ . Sierra· Madre VIlla ·TOLl ~tation· Areas' : 1 

\· Fillmo~e.:u)~ Stati~m Areat) ~nd Central·-·-
· _. · ... · .. ·· .. . "• , .· · ·,_ · · · ' DistrtctTra_nsitOrie_nted Area 

.--- "- -' -.. : 
_- ._. <· __ Ex~~ting . _: . > -~r~po~~~~- · .·· ·_· Exis~ing _ _--. Proposed 

l _. .. ,, (' 

< 650 sq. ft. 1 to 1.25 space/unit ·1 space/unit · 1 to-1.25 ·space/unit 1 space/unit · 

6 0 ft 1.5 to 1.75 1.5 to 2 
· > 5 sq. · - space/unit space/unit 

·office'· · Mandator)t:25%· O%;to 25%.. . 'Mandatory 25% · .. 
·: (excluding'medical ·reduction Jrom the;·, • reduction· from: _·reduction from:the · .. :.No change· , 

.· - . ·, . · offi~es). code ·.. . . th~-code . ·.· ·code .,-,·:.-.. ·Non-Residential 1----~-~~-----+--..:...._ ___ _,_ __ _:_ ___ -t---~-------~ 
· · :All. other n·on~ ·... Madndt~toryf: 10%t:h·: , ·- , · .. d% to 1 Oo/o. . . Mandatory 1 O% · . · . . r ·• 

· ·· · - · · re uc 1on rom· e · reduction from.: · · · reduction from the. · · No .. change . · 
_fesldential_~~~es ·. \ode .. '- . -the code , . . code . . -... 

*Code requires 1 parking space for units <650 sq. ft., and 2 parking spaces for units >650 sq. ft ... ,,_ .. · >· · 

The _proposed· ~mendment to the TOD Ordinance-. ~ould _·also. revise ·the curre·nt provision:. that 
allows projects to exceed the maximum allowable parking requirements. Per the- current TOO 

· Ordinance, projects in ·all TOO areas may exceed the maximum allowable parking requirements 
through approval of a ;ryli_nor-Condition·al qse Penn it if the· additionaJ parking· :spaces are ··used as 
Commercial· 'Off.:;-Street Parking. The· prop·osed- amendment· would add specific· standards for 

:projects that wish to utilize· this optiorL Foran exa·mple, a project that -wishes-to utilize this option 
would be required to provide a minimum of 25 commercial off-street parking spaces that ·ar~ 

. dedicated· as public parking spaces, identify clear hours of operation and location of such 
parking spaces, as well as comply with additional operational standards. In addition, projects 
proposed within the Sie.rra Madre Villa TOO area may exceed the maximum parking 
requirements up to an amount. that is consistent with the standards apP,Iicable to other a~eas 
outside of the TOO area, only if it carl. be shown to the satisfaction of the Zoning Administrator 
that additional parking is 'necessal)t due_ to project's location, surroundings, characteristics, 
and/or proposed used. The proposed TOO. Ordinance would. also include a provision that allows 
existing parking spaces to remain on the project site. for all TOO station areas, even if they 
exceed the maximum parking allowed under the TOO regulations. 

lri addition, the proposed TOO Ordinance would expand the TOO area frdm a quarter mile to a 
one half mile radiu·s from all stations within the City as an option,· except for the Sierra. Madre 

. Villa station. Future development projects located ·between· the quarter mile and one half mile 
radius would have the option to benefit from the TOO Ordinance standards; however; projects 
that choose) to benefit from· these standards would be subject to all applicable standards. 
Furthermore, land· uses that are prohibited within the quarter inile TOO area would not· be . 

. I 
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_ allowed to benefit from the TOO standards even if they are proposed to' be located within the . 
optional half mile TOO area. The proposed TOO Ordinanc~ does not change applicability within 
the quarter mile radius. · 

Lastly, the proposed amendment to ·the TOO Ordinance _would··~lso add "VehiCle Sei'Vices -_ 
Vehicle/Equipment Repair" to the list of prohibited land uses within the quarter mile TOO· area, 
and would also modify the entitlemen_t requirements to remov~e duplicative process. 

. . 

_The proposed TOO Ordioance (or the project) would not entitle or fund any specific projects 
and, thus, woulc:f not result ·in any. direct physical changes to ·the environment. The proposed 

· amendment to the TOO Ordinance· would establish the: framework for the future development 
and improvement of various forms· of TOO .. across the city in accordance with the City's adopted-
General Plan Land Use Element · 

' . . . 

. _9. · Sllrrounding Land Uses and Setting: 

Setting and Surrounding Land Uses 

Pasadena encompasses approximately :14,803 acres:·.{23 square miles) in the western San 
Gabriel V~lley:, bordered by, the unincorporated .-Altadena community to . the north; South 
Pasadena and -San Marino· to the south;-· Arcadia, Sierra Madre, and· unincorporated Los· 
Angeles County to th~ east; and Glendale,- La ·Canada Flintridge, and .Los Angeles tb the west. 
The areas associated with the TOO. Ordinance .. are moderate to high-density mixed-use clusters 
·of residential and con1mercial uses developed in aJJ urban- environment in proximity to Metro . 
Gold Line stations. -· 

· 10. Publicagenci~~·,whose approval is,required.·(e.g. permits:, financing approval,..or-
.. participation): - - · 

This lnitiai_S_tudy/Mitigatec:f _Negative Declaration covers all approvals by governmental agencies 
that may be needed to implement or operate the project.-_ At this time, no discretionary. public 
agency approvals are known to be req~ired _for the project, other than those required by-the City 
of Pasadel)a. - · 

. . : 

·: .. 

\ 

. . ~ ·: I' ·:".' 
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City of Pasadena 
Amendrnel'lttQ the Transit-Oriented Development Ordinance Prl)j~ -

Dr~ft m~al Swr.JylMitigated NegatiVe Declaration 

Th~e. emdronm~ntal factors cheGked .below- would· be-potentiaJiy affecf~d by this project, involving 
~at Jeasf .one im~ct that Is a·. "_Potenyally' Significant 'hnp~cf' as indicated by ihe checklist on ·the 
foUowio"f,l page~. 

· Gre.eohous_e. G~ses .. · . Noise· 
Agifcultura[Resource8· . Population and Housing 
Air Quality 
BiologicaFR~soutces :Recreation 
Cultural Resour~ · Transportation/Traffic -
Energy L!tilities and Servit? Systems·· 

t. fintl that tfie piopo.sed . projecl COULD NOT. have a significant ~fffict oii the.· eiiVitonmeilt,. and a· NEGATIVE 
'DECIJ\RJ\jfbN Wiil be·prepared .•. 
I Jilftf lliat~ afthough the ·proposed prOject rould have a significant eff~~f t)ll: tn~· envitonment, there Wjli 'i'lot be a· . 
siguific;ant 'Sffect In _this case·because the Jniijgafioh measures: desctil:led on an attac;h~ ~he.$thave ~eri ·a!:lded t4 · 
lhe·,QrojectAMITIGATEO,NEGATIVE'DECI.ARATJONWiffbepr~[tate<t. . __ . ______ ... __ · .. . .. .. 
-l firii:Lthat :the: proposed project MAY. have ·tl ~igdificant, effecLon the ~rtvironment, :and an ENVIRONMENTAL . 
:lMPACJ: REBbRtJsrequii"ed. ·. . ... _ _ . _ 
l.find, tliat tfia pr:Opased project MAY have a "potentially sigril6@nt impapt" or "potenUany $ignificant uoless mitigated"' 
lmMctof1.: th_e. enVironh'ient,_ but at feast effect1}.has:= been adequately· aoalyieq in an ·earlier document pursuanno 
-~PP.IJ~bl~ leg~! $t~n:t1~ITJs ~- ;tnd 2) tra$: ~n a~cfressed by .mitigation .measures based or1 th~ ~-ru~t atfa.fysi.~: a~
descrtb:ed .on· attached sheets. An .f$NVIRONM~NTA~- JMPACt 'RE.PORT is required? but U must :analyze only ~the 

. effeets.that:remaiil to.be:addressed.. ', ' . - .. -
l find that atthou·gh ·tile proprised ·project coUld. have :a signj~~ot eff®t. on the: enVironment, because .all potennaJiy· 
;$Jgtl}fi~nt effects (a) have b~n analyted adequately iil ·an ·e~rlier .EIR -qr NEGATIVE 'I:)ECLI\RAllON.·purs·uant to 
~ppli~ble· ;sJan~~rds, :~n(:i·. (ti) have b~e_n ~vQ!ded ot mitigated :pursuant fo 'that earlier EIR qr NEGATI.~f: 
DECLARATION, inclucj~ng· reVisiQil$. or mitigayon m~asures· tbat ar~ .imposed. upon t~e: proposed pro]¢:. ·notning 
further is required. · · · · . . · _ · 

·~i~k· ... il/(6/1£ ~~ 
fYPrepareij:By. . Date 1\~vfewed·.ay 'U 

·n{t0/1~, 
Date'· · · .. 

· Ju[rift fgattfCJl Co/vfC(fta4,-{-
PnntedName 

Jo~nne.· HWang, Planner · 
Pilnted Name -

N~afive Declaration/Mitigated Negative Declaration ~dopt~ on: 
Date 

Adoption attested:.to QY: 
Pate 

PrJilfetf Name 

9 

0· 

c 
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City of Pasadena 
~ A.mendment to the Transit-Oriented Development Ordinanc·e Project 

Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaratic:m 
'"/ ,-

2.0 ·EI\tVI'RON·_I\II.ENTAL 'cHECkLIST, ··F-ORM 
·, • . ··-1 . ' ·• -. 

Date checklist submitted: . 
J ... 

: Department requiring'_.check!ist: __ ____,;.,..;.-----,,.--__,case !"'anager: _:·:. 

·_, ···.··)\ _ .. ·, 

ENVIRONMENtAL ~~~ACTS ·'-'· ,.; ... 
' • ~ _,- ; ';.'. :_ J ~ • ' ' '·. 

'Explanations of all ans.w.er,s:are~required:.·: .... · r:,· 

. ' .. ~ '' 

1 .·.·' 

'.' 
, .. '· .• t•J 

2.1 AESTHETICS·:. -· · ,• ·: ~ • J • ~ • • ' • ' •• ;:\!·_ .. '.--; 

' . . :· ,,'• 

)1 '. 

. . -· •'{1.: ·• 

• ,· __ ' . .i•." 

No ·· 
Impact 

: X 

Why? Th~ proposed 'project i,s an ~mendmeilt,to_'the City ofPasa~Ema;s .. TOI? ,Qrdin~.n~e a'nd 
would enco.mpass all areas of the· city -within one naif mile of. a Metr<;> Gold Line station except · 
Sierra· Madre _Villa··:station where only quarter mil~ ~pplies,_and an.expa~qed area within. the · 
:city's Central Distti.ct Transit Oriented A~ea.>Pasadena e·ncorilpasses· :approxifr1ately 14,803 . 
acres . (23 square miles}. .·in the- ·western· ·sa·n 'Gabriel' \/ailey,' ... bordered by the unincorporated 
Altadena community to the horth; South Pasadena arid ·san ·Marlno··to the sb'uth; Arcadia, Sie·r'ra 
··Madre,· and unincorporatect;; Los. Angeles'··co·unty to. the· ·east;· and Glendale, 'Lcf·:c.an_ada 
Flintridge, and :Los· Angeles to the w~st~ ThEt areas associated with the TOO Ordinance are 
'moderate to _high.:density 'niixed:Cuse· ·Clusters' of residential and· commercial u's'es· develope~·.in 
. an urban e-nvironment in pro'ximity to Metro. Gold Lin·e stations. Limited. views of tlie San .Gabriel 
Mountains, which provide·the,north-fa6ihg backdrop f6f'mu¢tfofthe city;··rr1ay be available ·from 
:the TOO :areas; howev.er, 'the primary VievJs of 'the~ 'mountains are fronT· north-south oriented 
roadways which would: not· be affected ·by the·proposed:·brdinance-·revisibn.· Furth~rmore,··.:'any 
future transit-oriented development would be required to evaluate potential irilpacts· to such 
views. As the proposed project does not entitle any development, the TOO Ordinance would. not 
result in any direct physical changes to the environment. Therefore, the proposed project would 
have no impact to scenic vistas. 

· Draft Initial Study/Mitigat~d Negative Declaration 10 . :November 2015 



City of Pasadena 
Amendinenf to the Transit-Oriented Development Ordinance Project_ 

Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative .Declaration 

Less Than 
" 'c ~ ~ 

Potentially Significant Less Than ,No 
·Would_ the project: Significant Impact With Significant 

Impact , - --- Impact Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

b. Substantially damage -~cenic resources, including, but not . . 

limited to, trees, rock outcroppirigs, and historic buildings X -
- within a state scenic highway?_ 

Why? _ The only designated state scenic highway in the City of Pasadena is the Angel~s Crest 
Highway (State Highway 2); which is located north of Arroyo Seco Cahyon in 'the{ extreme 
northwest portion of the city. The TOO areas are not :within the viewshed of the Angeles Crest 
Highway, and are not located along any sc~nic roadway corridors identified' in the City's General 
Plan documents.- Further, the proposed project is an amendment to the City of Pasadena's TOO 
Ordinance and would not result in any direct" physical changes to the environment. Therefore, 
the proposed_ project would have no impacts to state scenic highways or scenic roadway 
corridors. - .. 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

No 
Would the proj~ct: Significant Impact With· Significant 

Impact 
.- Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporated 

c. _ Substantiaily-degrade the ~xisting visuql character or quality .-x 
of the site·and iJS surroundings? ,·~ 

,_ ., 

Why? The proposed project js an am~ridment to the City of Pasadena too Ordinance and 
- __ wo-uld not entitle or fund any specific _project and, thus·, would not result in any direct physical 
. changes 'to the environment. Any subsequent. develppment- that would occur within (TQO- areas -
would· be required to go. under City -review. These indiv_idual projects would be required to 
comply with -c;tll_- -applicable guidelines· (i.'e. _Pasaden-a's Citywide Design Principies, Pas~dena 
Design Guidelines fpr -Historic Districts, applicable specific plcin design guidelines) anc;f polici~s 
in the General Plan. All -of these reg,ulations require tf1at development be context-sensitive and . 
compatible· with surrounding development, including historic ~tructures. Compliance with these -
r~quirements wou-ld prevent futu_re dey~lopment within the TOO areas frpm .degr~ding the visual 
quality and character ofrthe surrou_nding community. Therefore,. aesth~tic -impacts are less tl;lan 
significant. - · · - · __ - - · · - -

'_l f 
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City of Pasadena 
Am~ndmentto the Transit-Oriented Development Ordin-ance Project 

· Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

d. :Create a new source of substantial· lightm glare which· -
~would adversely affect aay o'(ni.ghttirne views in the area? 

. •'.· 

_Significant 
- _ ·-lm,pact--

. - .: x: 

·No 
Impact. 

. Why? The proposed. project is· an amendment to the city'';6f Pasad~ri~~TOD .Q~di~ance and 

. would ·not entitle: or fund ·any specific projekts and; thus,.· would nor result 'in any direct physical ... 
:changes _to the er;wironmep.t, All ~future development "would. ber~quired. -to. qomply with the 
stanqards in_ the :z;~ni~_g, cp~~that reg~late g_l_~re,_,and. outdoor ligpti_ng.:)':feight an_d dir~ction of 
any outdoor _lighting: and th~ screen_ing of m~c;;nanical ~quiprnept, .ml!st conform. to M!Jnicip~l 
·Code requirements·. ·_Title .t7 ·of the Pasadena. Municipal c·ode.· ·section -17.40.080 of-the City 
Municipal Code regulates outdoor 'lighthlg 'requfring lighting to _be'.~nergy~efficient :and. shielde-d; 
no .lights shall blink, flash, or be of high intensity or brightness; and lightiQg shali be appropria_te 

· , hl scale, intensity,. and· h.eight Furthermore, L~nd"tJse Element PoliCie-s 4.11 ,· 6.(; and 27.4 
· · require· that lighting ·be .shielded: and efficient. Adherence to·design st~ndards -in the: rviun,iCipal 

Code and. other regulations wo~ld .. ensure, that' !ight and glare from -~ew deveiopment: _a_nd 
. ; redevelopment projects in :TOD. areas. would- be:-illiliimized·. Impacts related to· light ~nd gl~re 

·, wo.uld be less .th.a.n slgn_iflca,nt.j< ~, <' . . , '' ' •' . ·'' : ' ' ' ; ·,,' . '.. . ' .. 1 

, 1. ,, 

2.2' -AGRICU.LTURAL .. R.i:soo·R.cES 

.. In determiningwhether-impac(s'tD agricultu~atresources, are; . 
. sigtiifical]t environm~n.fa/ effects; /f!~t:# !Jgencle$ maycefe1 to 
the California . Agricultural _Lahd . ·p~aluation and·.--. Site · 
Assessment .Model .. (1,997) · Pr:epareq· ·by the , California. 
Departm.ent of Conser\fa:tio~·as::anoptionalmodet-to use {n' 
assessing impac~s· ·on- agdcalture :a!Jd ;farmland .. Would. the . , - ·i 

· project: · · · , · · · · · · · 

i. 
' .' . ' ' ' ~: ' 

. a. . Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland· of 
Statewide lmp:ortance ·(Farmland), as shown on· the maps 
prepared pur~uant to the Farmland Mapping ailq Monitoring · 

. Program. of the California·. Re~ources Agency, ~() non-
. agricultural_use? · .,,, · 

: ., ~ ' ' 

,1'. 

NQ 
Impact . · 

· ... ,_ .. ,·x·.:··,. 

;WHY? The City of Pa~adena -is a·develop~d: urban, a·rea_:-surrot;~nded .. by. hiilsides 'to: the, ~ortt;l 
and northwest. The City 'contains no Prime,· Fatrnland, UniqUe' Farm land, dr Farmland,· of 
Statewide lmpo"rtance, as shown- ·an maps .prepared ·pursuant to·~ the· _Far1111and _Mapping· ·and· 
; Monitoring . Program of the California Resources· Agency:· Therefo.re, .. the proposed· p:rojec(woulc;t 
'have.no impact on far:mland resources.- ·- · - ·. · · · · ., .: .. : · · -· ~ ·: 

. ~· .. ; '' 

. ,Pratt Initial Stu~y/Niitig~ted Negative Decla-ration 12 November 2015 . 
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City of Pasadena 
: Amendment to the Transit-Oriented Development Ordinance Project · 

Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

·In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmentareffects,lead ag.encies may refer to Less Than 
. the_. California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Potentially Significant Less Than 

No 
Assessment · Model (1997) prepared by the California Significant Impact With Significant 

Impact 
. Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in Impact Mitigation Impact 
assessing_ impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would the Incorporated 

proje~t: 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
' X · Williamson Act contract? · 

( 

'•' 

" 

WHY? The City. of Pasadena has··no land 'zoned--for agricultural t:r~e other than commercial 
growing areas., Implementation of the· 'proposed: project would·. estabiish. the regulatory 

· : framework tot the ·future development and ·-hnprovement of various' "forms of' transit-oriented 
. development acros~ the. City, and. would riot conflict with. af)y existing zo·n'ing for. agricl1_1tural 
uses. The~er~r~, no impacfwould o~cur.·. ·. .. ·. . .. ,.· . . . . . . 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to ' 
the California Agricultural ·Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment Model (1997) prepared ·by the California 
Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in 
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would the 
project: · 

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning .of, forest . 
land (as defined in Public Resources Code Section .12220 .. ·. 
(g)}, timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code 

· · . Section·. 4526}, or timberland zoned Timberland Production 
· ·,(as -defined by Government Code Section o 11 04 (g))? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With · 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
lmpacf 

.X 

·wHY~· ·There is no timbefland or Timberland. Production zone in the' City ·of Pa~adena~ 
ther~fore th_e ·proposed. project would not resul~ in the ·Joss of forest land, timberlano, or 

. : Tirriberiand ~reduction areas. No'. impact would occur .. 

In determining whetherimpacts to agricultural resources are 
· significant environmental effects; lead agencies may refer to 
the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site 

·Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California 
Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in 
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would· the 
project: 

d._ . Resulfin the IC?ss·of.for~st land or conversion of forest land . 
· to a non-forest' use? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
·Impact 

' • ··~ 'I .·' .., 

No 
Impact 

_· :c .. x '-

· · WHY? . There is no forest land in the City of Pasadena. Therefore, the prop.osed. project would 
not result in the conversion or I9ss of forest ·land, and no .impact would occur. 
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City of P~sadena 
. , , · . Am~ndmentto the Transit-Oriented Development Ordinance l'roject 

Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

\:' 

in getetmining' whether i~p~~ts 't~ ag~icultu(a{resources are ' 
·significant environmental effects,, lead age~cies-may rQfer (o 
Jhe . California 'Agri~uitural :,Lanp· 'Eva·luatio{r, ··and Site. 

, As~essmen( Mode( (1~97) ,prepared· by 'the':: Ca!ifornia 
Departnienfof Conserv~tion ·as an optional moaet to. use. if} 
assessing impacts. on agriculture. and .farmland~ Would tbe 
project: · · · - · 

e. ' Involve other changes· in the existing· environment, ·which, 
·, due·to.their location or nature,:.could result in ·COnversion of. 
·. Farmland, to non.::agricultural use? . ' · "· ·. · .'' ·, · · · ;· . · 
I' ,• 

'.·' i' 

'less Than; 
Sig•nificant L~ss Than 

· . lmp~ct With '·Significant 
.•. Mitigation l_mpacL 

· lnc~i"Rorated : · 

{,I 

' .~ ' '.' 

. . No 
hnpa~t 

. ·'X. 

l':'':' 

WHY? There is rio known farmland i~ .the City of Pasadena.: Therefore, ·the ·proposed project 
would not result in the conversion of farmland to ~ nonagri.cultural use, and no impact would' 

' ' ' ' . ' ' .. - . ' ' . 

. occur:· 
' .·· .· ' " . ' 

2.3 . AIR .QUALITY: . 
' . .\ ;_. '', 

' , > , ' ,,, ·, ' ' , :,· , ' .. · '·: < "' ' ' ',· ', ,' < 

Where available, the.significa[Jce criteria ·es·tablish~d· by the. 
applicable air quality mcm_agemenJ 'or air: pollution control; 
district may be. relied. upon .. to make •· ·the. folloY!ing 
determinations. Wo"illd. the.proj~~k, ·: · · · · 

. ,.· ' '· ,' ,. 

a:· Cdnflict with- or obstruct implememtation. of the applicable air 
quality plan? . -, >. · · (-: ,. . 

. rote·ntially . 
·Significant 
:lrt~p·acL. 

,. ','' ' ' ' ,. ' . .: .1'' 

No 
. Impact 

less-Than 
Significant ·less l'han . · 

·Impact With · . Si~iiifica""t 
N!itiQati9n·. ·.. . Impact 

lncor13orated · 

·"··,_.,. X . 
··· .. ~ 1 ,: ; -~ • ' 

' ! ~ ' ' 

WHY? . rt1·e City of pasade·n~ is\~ithin the South coast Air,-Ba~in' (SCAB), which is' bounded by 
the:San Gabriel; sa·n -t3~rnardirio,· and San,.Jacfnto Mountairi's 'to the hdrth and· ea'st, _and the 
Pacific Ocean to' tne south and .. west. The air·.·;quality'·i·n· the SCAB. is 'managed ·by the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District '(SCAQMD). · · · ' · ·. ' . 

... . ~ ' .. ~ ' '. ' · .. \ ., ' .. . : ~ . ~- ' . 

lh~ SCAB- has a histo·ry !of n3corded 'ciiir ·quality violations and is an ··area :wh~re both stat~ and . 
federal ambie.nt c;iir qual!fy _standards.are. exceeded. B~cause of th~ viola~ions of the. C.aliforn.ia 
Ambient Air Quality: Standards ·: (CAAQS}, the· 'California ·.Clean Air: Act requires· :trie,nnial 
:preparation of ·an Air··ouatity Managerri~nt' Plan ·(AQMP). The AQMP analyzes air quality on a 
regional '.level and identifies regi'on·:wlde 'attenuation 'methods' to~;'.achieve ttie'·'··aif-' quality 
··standards: :These 'region-wide ·attenuation .rl)~thbds in'dlude. regulatibns' ·{or statiq.nary-source 
·polluters; faciiitation ··qf ~new transportation· techno.l{>gies,. such a.s .low~·~n\ission vehicles;· .. ~nd 
. capital i~provemehts; such a~· par,k~·~·.rid:-,ride faCilities·. and 'p,ublic:.transit improvements. .· ;.'' ' 

•• • ' ' ' ~ •' •• t ' ' • 

·The ·rnas.trecerltlyadopted:pl'an·is~the·2o~2~AaMP;:·adopteCI dn; o'ecernt>~~.7, ... 201'2. This.pian is 
the SCAB's-'portkm of the ·state' lni'plementati'on Pl~'n (SIP).' .this pl~n fs designed to achieve the 
, 5 percent annual·reduction goal·of the California' Clean Air Act.: ' ; . '.' ' .. , '' . ; ! { • • .' • ' ':.' ' 

' , , _ , • •• • t . ~ • _I , , I• • ' . . ' '. ,. '· '. ' 1 '' • -

. The AQ M P accommodates.· ·and· accounts· for population.· groWth'. and :.transportation ·projections . 
based on the predlct'iohs made. by the·Southeirn California Assdciation of Governments (SCAO). 
Thus;· projects that are'·corisistet:lt with ·employment ~nd pdpulatib.fl forecast~ :are ~onsistent vl/ith 
the'AQMP: . . .·: ·. · ... ·;·,, · ,. ' ·. ··· '.· ... :. ;.~;: .. : .· · .. · : · · . ·' : ···' 

':-
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City of Pasadena 
Amendment to. the Transit-Oriented Development Ordinance Project · 

. Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration . 

. The proposed._ amendment to the TOO· Ordinance wo~ld establish the. regulatory framework- for 
future development. and improvement Of variOLJS forms of transit-oriented·. development across 

· the· city in accordance with the City's adopted General Plan Land Use Element- Future 
development .that would occur within- the TOD areas wou'Jd be· consistent with the growth 

· projections ev,aluated under the General Plan, and therefore, consistent-with SCAG projection~. 
Further, such future development would rieedto be ·analyzed for consistency with· the AQMP:· 
Lastly, the proposed project would not entitle or fund any specific projects and, thus, would not 

• result in any direct 'physical changes ·to. the environment. Inasmuch as new development niay 
.. occur under the proposed TOD Ordinance Arnendmenl, the development would encourage the 
use of alternative transportation modes, which would indirectly result in reduced vehicle trips. 

·- Therefore, the project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan, and impac;ts wo_uld be .considered less than -significant. · · · 

Where available,· the significance criteria established by the 
appfjcab/e· air· quality management or air pollution control 

·district ma}fc be relied upon to make the following 
determinations. Would the project: 

·b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing · 
or projected air quality violation? · · 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than · 
Significant . Less Than 
Impact With Significant . 
Mitigation Impact · 

No 
.. Impact · ·· 

Incorporated 

X 

WHY? -The City of Pasadena is withrn ·the SCAB, ·which .-is an airshed that re~ula;ly exceeds 
ambient air quality standards, known as a non-attaihm~nt a·rea .. The SCAB is designated .a. non-

. attainment area for .respirable particulate ·matter (P.M10), fine particulate matter (PM2.s),· and 
ozone (03). The SCAB' is· currently designated an attainment area -for the remaining criteria 
pollutants, which include carb.on mo_noxide (CO), nitrogen oxides ..-(NOx), and sulfur dioxide 
·(S02) .. ·oue to its geographical location and the prevailing· off-s.hore daytime winds, . .Pasadena 
receives'.smog from downtown Los Angeles 'and other areas in' the 'Los Angeles basin. The 
prevailing winds, from the southwest', carry smog from wide -~reas of Los Angeles and adjacent · 
cities, to the San Fernando Valley and to Pasadena· in the San Gabriel Valley where it is trapped 

. against the foothills. For theise reasons, the potenti~l .tor ~dvers.e air quality in_ Pasade~na is- high. 
• I • .. • 

·Inasmuch· as the· proposed project couid indirectly re_sult in new deve.lopment, the project c.ould 
. result in ·air ·pollutant generation from constructi()n activities, increased vehicle u·se·, natural gas 
'combustion, and other operationa.J sources. ··such emissions could incrementally contribute to
the basih's non-attainment conditions. Construction. emissions. would .be reduced throu-gh 
implemehtat'fon of existing _regulatory requirements,· su-ch as SCAQM 0 Rule 403 for fugitive dust 

. ··control,. and' Ru,le '1_113' for. architectural coatings, ·.as well. as .the City's, ordina'nces_ such as 
Section 1i40.170 in the. City Municipal Code, which regulates the-number of truck trips-per six-
. day work week. Additionally, Pasadena's Green City Action. Plan and Green.Building Ordinance, 
which exceeds. California Green Building C. ode' requirements,. would result. in ·.lower emissions ; _ 
froni future buildin-gs tha·n existing buildings i_r1.Pasadena. In summary, .anyJuture ·qevelopment 
that could occur· under the proposed TOO Ordinance would ·be· required to implement policies . 
. and program~ that reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita and reduce building energy 
'and natural gas consumption. per square·' foot, thus furthering plans intended to improve the 
basin's. attainment· status .. Therefore, the potential future air emissions. that could indirectly 
result :from adoption of the ·proposed TOO Ordinance and ·their potential contributiqn to air 
quality violations is a less than significant impact of the project. 
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c. Result in a cumulatively .. considerable net increase of c;my 
criteria pollutant for which the . project region is non
attainment tJnder an applic_able f~deral'or state al)lbient-ai~; 
quality standard-. (including .. rE!IEla$i~g .. 'emi~sions ·.·which _:' .. _ .. 

-.. exceed._quarytit~tive thre~holc;ls for :ozon.e Pf~CIJrsor~)? .. : .-. 

WHY1 .·_:J·. 

. ~ : . 

. No.· 
Impact· 

'·:''.',; 

:· 'rhe p'ro~~sec:J-an~~nqm~~t· 'tp :·~he·, TOO' Ordinance would establish. the regu~~tory .framework:for 
.,t~e. fu~ure . development and_. improvement· .of various forms of transit-oriented: development 
across the city. in accord_ance with the City.'s. adopted General Plan Land . .Use ·:Eiement:-Future 

· development and improvements :.would.:need to be .analyzed -for incr~ases in crite'ria pollutants. · 
· However,· as· describeq in-Issue 2.3.b, above, the. City 'has. multiple .policies,_ programs, and plans 
·in· place that.reduc~ emi~sions; .... Additionally, Pasadena's Green Gity Action :Plan -and Green 
: :.Buiiding ()rdinance, which ex_c~~ds. California Green Building .. Code requirements,. would result · 
in lower emissions .from. futlir~; buildings than. existing· buildings in Pasadena. The proposed 
project would not entitle-or.fund·.any,·speqific proje·cts. and,· thus, would not- resutt in: any direct 

. prysi9at·<:;hanges to th~- envlronm~nt regardtng a cumulatively considerable net increase· of any. 
criteria pollutant. Impacts would be considered less than_ significant. ( .· . . . 

Wh.er~ available~ _the ·slgn.iticanc~~ cr~t~ri~ ,es·tkblish~~-by tAe; 
appli~able: air . quality .. m~htigemeht; or :air: pollution·. ~o~tto/; 
district may- ·-be ---relied J!P~ri- · -tt;J: mak~ ·the . tollowinrL. 

· determinations; Would thffproject: ·· · · · · 
c ·-:. ,. --. "'-< ' 

d: Expose sensitive ·receptors to ,substantia!:·- 'pollutant 
concentrations? . . . . ' ':.: '!. ' ,: .•.. : .. ' . ·, . 

.. , 
:.--: .. ,•.' 

.'1_ •. 

· WHY? Industrial land uses, such as cHemical processing f~cilities, __ chrorne-platingfaci'!ities,dry 
. 'cleaners·, :and gasoline~dispensing" ;fayilitles, ,'have .th~ pote_ntial ta··_be sub'stantial sta~ibnar)( 
·so·urces -that would··req'uire. a· permit :.from SCAQMD. for. e'fni~siohs bftoxic air contaminants 
.• (TACsf · Developmenf··of these' ·u~~s~ would _"'t)e fi'01ited t6 those ~;-~llowed· uhder th~. ·T.QD 
·Ordinance, and· a·ny potentfar e'mf~sions· of TAGs would. be.· controlled· by SCAQrviD. thro'ugh 
p'enilitting and wou!d be'• subject to'' _further study 'an:d\h:e.al_th ris~' .. assessment prior to .. 'th~ 
·iss·uance of any ne'cessary airqualityj)e-rrtiits· t:Jn~er SCAQMD R.ule 1401 .. ·. ·, · ,- .. · _ .· ..... : ·. 

. • • . • i • . .( • ' . . l ''. .'' :· .· : ' '· ' . ~ :~ ', ' ·. . . - . . . 

The other sources of .TAC. within the City are·l-210 and SR-134, which have annual average. 
daily traffic volumes exceeding. 100,000. Development of new residential uses and other 
sensitive receptors could be located withi:n 500 feet of the 1-210 could occurunder·the T·oo 
Ordinance. However, the General Plan Update identified Mitigation Measure 2-4 to address the 
impacts of exposing .sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant ·.concentrations. Future 
development projects arid improvements within 500 feet of the 1-21 0 freeway' would be required 
in implement Mitigation Measure 2-4, incorporated into this iS/MND. as MM AIR-1. Any future 

. development that could occur under the amended TOO Ordinance that includes sensitive 
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· receptors 'would be_· required to comply ,with all applicable . SCAQMD c:md City regulations, 
includktg future: CEQA review. Implementation. of MM ·AI R-·1 .. would ensure that dev.elopment of 
individual projects would be ·required to achieve the increrl'lental_ ri~k thresholds established by 
SCAQMD,and TAC exposure would be Jess than significant. · 

I 

Mitigatiop'· Measures . ) 

,· . -~ . ' 

MM AIR-1 Prior to. future discretionary approval, the City of Pasadena Planning Division 
shall evaluate .new development proposals for sensitive land u·ses· (e·.g., residences·, schools.,_ 
and day care centers) within the City for potentiaJ·incompatibilities·withregard to the· California 
Air Resources Board's Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspectiv~ 
(April 2005). In addition, applicants for siting or expanding sensitive land uses that are within.the 
recommended buffer distances listed in Table 1-1 of the·CARB Handbook shall submit a health 

· · ·risk· assessment (HRA) to the City of Pasadena. The HRA shall .:be prepared in aecord~mce with 
~ policies .and ·procedures of the state Office of· Environmental· Health· Hazard Assessment 
-(OEHHA) and the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The latest OEHHA 

· . guidelines shall be used for the analysis, including ag~ sensitivity factors,· breathing rate·s; a·nd 
body weights .appropriate for children. If the· HRA shows· t_hat the incremental cancer risk arid/or 
non cancer hazard index. exceeds .the respective thresholds, as established by the ·SCAQMD at 

. the· tifne. a project is conSidered, the applicant will be required to identify and demonstrate ·that 
mitigation -measures are capable· of· reducing potential cancer and non cancer risks ·to an 
acceptable· level (i.e.; below the aforementioned thresholds· as established by the SCAQMD), 

0 

including ·-appropriate. enforcement mechanisms .. Measures- to' reduce risk riiay include but ate Q 
not limited to: · · · .. . . · · · ..: . · · 

. • · Air intakes oriented ·away from hig~-vol~me roadways_ and/or .truck loading zones. 
. . ' . . 

• Heating, .. ventilation, and air. conditioning systems of the. buildings provided with 
appropriately sized maximum effiCiency. ratinff value (MERV) filters., . . . . 

• He:ating, ··ventilation, and air conditioning systems for units that are installed with ME~V 
filters shall mainta}n positive pressure within the building's filtered ventilation system· to 

· reduce infiltration of unfiltered outdoor air. 

Mitigati'qn· measures. identifiec;i in ... the HRA~ shall be · id~ntified ·as mitigation measures irJ the 
emvironmental document and/or incorporated into the site~ development plan as a component of . 
th:e· proposed project. The air intake design and MERV filte_r requirements shall b~. noted and/or 
. reflected on ail building 'plans submitted to the City .and shall be verifi-ed by the City'~. Plannin'g 
Division. The'· intent of 'this' . mitigation "measure .is. to reflect curre'nt CARB and . SCAQMD 
·Guidance/Standards.·as \~eil as CEQA legislation and case-law, and the City implementation of 
the measure shall adhere to currentstandards/Jaw at' the time such analyses are undertaken . 

. •, ,·· 

... . . 
.·. 
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'. ' . ' .··. ', ' ' ,.,, ·, 
Where avai/abJ~, .the· signlfic~nce. c_{ite.ria: ·estab.fish~d by the·. 

·applicable air quality man!Jgement oralr pollution .control 
·district . maj/ .be . relied upon,. tQ :. m.ake ''Jhe. · folloivfiJg 

.. determinations:. Would the projeCt~· .;:/ .. · 

· Less Than ~ ·~ , . 
Potentially / '· Signifi~an( ~·.Less Than; · · · ' . No 
Significant · · irnRactWith · ~ignificant 

· ·lmp~ct ··.·Mitigation Impact: · 
, · · ~~~orpor,a,ted:. . 

Impact 

· .. ·' ,···. ' ' ' ...... . 
' ·"' ' 

. e. Create objectionable ·odors affecting.a substantial number of. ... \ ~ : 
~ .' ,' 

··~·people?. . \ ·. ··~· . : , .. •• ~~ • • • 'r 

. , .. '.... . . ~ . ' . ' ' ' ·, . . ' -~ i 

' WHY? A~cording to the SCAQMD· (~EQA' Ail"' Quality Han'dbook;."· ~~·~d 'uses associated With 
- odor complaints typically include ·ag~icu.ltural uses, waste~a,ter .. treatment . ptants, fo()d 

: processing 'plants, chemical plants,' composting; r,efinerie~,' landfills, 'dairies,. and fiberglas~ 
·.molding. The proposed project is· an amend.mentto the. City of Pasadena TOO O.rdinance and 
·development th'at Would,be allowed·would not inClude any. uses ·identified by the SCAQMD~ as 
being asso~iated ·w.ith odo~s. Therefore; the proppsed. project would 'have .·no impact. .: 

'·~IOLOGICAL RESOURCES:,· 

. . a: . . Have a sub~tantial adverse effect, eit~er di,rectl.y. or through . 
habitat . modifiCatiOf'!S, . qj;" any .. spe(;ies identified .. as a 
candidate, sensitiv~: or;speCial status species 'ln''local or' 

·, regional plans, poliCies; or. regulations; or by the. California' 
. _Department ·ot,- Fish- 8nd-.Gcime o~·-·u.~s·.- Fi_Sh 8rld Wndlife.-- .. 

· .. 1 .service? . . . · , · ' ·. ·· .,·. 
'!,··.:'• 

· .. \ 

. ~.' . 

···\· 

-t 

No 
Impact 

WHY?. The 'TOO areas are located' in. developed urbahized are'as throughout the··city . . Th~ 
proposed project is an am~ndment -to .the City. of Pasadena TOO Ordinance .and would not 
entitle or fund ·any· spe~ific projects· and; thu~;:\fliould n'ofresult in any direct physical changes tq · 
.the· environment.' Therefore, . the . project would not· have :a substan.tial adver~e effect, ·~itner· 
directly or throu.gh 'habitat modifications··on any species.· No impe;;tcf would occur .. · · . . ,, . 

• • ' ) ' ' ; ' \ -I I ' , •• ~' ' ' I '< '_ • • •• •, ,' • ' t' ' '. ' 'i ' ' • ' ' '. ' ' o • ', ' 

Would the project: 
7 

b .. 

• ,- ' ' •: "". ~ I •. 
,., \' 

•', 

· · t~$s Th~~ 
.. Sigllific~nt 
lmpactWith. 
:~Mitigation· · 

~-~~~orpo~ate~ 

'. -~ 1: '' '. • • ' '. 

,'1 

.. LessThan' 
Significant 

lri)pact 

No · 
l_mpact 

. . ·: 

' ' ' 

· WJ:IY? The TOO area~ are located iri developed urbanized areas throughout the city. The· 
proposed project iS not located within a bi<?logical resources area, and no riparian habitat or 
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City of Pasadena 
·: ·Amen'dinenUo the Transit-Oriented Development Ordinance Project . 

- .. · Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

·other sensitive naturaJ··c;;ommLmities are present in the project ar~a as identified in regional plans 
or r.egulatioris· of the California Department of Fish and VVildlif~ or U.S. Fishand Wildlife_ Service. 

There are no .qesignated natur~l communities. i.n the. city. Natural habitat areas yvithi.n the city's 
. boundaries are _largely limited to the upper and lower portions of the Arroyo Seco, the _City's 
. western.·hillside area, and Eaton' Canyon. The--proposed TOO ordinance would not apply to any -

of these areas, as such ar~~s are not in_ proximity to the_ City's ·Gold Line stations or Central 
District. The proposed project is a regulatory tool and _approval ef the proposed ·project will not 

.- 9reate a substantial adverse_,effect on any ne1tural. habitat areas. No· impact would occur .. · 
·' .. 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

No 
Would the project: Significant Impact With Significant 

Impact 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporated 

c. Have a substantial ·adverse effect of federa_lly ·protected . . 
_: .. ' .. 

wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but notlimited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal,: X 
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, 
or other means?· . 

WHY? . _The TOO areas are located. in urbanized areas and do. not include any. discernible _ 

0 

drain~ge courses, -inundated areas, wetland vegetation, or_ hydri9 soils, and thus does not Q 
include US, Army Corps of Engineers jurisdiction~! dra_;'na.ges or wetlands. There are no federally 
protected waters or wetlands, as ·defined by SeCtion -404 of the.Ciean Water Act, within the TOO 
areas.· No· water features or other topographic depressions are preset)t within the TOO areas 
that could support wetlands. Further, the propos~d project would. not-en~ltle -or fund ·any specific 
projects and, thus,_ would not result in any direct physical changes to the environment 
Therefore, the pro·posed project would have no impact to , federally protected wetlands as 
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water· Act.. .- · · 

- ' . : . . '- ' . ~ 

Less Than· 
P-otentially Significant Less Than 

No 
Would the .project: Significant IRJpact With Significant 

lmpacf. .. Impact · · Mitigation Im-pact. 
Incorporated 

; 

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
. resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with X 

·· established native resident' or migratory wildlife corridors, or '• 
; 

·impede the· u~e of native ,wildlife· nursery sites? ·. 

:wHY? The proposed project is an amendment to:the TOO Ordinance, and would not entitle. or 
fund any specific projects and, thus, woulq riot result in' any direct .physic-al changes ·to the 
environment. The proposed-project is a regulatory tool that applies to urbanized portions of the 
City of Pasadena. Therefore, no impacts to migratory species, wildlife movement corridors, 'or 
·native·wildlife nursery sites would-occur as a ·result ofthe proposed project. · · · 

,-· 
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e. Conflict with ·any 19cal. p'qlicies . or ordinances protecting 
. biological· resources,. such·.as a tree preservation p~iicy or 
· -·ordinance? · · ·· 

' ( 

' WHY? ' The propose.d project is :an amendment to the TOO Or~in;anc.e, and would not e'ntitle or 
fund· any specific projects and, .thu~,· w~:>Uid not .result· in ·any. direct· physical :Ghanges ·to the 
environment· Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with · any local policies or 

· ordinances protecting· biological .. resources,· and wquld have no related impacts. · 

, . .:f.:. ¢9nfli.ct Vtlith. '·the .Provi.sions 9f. ·an adopted Habitat· 
Conservatipn Pian (HCP):. Naturai:Comml,J!Jity Cons~rva~ion . :·· 1 

· Pian. (NCCP),. or other approveq local, regional,. or state, 
.. h~bitat cons.e!Vation' pia~? : .· ' ''•.. ,. ; ' ' ' ' . . ' ' :' ': 

I l ' 

. No .. 
· Impact. 

·x 

·.t' .. , 

·.WHY?: There .. are.1no ppopted 8at:>itat'Qol}servatio~ o~·Na~urai Community., Cpn~ervation .Plans 
.in the City .of ,pe;is.ade~a ... Jh.ere .. _are, al&o no app(qved_ loc~l,· .regional; or: state·>habitat 
conservation plans. Therefore, no imp9cts. would occur.~~ are~mlt of the proposed project:· · 

2.5 CULTURAL. RESOURCES 

Wo~/d·the project: 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the :significance of a . 
· ··· historical resource .'as defined in·.CEQA Guid~lines Section · ·. 

15064:5? ; 'p .. ,, ,l ·' ,. 

No 
:Impact 

\' 

WHY? The proposed project would not entitle or fund any specific projects and, thus, would 
. not result in_ any, direct physical changes' to the environment..· Development of new uses under. 
the TOO Ordinance could· involve historic resources; however, .such projects would be subject to 
th~ City's development standards and. processes, which include strict protections for historical 
resources. Chapter 2.75 of the ·City Municipal _Code. outlines the Historic Preservation 
Commission. The Commission .carries out the duties in section 2.75.045 'such asreviewing and 
making recommendations on environmental reports, zone changes, master development plans,· 
planned developm·ent and other land use entitlements as they are applicable to historic 
resources in the city. Future modification of any historical resource would require additional 
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discretionary. approvals· by the City of Pasadena. Therefore, the proposed project would .not 
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resc;>urce, ·and .impacts 
.woutd·b~ Jess than significant. · · 

-· 
Less Than 

1-- Potentially Significant Less Than 
No 

·. Would the project: Significant Impact With Significant 
Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

b. Cause a_ substantial adverse change in the significance of X . an archaeological-resource pursuant to Section 15064.5? 

WHY? The proposed project is an amendment to the TOO Ordinance, and would not entitle or 
funo any specific projects and, thus, would _not resuit in any direct· physical changes- to the 
environment. Due to the limited number of archaeolog_ical resources documented and the built
out hature of the city, potential impacts to archaeological resources are considered to- be low. 
The City completed SB 18 and AB 52 consultations/notification for the proposed project.. The 
Native -American consultation did not -identify any sacred lands or known archaeological 
resourGe ·sites _in th~ Specific Plan. area .. Nonetheless, California P-ublic Resources Code 
5097.9-5097.991 provides protection to Native American historical and--cultural resource~. and 

0 

· sacred . sites. However, development or redevelopment· on vacant parcels or infill _s-ites may 
occur where deep excavations may unearth- previously undisturbed areas. The ·General Plan 
Update EIR ·identified ·Mitigation Measure 'MM 4-1 to address potential impacts to previously Q 
unknown archeological resources. Mitigation Measure 4-1 has been incorporated into this -
~IS/MND as MM CUL-1 .. Implementation of MM CUL~1 would protect unanticipated discoveries 
by halting work and -requiring that the resource be evaluated by a Registered Professional 
Archaeologist. Therefore, 'this_-inipact would be Jess than significant. · · -

Mitigation Measures 

MM CUL-1- If cultural resources are discovered. du-ring construction ·of .h:md de\{elopment 
projects in -Pasadena that may be eligible for. listing. in the California Register for. Historic 
Resources, all ground disturbing activities in the immediate vicinity of the find shall be halted. 
until the find is evaluated by a .Registered Professional Archaeologist. If testing determines that 
significance criteria are met; then the project shall be required 'to perform data rec~very, 
professional identification, radiocarbon' dates as: applicable, and' other special studies;. and 
provide a comprehensive final report in~Juding site record to _-the City c:1nd the South Central 
Coastal Information Center at California State University FulleJion. No further grading shall 
occur in the area of the disc~very until Planning Department approves the report. - -
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"' ~ ' 

.wo.uid·tlle project: 

c. Directly or inpirectly destroy a· uniqu~ ·paleontological 
resource or:site· or unique. geologic f~ature? · .. 

:.X 

. WHY?. The. roo areas·' are ·lpcated:·within 'highly' dev~l'oped 'Clreas and ,have' been' previo'usly 
:disturbed and graded a~ a.··.res~lt of.th.e existing· on~site structures. Further, the proposed project 
. is an ,c;tmen9m~nt:to.t,t'le roo' 0Jdinance,· .and wouid noferititle or fund any. specific projects.and, . 

. thu~, would not result in any direct physic~ I chan·ges·· to'the: environment. According to Figure 
._4.5.,.2 of the Gity· of Pasadena General .Plan. _Update Environmental Impact Report ·(EIR), the 
proposed TOO areas are not within the pale·ontologically sensitive geologic formations. 

· Therefc;>re, this impact is less than significant..·· ·· i · · , • · 1': . ·:. ·:· ·:. · · ~-. · 

''::. 

Waul~ .fhe project: · 

- '·-~ . 

d; Disturb any human remains, including those interred ,outside · . ' 
of formql ceremonies? · · · 

. : i::.essJ:Ilan 
Sfgnifi2ant 
.. hrJpact 

X 

.·._,•,· 

No 
Impact 

WHY? The prop'osed· project.is an ani¢ndment to the Too· Ordine1nce, and would not entitle or 
fund any. sp·ecific projeCts ·and; thus, would·. not'.result in any·.direct physical changes to the 
·environ.ment Oev·~lopmen't. or. redeve.lopnient on. vacant p~rcels o'r inn II ni~y. occur where deep 
,excavation~ may unearth previously'.· u·ndisturbed areas, Future ·development that .. may occur· · 
Linder the. TOO. Ordinance ~·may encounter· previously unknown human remains·;· however; . 
Califo'rnia ·Public Resources Code 5097.9-5097.991 provide.s: .·protection to ·Native· American 
:historical and' cultural 'resources', and. sacred. sites, .. including n:otification to. ,_descendants of 
'discoveries of Native, American human remains and·· provides i:for treatment· an~ disposition of 
human remains· ahd. associated grave g6ods::) As ·:.~.uGh,·. thi~: impaCt WC?uld . be .less·~· .. than 
signifj.cant. · · : ,.,; .:: ... : .1,,- · ... 

""', ?J 

2.6 ENERGY 

iiV~uld ~he project: · 

.a. Conflict with adopt~d energy conservation'plans? 
' '1.'' : .··. j 

Less:Than · · 
. ~ignificant 
Impact With 

.· Mitigatic)n, .. 
.; · ~?cQrp9rate~ ' · 

. '!' 

':· •: I ~ ' \ . 

b.ess·Th:an. 
Significant 

Impact.·· 

No 
Impact 

WHY? The proposed project is an amendment to the TOO Ordinance, and would not entitle or 
·fund any specific ·projects t;1nd, thus,::.would·: not .result in ·any ·direCt' ·physi9al changes to ·the _ Q environment.: In addition·,··future developme.nt-that ·could occur .in the,TOO ·a·reas ·under the 
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. . 

. • proposed project would 'be requi-red. to be consistent with the City's Municipal .Code· Sections 
14~04.500 through 14.04,526· and the Green City.Action Plan . .Per Pasadena Municipal Code 
Section 14·.04.01'0, the future development is required to comply with the amended 2013 edition 

• of ·the California Green Building Standards Code and the 2013 California· .Energy Code . 
. Therefore, the propQsed project would ·not conflict with adopted energy conservation plans . 

. . 
.. Less Than 

... Potentially Significant Less Than 
. Would the project: Significant Impact With Significant . 

. ·No 

Impact Mitigation Impact 
Impact 

Incorporated 

b. Use .non-:renewable resources in a wasteful and inefficient X .. 
manner? .. 

WHY? The proposed project is an amendment to the TOO Ordinance, and wo~ld not entitle or 
fund any specific. projects and,· thus,_ would not result ,in any direct physical changes to the 
·environment In addition,· future· development that could occur in the TOO areas· would be 
required to be _consistent with the City's Municipai Code Sections 14.04.500 through 14.04.526 .· 
and t,he Green City· Action Plan. Further,· future development is required to comply with the 
ame':lded 20-13 edition of the California Green Bujlding Standards Code and the 2013 Galifornia 

. Energy. · Code._ Therefore,· _ the proposed TOO Ordinance amendment- would not use 
· nonrenewable.resources in a wasteful and inefficient manner. 

2.7 ·GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

No Would the project: Significant Impact With Significant 
Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated . 

a. Expose. people or structures to potential substantial adverse . . 

· .. effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 
· i) · · Rupture of a known ·earthquake fault, as delineated on ... ' .. · 

the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Map issued by the State Geologist for" the ·area or X based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? 
Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

WHY?. The city i_s· s~bject to the effects of seismic activity d~e to the active·faults that traverse 
the area. Active faults are defined as those that have experienced surface displacement within 
Holocene , tinie -(approximately the last 11,000 years)· and/or are in a· state.:.designated 
·Earthquake FaultZone. According to the City's GeneraiPian Safety Element, the Scim Andreas 
Fault is a "master"· active fault anq controls seismic hazard in Southern California. This fault is 

.located approximately 21 miles north of Pasadena.· 
. - . . ·- . . . 

The County. ·of Los. Angeles.· and the City of Pasadena are both affected by. Alquist-Priolo 

0 

o· 

Earthquake Fault Zones,. -Pasadena is. in four U;S .. Geological Survey (USGS) quadrants: the Q 
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: Los Angeles, Mt.. VVilson, El: .Monte;. arid P~sadena: quadrangles. ·•· The·· quadrants;. :·with:. the 
. e~c~ption· of the Pasaden~. ·quadrar:tg_le.;; we.re ·mapped. for Earthquake· Fau,lt Zones :under the 
Alqu.ist~Priplo ·Act. in.-1977.· The .. propos~d::Pr.Pj~ct -is" located .witbin_i the<Pasadena. WSGS 
quadrangle.· .. ·:".< .,_ · · ... .., ,·! .. , .• ·:.·- ., 

·.These Alqui~t~Priolo m·aps, show only one ·Fault Zone ·in or adjac·ent.~o t~e City .of Pasadena: the 
. Haymonq (Hill) ,Fault Alquist-Priolo Earthquake F~ult·Zone: This fault is loQated primarily south 

. ~·f c.ity limits;- hq'!'(:ev~r, -·the_ s9_uthernrnostportions. of the cityJie·!within· the fault;s mapped :Fault 
.. Zone. The. City's Generql Plan: Safety Elemeot ·identifies the following· three additional zones. of 
· poteftti~i fault.rLipture inth~ city.: -~ · . . . · · ·. · 

. ··:· .. 

" 1, L • ' .•• • ~ ' ' ' ' I , ! ,: ' • 

: .• . The ·E:agJ~,· Rock. Fault;·l;laz·ard~.·M~nagemeni ;z:one,··_which traverses.the ·so.uthwestern 
··-. portion ·ofth~.~.city. J: · " · .. , :. · • . . · :·, .. -.. . . :· _ . 

•. Th·¢· Sierra . .:M~qre Fault Hazard M.?nagemeni. 'zone,-w!Jich-·:incll)des the Tujunga Fault, 
· the· No'rth SawpitFau.J( and the.South, Branch ofthe San ~Gabriel Fault:. Jhis:.Fault Zone 

is pdmarily''no'rth of the city, and only the very northeast portion of the.city and portions 
ofthe'Upp·er Arroy.o liewithin'the·-mapp,edFau.ltZone. ... · · -- · · · · 
' . . I ... ' . . ; ' •'. , . 

. ' 

• · A Possible}\ctiv,e;strand~ ~f.. the ·sierra Madre Fault appears to.joih ·a continuation ;of .the 
Syca,rnore Canyon Fault This .fault. area traverses. the· northern portion of the _city ~nd.is . 
ide_ntified as ·a. Fault Hazard·Mqnagement,'Zone for Criti,cal Facilit.ies Only. ·. 

'''• ' . ._: .. ' ' ·.,." ··-...· ' • •. , r. ' •' . 

• . ' '· ' • • ' • , ' '• ', • .' • . .' ::,, 1 :-i . .:' i' ' . ,. . • • • • . , 

The proposed project is an amendment to th~ TOO. OrdiQ.ance( and wquld ·not' entitle or fund any 
·specific projects and,: thus, would not result in·any .9.irett physical changes to the. environment 
'Inasmuch as the proposed prqject ·could.· indirectly, resuit . .in new ·development, futur~ 
:development projects could. expose addition-al·: persons ~md. sfrudures to seismic. hazards. 
:However, any such future projects woul~ be. required to comply· with all applicable·Building and 
· Safety division require'!lents.·: · Further, -th~ ~ity's Builc~ing Code (Pa,sadena Muniqipal ·Code, Title . 
14) requires future developments to submit an engineering geology report and soils engineering .. 

. ~~port ~o. identify arid . arneliorat~. _geo,l'ogy: :conditions and ·~.hazards, Therefore:, the. proposed 
project would. not~xposie p~ople'or ~truqtur_es to pot~.ptial suqstantial adverse effects cau$ed. by 
th,~ rupt~re ofa.known·fault lnlpacts.vyoUidbe conside~eq lessJhaJ1:Significant. i ·-·· . 

· . Would the proj~ct:· 

.a. . . Expo~e people o~ str~~tures, to potential ~ubsfantJal advers~. , 1 

effects, inQiuding ~h~ risk of loss, injury,. or deathinvol'(ing: , . . 
. ii) . . Strong seismic ground shaking. · 

No . 
. Impact 

WHV? Since the City of Pasadena is within a larger are~· traversed by active fault systems, 
such as the San Andreas and Newport-Inglewood Faults, any majo·r earthquake. along. these 
systems will cause seismic ground shaking in ·Pasadena .. Much of the city i~·on sandy, stony, or·. 
gravelly loam formed on the alluvial fan adjacent to the San Gabriel Mountains. This soil is more 
·porous and looseiy compacted ·than bedrock, and thus subject to greater impacts from seismic 
ground-shaking than bedrock. · · · · \ 
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· · However, the risk of earthquake damage is minimized because· new structures are required to . 
_.be built according to the CaHfornia Uniform Building. Code and other ·applicable codes, ahd are 
.·subject to--inspeCtion during. construction. Structures for human habitation must be designed to 
m.eet or exceed California Uniform Building Code standards for Seismic Zone 4. · · · · 

·:.Further, .the proposed project .is an· amendment to the TOD Ordinance,· and would, not ·entitle 9r 
•fund ·any· specific:.projects .and, thus, would not result 'in any direCt 'physical changes 'to ~he 

'. environment. Future ·;deve.lopment :. uses that·. could be developed under the. proposed · 
· ·• amendment would be required ·to comply with the City's Building Code (Pasadena Municipal 

Code, Title.14) which requires future development to submit ar engineering g'eology reporfahd 
soils engineering report to identify and specify construction requirements to account for geology 
conditions and hazards. The geotechnical'investigation would· include site..:specific. assessment 
of ·geological and· seismic hazards, including the risk of strong grotind· shaking~ Future 
development would be required to co'mply with applicable Building and Safety regulations and 
Chapter 18 ·of the CBC which addresses geotechnical requirements. ·Compliance with.:the CBC 

-and City Building ·code wo_uld.ensure -potenti_al impacts· would be less than significa~t.: · · ,-- · 

Less Than 
Potentially Signific;ant Less Than· 

No 
Would the project: Significant lmpactWith Significant 

Impact 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

lncorpor~~ed 

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial a9verse 
. . 

effeCts, including the risk of loss, injury',· or death involving: 
.. 

''iii) . Seismic-related ground'failure, inclu.ding liquefaction as 
~ . ' 

~ ... 

deliri~ated on the most recent Seismic Hazards Zories· 
l'j·. 
I' . _ .. ·-··) Map ·issued by the State ·Geologist for . the . area or ,. -X.-

::. based on other. substantial evidence of known -areas of ·.· .. 
'• .. 

_ liquefaction .. .. ,: 
, .. '• .. 

•' '' 
·",. :i 

.. 

·WHY? Liquefaction is the sudden decrease-in shearing··strehgth ofcohesionless· s·oil due to 
. vibration. During dynamic or cyclic shakiri~i, the. soil mass· is .:distorted, and· interpartlculate 
stresses are transferred .from the ·sand grains to the. pore wateL When the pore water. pressure 
increases. to the point that the interparticulate effective stresses are reduced to zero, the soil 

. behaves teniporar!IY .as a viscous fluid (Hquefaction) and, consequently, ·.loses its capadty to 
support · structures. LiquefaCtion potential has been found to be the greatest ·where the 
groundwater' level and loose. sands occu·r within a depth of about 50 f~et or less. The potential 
for liquefaction decreases with increasi~g grain size and clay and gravel content, but increases 
as the ground acceleration . and duration of shaking -increase.· According to the California 
Department of Conservation, Div)sion of Mines and Geology none of the: city's TOO area·s are 
not located in a .liquefaction zone .. Therefore,- the proposed 'project woi.Jiq ·have :no·'··impacts 
~elat~~ to s~ismi_c-rel~ted ground :,failure:.: ' · · 

.:: ··t,J,• ...... 

~:.. ,__. ,·, '., .. ·. 

', . _·. ' 
' . . . -

" 
! : '<~.:. 

. '. ~-' ~. ' -.... 
' ~ -
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a. Expose people or structures: to potential substantial adverse 
_effects,- including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

. · iv) Landslides as. delineated 'mi. the. most recent Seismic 
Hazards Zones·Map issued.bythe:state· Geol6gist .. for 
the area or based on other substantial evidence of 
known areas of landslides. 

'l• ·: '. . ..... ·~ .· 

Less Than.,· 
· Significant· 
lmpact'With' · 

. · Mitigati~m': · · 
· ·. 'lncor~~rat~d. 

. '. 

. N'o 
Impact 

·.wHY? iL~:mdslid.~s a-~d. other forrl1s of·:~lbpe failur~ .for~ iri .. r~spdnse to-.th.eJong.:.t~rm .geologic 
~ycle of'uplift,, mass'.'v;,asting~".'and d,i~t~~bance,.of slopes ... f\llass:wasti~g· r~fers'to·a·variety_ of 

.. erosion processes ,from gr?dual powhhill· ~oil creep to ·mudslides, .det?ris ;flows, land~lides,. and 
rpck fall,. p~o~es~es that are. cornm.only_ triggered by intense. preGipitation, wnich varies a~cording 

~ to climatic ~hifts. ,O'ijen, v~rious forms of:.rnass wasti.ng:are grouped together: as .landslides,· 
which. are .. gen~rally used to describe the. downhill. movement of rock·and soil. According to the 
California. Department oLConservation, Div.ision o(Mines· and-_Geol'ogy none of the city's TOO 
:areas 'are located in :an earthquake-induced landslide.·zone;.:. Rath.er, the city's TOO areas· are 
located within largely flat alluvial portions. of the city. Therefore,. the proposed project.would 
have no. impacts related to known land_sli<;te.areas. · · 

_JAiou/d the proj~ct: 

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Less .Than 
Significant 
': 1in_pact · 

·x 

No 
Impact 

WHY? The pro·posed project is an am~ndmentto' the TOO Orqinance, and would not entitle or 
fund 1 ·any. specific projeCts 'and,·: thus; wduld not 'resulf'in any direct' .physitai changes to the 
·environment. Future devel'oprrl'ent under the proposed ·am$'ndmetlt would be-required to .compiy 
with· the SCAQMD~s Rule 403 and ·w~ter e'rosion· protections ·required by, the Clean Water Act 
and the National pollutant. Discharge Elimination System !(N~DE.S): T.herefor~, impacts are i~ss 
,than:sighifibant.. · '.: · ··'··· · · · · .. · ' '-: ,:· ·· , .... - · .·, .-

Would the project: 

c. · Be located on a geologic unit or soil that ·is unstable, or that 
would become unstable as a result of· .the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

· "L~ss Than . . .. 
· Significant ·· Less Than • 
Impact With. 

··~·Mitigation 
: · · ~}~~orporated · 

X 

., r:' ~, , , • 

No 
. Impact · 

WHY? The City of Pasadena rests primarily on an alluvit;II plain. To the north, the San Gabriel 
· Mountains are relatively new in geological time. These mountains run generally east-west and 
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. have the San Andreas Fault on the- north and the Sierra Madre Fault to the south. The-action of 
these two faults irr conjunction with the north-south compression of the San. Andreas tectonic 
plat_e ·is pushing up the San Gabriel Mountains. This uplifting combined with ~rosion has helped 

· form the- a·lluvial plain. ·As showri on Plate 2~4 of the Technical Background Report to the 2002 
Safety Element,· the majority of the city lies on· the flat portion of .the alluvial fan, which is 

· expected to be stable. · · · · · · · · 
. . .. . . 

. Based on these reasons, -·even though the project .site i~ located within. a ~ei~tnically. active· 
region. impacts related to liquefaction would be less than significa-nt. In addition,,· the projeCt site 

.. would not be subject to earthquake-induced landslides. · .. · · · · · 
: . . . .' .. 

Further, the proposed project is an amendment to the TOD Ordinance, and would not entitle or 
fund any specific pr,ojects and, thus, would not re~ult in any dkect physical· changes ~o the 

-· emiironnient.. Development under the proposed amendment would pe required to comply with 
the City's -Building ·Code · (Pasadena Municipal Code, Title -14) which requires future 

_· development to submit ah engineering ·geology· report and· soils engineering repo_rt to idehtify -
· .. and- specify construction requirements ·to account for geology conditions· and hazards. The 
geotechnical ·investigation would include· site-specific assessment of hazards from subsidence 
and collapsible soils. Future.development would be required to comply with applicable Building· 
and Safety regulations and Chapter 18 of the CBC which addresses geotechnical requirements. 
_Compliance with th~ CBC and .City Building .Code would ·ensure potential impacts would be less 
than. significant.· · 

le$.s Jhap 
Potentially Signific~or· _- LessTh~m 1-·- . 

No. 
Would-the project: Significant · lmpatt_With·· . Significant 

Impact 
Impact Mitigation: Impact 

. lncorporat~d . 

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-~of 
the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks --X· 
to life or property? 

.. 

WHY?. The proposed_ project is an amendment _to. the TOO Ordiriance,. and ·wo_u.ld ~ot entitl~ or 
fund any speCific projects and, thus, would not result in any direct phy~ica( change~ to the 
environ-ment. Future development that could occur. under th_e proposed . amendm~nt; would be 
required to: comply_ with the City's B_uilding ·code (Pasadena Municipal· Cod.e, T.itle __ 14} w~ich 
requires future development. to . submit an engineering geology report' and- soils engineering 
report to identify and specify construction requirements to account for geology conditions .and 
hazards. The geotechnical investigation would include site-specific· assessment -:of ·geological 
hazards, including expansive soils. Future developtnent would ·be required to comply with 
applicable Building_ and -Safety . regulations. anq . Chapter 18 ·of the · CBC _which .addresses 

· geotechnical requirements. Compliance .with tile· CBC and· City Building Code would ensure 
potential imp~~ts would' be ·less than significant. 

:.~•.' 
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e. . Have $Oils incapable of adequ(ltely ·-supporting. the .. use of. 
' septic tanks. or altern(ltive wastewater disposal systems ; .. 

where sewers are not available ·: for. the disposal of 
wastewater?· - ' 

Draft Initial .Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

"I·, .,,_ .. ,, ., ~ ' ' 
~ ' ._ . 

' .. -" 

. - l' .. ' ~ . ' -·. . ~· ~ ~ 

.WHY1 .The..propos~d.prqj~~t is· an. amendment to th~ TOO Ordihanpe-,_-aqd would. not entitle. or 
'f~nd a~y specifi_c·. projects c:mp·,·.-Jhus: wou·l·~··.noi, 'result .in. any, qirect physical· changes :.to the 
~environmen~. Future_9~":e:!opm~~t th~t ~puld :occur under·_the proposed .. ~men.dment -would .b.e 

·. required to .. connect) .. to ·the -existing sewer .system.-.. Further; -no-septic· tanks or~_alternative 
.w.astewater· systems_ would be· c9nstructed as. -part·of. the p,roject~ .. J-;h_e~efore, no; impacts wouid 

-cicc. ur.· · · · · · · · · · .·· · · · · 

\ . 

' :, 
'. ',. . ,, .. ' .·: . ' 1 '. . • : • , •. 

GREEN-HOUSE :GAS EMISSI.ONS-~ 
·' 

a. :·Generate· g~eenhouse·: ·gas ·emissions; either' ':directly :or 
indirectly, that may have a: significant impact oil · the 

.. envirQnment? · . . ,. 

;- -.(.:;_.,- .. 

; • j \ 

~ .: 

-··.No 
Impact.· 

,WHY? .. -Th~ p~oposed·projed is-ah amehdme·nt to the' TOO Ordinance·:· and\N'ould not' entitle: or 
• ' t • '·' . • ) • ' • ' ' ~ > '• ' • :' ' r ' \ l, ~ ' 

·fund ·any specific· ·rxojeets · and/'thus,. v'li'ould· not \result in·· any direct physical changes .to the_ 
·environment. However~ the prop·osed projecr·co'uld indirectly resci'lf in ·new devek>pmerit,·where 
there may ·t)e ·im·p~cts ·. in·'·greenhouse '-'gas: (GHG) emis.sia·il'~· :from .. construction activ-Ities,, 

· increased vehicle use, natural gas combustion;. and other -operational . sources. Emission,.s 
would incrementally contribute· to the giobar GHG. levels. However; the City has· multiple poliCies, 
programs, and 'plans in place that serve to re~uc~ emis!;ions .. The City~s Green City Action P..l~~ 
arid Green :Building Ordinance, wh·i.c~t exceeds :·cc;ilifornia Green ·Building ·Code requirements., 

.: would' result in lower emissions. fr6m future . buildings than existing buildings · in Pa~iadena. 
: Ad_dition.ally, new developmenfthaf could ·occu·r u·nder the. TOO ,Ordinance would· be .lo~ated ·in 
:areas serv~d by high~quality· transportation{ a~d would ·encourage an· increase ·in alternative 
tra~~portation-m~d~S, an~'requce _ _G~<?:ernis~.ion_s per c9pita, . . 

~ > • ; • • • _. ' 

:In summary, any future development supported by the propbsed. TOD Ordin·ance·amendment 
. would be required. to implemen(polici~s and. prqgra{TIS that r~duce vehicle rniles traveled (VMT) 
:·per capita and reduce building energy and natural gas consumptidn"per square foot. Therefore, 
the 'City; considers the potenti~l.-.future GHG emissions- that cou.ld, jnct-irectly result from adOption 
qf. the proposed TQQ .Or<;t_inance ~r;D~r1<;i_men~ and ·their potential· contributio·n .-to . air.·: quality · 
.yi_o.l~tions a l~ss tha(l.s.ignifi~~nUmpetct of,_th~J>roject · ~ .. · .. ·, .. _· :. , 

~ . : ' ... 
. ·• 
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Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

No 
Would. the project: Significant lmpa'Ct With Significant 

Impact 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

lnco~porated 

b. ·confliCt with any applicable plap, policy or-regulation of an 
agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions I . : ··1,. .. X 
of greenhouse gases? . ' ' 

. ' . 

WHY? .California has adopted several policies and regulations for the purpose of reducing · 
. GHG ·emissions.. As·sembly Bill · (AB) 32 was enacted . in 2006 to ·reduce , statewide GHG 
-·emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Senate Bill (SB) · 375 (Linking ·Regional Transportation Plans 

. -:to" State. Greenhouse Gas· Reduction Goals;· codified· as· Government Code ·sections '.65080, 
65400, 65583; 65584.0f, ·65584.02, 65584.04, 65587, 65588, 14522.1, ··14522.2, and 65080.01 

: as· well as· Public Resources Code Sections 21 Ofr1.3 and · 2'1159~28 and Chapter 4.2) ·was 
enacted in 2009. with· the goal. of reducing GHG. ·emissions by limitir)g urban sprawl and ·its 
associated vehicle emissions. Per the requirements of .SB 375, SCAG created a sustainable 
communities strategy (SCS). ~hat integrates· transportation and .lahd ·use elements in order to · 
achieve the emissions reduction target.· The SCS encourages transit-oriented devel()pment, 
Which places residential uses and employment centers near mass transit stations to increase 

·-use ofmass ,transit and reduce vehicle. trips. The proposed TOO Ordinance amendment would 
- . provide the regulatory framework for development proj~cts· that are consistent with the SC$ .. 

• '< ' ,' • • ' • I •' 

·The· proposed. ~mendrrient to the TOO Ordin·ance would ·establish the ·regulator}' frall)ew.ork 
·. developmenfand improvement qf various forms of tra-nsit-oriented development. across the city 
in accordance ·with the City's adopted General Plan Land. Use Element.· Future indirect 
development associated with the project would be subject to the above and the City's ·~reen 
City Action. Plan ·and Green Building.· ·ordinance, further reducing project-related . GHG 
.emissions ... However, the proposed project would not ·entitle or fund~ any. specific projects and, 
thus, .. would not. resu!t in. any direct physical changes to· ·the. erivironmenL Therefore, the 
.Proposed project would not co-nflict with any applicable plan, policy, or reg~:Jiation ~dopted for the 
pu.rpos.e of reducin~ GHG emissions.and impa:cts would be considered l~ssthan significant.· 

2.9 ·· · ~AZARDS AND·.HAZARDOUS MATERIALS·· 

Would the project: 

a. Create a significant ·hazard to the public or the environment 
, . ..through th,e routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous 

· · .. materials? · · · · ~ · · 

Potentially 
.Significant . 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

. . r. , 

Less Than 
Significant 
·Impact \ 

X 

. . . . - . ' 

. ~ :,~; 

No 
Impact 

J . 

·.·0 

0 

WHY?·. The proposed project is an amendment to the TOO Ordinance, and would not. entitle or 
fund. any specific projects and, thus, .would not result in ariy direct physical chang·es to the . 
environment. Future development that could occur underthe amendment to the TQD Ordihan·ce .... 
could involve. the routine t~ansport, use, or disposal· of hazardous materials during construction Q 
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(or. operation .. However,- such ;proje<;:t$ -wq:uld:· be .subject to federal,· state, and ·Io'cal regulations 
.' r:~gCJrdi.ng .the :handling and disposal of suoh~ mCJteriaJ.s; .J;he City .. of .Pasadena has ·ordinances 
regulating hazardous .materials management in _accordance-with state law: ·Municipal-Code Title 
8, Chapter '8.80, Handling and Disclosure of Hazardous Materials. Hazardous materi~Is are 

:·regul"ated by state,·federal, and local agenCies, inclu.ding the EPA, OSHA, and the. Pasadena -
Fire . Department. Therefore, ··the :p.roposed project would not create a· significant. hazard· to the · 

. public or the environment through the' r.outin~ transport, use; or.disposaJ. of hazardous m'aterials, 
. and this impactwould.be considered less.th,an.sig'nificant.- . . . ., .·' . / . . . . . : 

. . . . . . . . .. I . 

', , ' 

Would the projectj_ · 
· '::·No 

· lnipact 

b · .Create a .significant hazard to-the public or the environment· \:.·,-' .... r, ·,·,· .. :· 

. through _reasqnabiY.:- fore$eeabl~ ·,upset.,.' ·and . -accid~nt ·. 
. conditions inVolving the- release of hazardous,;rnaterials. into·· 
. ''the environme.nt? . - ·:· .. ·. ~ '· < • • • " ' : • : • • .] : ., :-,,. • 

. I \ f,_·: ;·_.·:· i :' 

I" ., . ' .• ~ .' : • . 

I 

·:l~VHY?.; The. proposed p;~ject i$~an· amend·m~~~:·to theTOD .Ordin~n~e,.-anciwould :not entitle. or 
fu~d. any' specific. proje,cis .and; thUS1, ~auld not .result in :any direCt physical changes· to :fhe 
-·~nvironment.:,F~ture-dev~Jopment~hatcould .occur.under the amendmentto the' TOO Ordinance 
. could inyolve. the. accidental re,Iease': of h·azardous m.aterials during .. construction or: operatioD of · 

. such uses. However, such projects would be subject to federal, state, ·and local regulations 
regarciing the handling ·and disposal of suth materials. The City of Pasadena b.as ordinances 

. regulating hazardous materials inanag.ement in accordance with state law:· Municipal Co~e Title 
· · 8, Chapter 8.80, Handling ~nd. ·Disclo~ure: ()f. Ha:?:ardous Materials. Hazardous materials ·ar~ · 

·:-regulated by state,· fed~ral,· anc;t ·tdcal ag.eri.cie·s~:. including the EPA, 9SHA, ·and the Pasadena 
.-Fire Department .Therefore,· the proposed -:.TOO Ordinance .amendment would ·not create any 
hazard through rel~ase ·pf hazardous ~mate'rials, ~nd thfs. ·_impact, would .be considered Ies~ ·than 

:··significant._· · · · · · · · · · · ·.. · · · · ··. .J... ·· 

·would the project:: .. 
r' ' ' :,~ , ' >o'> * 0 

·c.· . Emit haza[dous emissions :or handle· hazardous :or 1acutely · 
hazardous materials, .. substances, : or . waste within . one
quarter mile of an existing OfprOp9Sed. school? ~- '·. :_ ".·,; 

~ · ·:·~e~s than.:· 
·.:._Significant_·· .. · l.e~s Than · · 

)mpact With: Significant 
·: Mitigation · Jmpact, . 
. lncorp(?rate~. 

No 
_Impact 

; ,•:·· ',I' .· 
·. \ ., ,· •X:··. 

I ~ ' ) ' i •• .'.., \ : • ; ' •, ' '.·.·.i 

· WHY? The proposed project is an a·mendment to the TOO Ordinance, and would ·not entitle _or 
fund any specific projects and, ·thu~, would not re.sult in any direct physical changes to the 
environment.. Roos~velt Elementary ·School and Jefferson Elementary School are, within the 
proposed TOO areas .. Future development that_ could occur under the amendment to the TOO 
o·rdinance could involve the. emission or handling hazardous materials during construction. or 
operation, such projects would be subject to lederal,. state, and local regulations regarding the 
handling and disposal-' of such materials. The storage, handling, and disposal of hazardous· 
materials are regulated by the EPA, OSHA, arid the Pasadena Fire Department, which would. 
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· ensure that the above mentioned schools· would ,not: be· adversely impacted by the proposed . 
· project. Therefore;:·the pr()posed TOO Ordinance. amend merit would have Jess th~m ·significant 
. impacts tO.· SChOOlS. · I . , (:. · · · . . . 

Would the project: 

d. Be located on a site which _is included on a list of haza·rdous 
· · materials ·sites compiled pur.sLiant to Government Code 

Section. 65962·.5 and,- as a· result, wouid it' create a 
significant hazard toJhe public or the environment? · · 

. Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
· Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than . 
Significant 

Impact 

X .. 

No' 
-Impact 

· WHY? The ·proposed project is an amendment to the TOO Ordinance, ··and -would not entitle or 
I fund any specific· projects and, tpus, would ·not result ·fn ·any .. ·direct physical chang-es to the 
. envirqnment. While unexpected; if such a scenariO arises, the proje.ct :would be _subject t<? ·_ 
: various federal, state, and local laws and agencies ·that regulate hazardous material sites', such 
as th~- Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), · 
the, Resource: Conservation. and Recove_ry Act (RCRA), the state- and -federal Environmental 

·Protection- Agendes· (EPA), the California· Department-of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC),· and 
the Pasadena Fire· Department Therefore, the proposed ·p·roject will not resu.it in·· significant 

, impacts. related to hazardous· material sites: compiled pursuant ·to Governinen·t Code Section 
65962.5.·· . '. . 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant . Less Than 

No 
Wo~ld the_project: Significant Impact With Significant 

Impact 
Impact Mitigation lrnpact 

Incorporated 

e. For a . project located within an airport land use plan or, · ... 

where such a plan has ~not been adopted, within two miles .. 
of. a. public ·airport or· public use ai(port, would the_ project '. X 
result in a _safety hazard· for people resi.ding ·or working in · 

•, 

the project ~rea? · j 

' . . 

WHY? ·rre TOO ~reas are not·located within ·an :airport land use plan or within 2 miles of a . 
. public airport or public use. airport. The ne~rest public_ use. airport is the Bob Hope Airport iri 
:Burbank. The proposed project would. not result in a safety. hazard .. for ·people. residing :or 
working in the vicinity' of etn ai_rport. _ No impacts would occur in this. regard.~~ 

· November.2015 

. ' 
I. 

!·. 
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f. i=or a project within the vidnity.of a pri¥ate airstrip, would the · 
. project result in a safety. hazard for people residing. or 

working in the project area? ' ' 

> ,_, 

. ~ Less"Thao. . 
• · Significant · : 

h:npact With · 
·: ·Mitigation · 
'lricorporat~cr 

< l . " . ~' 

less··thap. 
Sig.nificant 
. IO:ipact: 

.··No.· 

Impact 

I I X 

WHY? The TOO areas are not within. 2 miles .of a private. airstrip. Therefore, the proposed 
project would"not:result :in:' a' safety hazard for people :re.sidilig. or' working in the vicinity of ·a 

··private airstdp and:no impacts woul<;foccur·.in this regard .. \. · ··· · 
;:, .:·.· 

· Wopld th~project: ·· 

g. Impair implementation of ·or·. physically interfere · with an 
adopted • emergency:: • response I plan 'or ' . emergency 

. ·evacuation plan? ·· .· ... · ·. 

. No 

x . 

WHY? The City of Pasadena Emergency Qper'ations Pliin · (EOP) addresses the City's planned 
response( to 'emergencies assoyiated with' natui:aJ 'dis,a~t,~rs and .. tech.nological inei.dents. it' 
provides c;t'n ·overview of operational conce(!;)tS, Identifies components of the City's. 1emergency 
managememt·organization within ·the Standardized E·mergency .Management· System (SEMS). 
and the National ..... lncige_Qt ... Manag_e.ment . $ystem .. ;:(NIMS),_ . and·. describ~s.- the overall 
:·responsibilities. ·of t~e federal,,.· state; and· _county entiti~~. ~p~. the .. City for protec~ing .life .and 

P ·property .and assuring the ·overall .vilell~being qf the poptJiation .. Further, the. City maintains a 
SEMS/NIMS .. :Emergency. ~e.sponse. ·._PI~n .. ·.which:;_. ac;!d.ress.e~ .. plann~d .. r~spons~s . to 
emergency/disaster situations (lss.ociated wit_h natural disasters,· te'chnological incidents, and 
national security-emergencies. The Pasadena Fire Depa.rtment maintains the disaster plan.· In 
c~se of a disaster; the P~sadena Fire Department is responsible ,for implementing the plan; ·and 
the Pasadena .Police Department. devises ~vacuation routes based, o·n.the ·specific circumstance 

· . .pf the emergen·cy. Th~~ City'' has-' preplarine~ ; ~va~uation r~)Utes f~r I ,.q'am: inundation area,s 
as.socia~ed wit~ Devil's G·a~~, O~rn.J~aton yva.sh, and.the J9nes .Reservojr. 

1 .,. ' 

For future development'.t~at. could occur underthe TOO Orqina(lce, prior· to'the .issuance of a 
building permit,· the appiicant. is required 'to .subrnit ·'appropriate pfaris .for plc:m review to ensure 
compliance with· zoning, building, ,an.d fire code,s .. Adt1erence to these r~quirements ensures th_at 
Juture develqpfllent would 'not have.a. slgnificanfiijlpact on emergency .r~spon~e and evacuation 
.''plans. However;)he proposed p(oject. would. nof entitle 'or fund ar;ty .. sp~cific .Pr9jects and, thus, 
would n,ofresultin any direct p~y~i.cai c.har:·iges t.p .th~ 'envi.rp.nment.:Th.erefore, the project would 
. riot imp~ir. implementation or physically: int~rfere. with an' adopted emergency_ response plan. ()r .. 
emergency evacuation p'lan, an'd no .. impacfwould occur; . ' . . . . . 

' ' " I. ' ' • ' ' - ·: I ; ' • ' I ' ~ ' • 
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. Would the. project: 

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands . are adjac~nt to · urbanized areas or · where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands? " 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

. ' 

Less T~an 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

' .. 

Less Than 
No 

Significant 
Impact 

Impact 
.. 

·x 

WHY? As shown. in the General Plan f:nvironmental .Impact Report, Chapter:_5.6, the; TOO 
areas are not located in an area of mod~rate or very high fire hazard. The TOO: areas, are 
locat~d withi_n urbanized areas and the. surrounding ·area ·is not adjacent to any. wildlands.· 
Therefore, the proposed project _would not expose people .or structures to a significant riSk· of 
loss, injury, or death involving wildlanq fires. No impacts would occur -in this regard. 

2.10 -HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

No 
Would the proje~t: Significant Impact With Significant 

Impact . 
Impact. Mitigatic)n Impact 

: 

.. Incorporated 

a. Violate ·any water quality standards or waste discharge X requirements?· .. 

: 

·WHY? ·Section, 303 of the federal Clean· Water Act: requires states to· develop water quality 
standa.rds to protect the beneficial us·es of rece.iving waters~ In· acc.ordance with California's 

. Port·er/Cologne Act, the Regional Water Quality · Coritrol Boards (RWQGBs) of the. State. Water 
Resources Control Board are required to develop water· quality objectives that'· ensure their 
region meets the re:quirements of Section 303 of the 91ean Water ~ct.. . . . 

Pasadena lies within the greater Los Angeles River wate.rshed, ·and thus, within the jurisdiction 
of the Los Angeles RWQCB. ·"the Los Angeles RWQCB adopted· water quality objectives in its 
·stormwater Quality Management Plan .(SQMP).' This SQMP is designed. t9 ensure that 
stormwater ·.achieves compli'ahce with receiving water limitations.· As • such, stormwater 
generated by a development that complies with the SQMP does not exceed the limitations of 
receiving·waters, and therefore does·not exceed water quality st~t'ndards: · 

- . '·· .. 

Compliance with the. SQMP is enforced by application of Section. 402 of the Clean Water Act, 
the· NPOES. Under. this section,· municipalities ·are required to· obtain permits· for the wa.ter, 
pollution generated by stormwater 'in their jurisdiction. These permits· are ·known as· Municipal 
Separate Storm Sewef Systems (MS4) permi~s. The· City of P~sade·na is a. co-permittee in th'e 
Los Angeles County MS4 permit'(Order No 01-182; NPOES No·. CAS0041 as arrierided by 
Orders R4-2006-0074 and R4-2007-0042). Under this MS4,· each· permitted municipality is 
required to implement the SQMP. 
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In accordance ·with the countywide MS4 permit, all new developments must comply with the 
. SQMP. · In· addition, as .. required . by; the. M$4 -perrri'it, the City .of,.. Pas·adena has·· adopted. a 
Standard Urban Stormwater MitigaHon Plan {SUSMP) ordinance -to ensure new developments · 
comply· with ·the SQMP .. This ordi"ni:mce requires ·most neW- developments to' submit a plan. to 
the City that demonstrates:how th~ project would c0mpJy with the.Gity's.SUSMP. 

'. ' . . . ' . . . .. '··· ·--

Future deyelopment that could occur· under·. th~. TOO :o;rdinance would add typical, .urba~, 
.· nonpoint-source pollutants to stormwater runoff.·. As discussed, these pollutants are permitteq 
' ~y th~ countywide MS4 permit, and WOLIId not exceed any receiving water limitations. 

In· addition, the .propqsed, amend,nent to the· TOO o·rdinance would· not .entitle or fund any 
specific projects and,, thu~, _would not res~lt in any- direct.p,hysical ·changes _to the environment. 
·Inasmuch as the)·oo .Ordinance ·~mem,dmen~ could indirectly result in. new development".tl;le 
project could, indirectly· result in .. stormwater pollutants.-. However,_ yvith the_. compliance _with 
NPOES, MS4, anc;f SUSMP. requirements, such stormwater pollutants would:not·violate water 
quality sta'ndards or wastewater requirements, and impacts would be' considered less. than 
significant. · 

b.· Substantially deplete· groundwater suppiies or interfere .... 
· ~ubstantially with gro'undwater recharge such that there 

· would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of th.e. · 
·local. groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of 

.. pre-existing nearby wells ·would drop to· a level which wo·uld 
not support existing land use~ or planned ~~es f9r which 
permits h·ave beem granted)?'' · · · · · '· · 

'r). '' '. J 

_,· 

X 

'- J· 

''. . ' . '' , .. ' . . ' . ·. ' 't'· .. ' . . ' . . . . ·: ' ',, 
WHY? The propo"sed project _is a·n am$nd_ment to the. TOO Ordinance, and woulq not entitle -or 
fund any · speci~c- prqjects :a.ncL thus, w~u-ld. not re.~ult. in. any ~irect ptiysical ~ll~mges, to. the 
environment. Future development. that could. occur· under. the .proposed. projec~ would use t~e. 
existing water supply system provided by the Pasadena Department of Water and Power 
(PWP), which includes water from the Raymond Groundwater B'asin. 'However, the amount of 
development. in the City. d?es .Jlo't (\lffect .~he· yolume of wa\e·r withdrawn by· PWP. . Rather,. the 
City's use ofthe R~ymono·Sasin is li.m.ited_by·water rights and overseen by the Raymond. Basin 
Management Board. Furthermore, -any uses .develpped under the~ TOO Ordin'ance amendment 
would be required-to adhere 'to· the 201 ;3 California. Plumbing Code and 2013 ·california: Green 
Building Standards Code; which require water~efficient indoor fixtur~s and irrigation· controllers 
and result in a reduction in water demand by .5. to 6 percent. Therefore, th~. proposed project 
would not physically interfere with any groundwater supplies,,.and impaQts woulo be con~idereq 

·'less than significant. · · : 

' ~- ; . 
:, :,:','! 

-·(.' 
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.. 
Less Than 

Potentially Significant Less Than 
No-

Wof!ld the project: 
.. 

Significant Impact With Significant 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

Impact 

Incorporated 

c. Substantially alter the existing d~ainage pattern of-the site or ) I 

area, including through the alteration. ofthe course"of a X 
· . · stream or river;· in ·a manner, which .. would result in \ 

substantiai erosion or siltation on-or o_ff-site? .. 

·WHY?- The City: of Pasadena is· generally·. flat and is located within an . urbanized area. The 
·proposed. project is ·an amendment to the TOO Ordinance, and wpuld not entitle or fund any . 
·Specific ·projects and, thus,-VIiould.not result in any direct ·physicai changes to the environment. 
Therefore,· the project would not substantially alter. the ·existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the· alteration of the course of a stream or river; ·and ~o· impact would .. 

·occur. 

. 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

No 
Would the projeCt:: Significant Impact With. Significant 

Impact 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporated 

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage patter:n of the·.site·or 
·area, including through the alteration of the course of. a· 
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount X 
of surface runoff in a manner, which would result in flooding 
on- or off-site? 

WHY?· The proposed project is an amendment to the.tOb Ordinance, and would not entitle or 
. fund any specific projects· and, thus, would not result in ·any direct ·physical cha~ges. to the 

environment. Implementation Qf the proposed. project .. would. n~t involve· ·-.alteration of . a 
discernible watercourse, and the· proposed project does not have the potential to alter drainage . 
patterns or increase runoff that would result in flooding. Therefore; the proposed project would 
not cause floodi~g··:and rio impact would occur.·. . ' . . . . -

: Wo!Jid the project: 

e. Create or contribut~ runoff water, which would exceed the 
capacity of . existing or ·.planned stormwater drainage 

.- systems or provide-~- substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

Potentially 
Significant 

·Impact 

- LessThan 
Significant 

·Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

:X 

No 
ImpaCt 

WHY? · Future devejopments subject to the TOO Ordinance could result in localized changes to 
. drainage patterns. Since no physical-improvements are currently proposed, the specific impacts 
that potential future development could have on the storm drain system cannot be identified. 
Regardless, given that the City is ·largely built-out and that drainage is accommodated by 
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~··' '·, : • , ''I . ~ ~ '" : : ..• 

., ··" , ,' _; t '1 , • ~~ ,. ~-, 

existing storm drain improvements and drainage channels and that future development.would 
. be required to ·comply with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System. (NPDES) ·and 

· · Standa.rd Urban::stormw~ter -Mitigation Plah (SUSMP) standards, new· _deveiC>pmentwould.not 
. be . expected to caus~· ·exce~dance~ of·the· storm drainage system· or gen~rate . s~bstantial 
aodi~ionai'SOurces.of polluted runoff.: Th~ref<)fe,_this impact would be less than signi_fjcant ... 

• , ' ~ 1 

·Would th~ project:, .•. 

f.·.. OtherWise substa.nti.a.lly,dE!grade water quality? .. ~·l,'. '.··~· 

tessTI:tan. 
Significant 

lmpa_ct · 

.. .... X.:·.-. 

No 
. Impact 

_._WHY? .. As .. : discu~s~d. ab,.9v:e; · ttte . prop~~~9 · p~~J~ct is ~~- amend~en~ ~t~:· th~ TOO Orc;linance,· 
,fl.nd would not entitle· or fLind any. specific· proje~ts.- and, . thus,· ·would· not result ... in. any' direct 

. :physical changes tothe environment. .Surface~water.quality.is·affected by·point- and·nonpoint- · 
: source polluta.nts:;:Point-source pollutants,are ·those·:emitted .aLa specific· po·irit; such as a pipe, 
pnd non point-source-pollutants are typically generated by surface runoff from larger areas·, such 
as streets, paved areas, .and landsc?lped.. areas. Point-:-~ource pollut~r)ts .are controlled with. 

· pollutant-discharge regulations· (also_known. as Waste Dis.cliarg~_Requjrements or WDRs). Any 
· . ,: ·potential development would 'not be:·.·a point-source generator ofw~ter poll.utants. · · · 

' ' . ' . . ·' . . . 
', ,···: 

. : Futureqevelopment_would··need to.be·compliant' with the countyWide ·MS4 permit which requires 
construction. sites to implem~n~ BMPs to, reduce ·th,e potentic:d for ~onstructio.n-induced ~ate·r 

: pollutant impacts. Tnese -BMPs inch.Jde .. methods· .to. prevent contaminated :con$truction site 
i stormwater ·. fro.m .. entering the drainage system . and . preventing··· . ·.construction ... induced 
· contaminates from entering the drainage sy'stem. CompHan.ce ·with. both· the·:·MS4'·s con·struction · · 
site requirements and the City's SUSMP ordinance will insure that future development would not 

, substantially d~grade· .. wat~r q~Jality. Therefore, the, project wou.ld not substantially degrade water 
.. _quality, and ,impact~ w~uld ,~e .tof)~idered less-thaq sigQifiqant ··.. . , ·. '\' ,.· 

. g: Place ho~sing within . a 1 00-year flood · hazard area as 
. mapped on .a federal·: Flood.;. Hazard Boundary or Floo_d 
-Insurance Rate Map or dam 'i'nun9ation area as. shown. iri 

. •. the 'city bf 'Pasadena ,.adqpted Safety Element' of the 
.. · Gen.eral Plan or 'othe·r flood 9r inundation delineation map? .· 

· No 
Impact 

. . ~ .. -X ... 

WHY? No·· portions :of the City· :of Pasadena ·are within a .1 do-ye~r. fl~odpl·~iri. -~id·~-~tifi.~d by the 
. Fed~rai Eme~gency MaJ1agemen.t Agency (FEMA) ... ,,A~,- shown., on· FEMA m_ap .. _ Community 
Number'065050, most of the entire: City ·is in Zone:x: Afew scattered are.as a,re lobated in Zone . 
D: ·sot~ Zo~e· ~:~rid·.zan·~.:D-are l~cated out~i.de'.of the.~"Speqi.ai'fl_ood·8'azar~··f.\rea~· Subject.to . 
·Inundation by· the! 1 percemtAnnLial Chance _qf flood'~ (1 oo~y·ear flq()dplain). and nq ·floodplain · 
management' reg'ulations··are required.:· Furth~t, th~ .Pf0p9se.q .P~oje,ct does.not 'consi~f ofany 

. development that could be placed within a 1 OO~year flood. haza·fd ··area, .. and no. impa.c£ would 
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:~occur>. 
-·:· :·.,· 

' .. - ~ . 

· Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less than 

No. 
: Would the project: Significant Impact With Significant 

Impact 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporated 

h. . Place-within: a 100-year flood hazard area.structures, .which_ X · · would impede or. redirect flood flows?· · · 
'. ,. 

r • , ., , ~ 

., . 

.. Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

No-
Wou/dJh~ project: Significant Impact With Significant 

_Impact 
~ Impact Mitigation . Impact 

Incorporated 

i. Expose·.people .or structures to. a significant risk of loss; ·i·' 

. _ .... injury ·Or death _:involving flooding, including .flooding as a X 
rest,Jit of the failure of a levee or dam? -' 

. •. . . 
. -

I • ._ . ' ' 

WHY?···. No portions of- the City of Pasadena are Within a··1-00-year floodplain identified· by 
FEMA. As shown on FEMA map Community Nunibet 0650.50, most 6f the city is in Zone ·x wi.th 

. some scattered areas in Zone D, for which no floodplain management regulations a·re required. 
Further, the proposed project is an amendment to the TOO Ordinance, and would not entitle or 

' fund any specific· projects and, thus, would not res'ult in any direct physical changes' to the 
· environment- Therefore, no impact would ·o_ccur from exposing people or structures to flooding· 
·risks', incl~ding flooding· as 'a result of the failure of a levee or dam. . . ' . 

. . . . . . . . ' 

,·, 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant - Less Than 

. No 
· Would-the project: Significant Impact With Significant 

lmpac~ 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporated 

j. ·Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? .X 
, ' 

0 

0 

WHY?' .: The· City. ~f Pasaden·a i~ not Iocate'd .f1ear any ·in(arid bodies of. ~ater. or .·the: Pacm'c 
Ocean so as to b'e inundated by either· a seiche or tsunami. Mudflows.result.frorl1.~he .downslope . 
'movement of soil' andior rock under the infi~E3,nce o_f gravity. The project 'are~s would no,t ·be 
susceptfbte 'to mudflow· due. t6 their relatively ·flat geography _and· distance· from hillside_:-soils. 

· Therefo~$;·no impacts \IV9utd o~cur i~ this reg_a~d:· . . , .. · ... , . . '· :. . ·, · . . . . . . ... · 0 
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2.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

· · a. · Physically divide an existing community? .. · :.,,; 

. Less'l:han·~. 
· Significant· : 
lrnpacfWith · ·::Significant·. 
Mitigatic:m · • ·. ·111)pact 

· lricorpprated 

No 
Impact. 

·x 

. 'WHY?. •.The p'ropos~d proj'~ct .is·. an.film'end~ent to the toO' Ordinance;' and ~·~Jid not e~title or 

. fund ·anY' specific projects.,~'ld; thus: wo01d·.:n'ot .result in any .direct physical changes "to the 
environment.vTherefore no. impact would occur..~··: \ . 

. . . '· ., " ,· 

Would. the proj~ct: · 

b. Conflict with . any- applicable ·land · t.ise · plan, policy;: qr . 
' '·regulation of an agency with jurisdiction' over tne projeCt 
· (including, but not limited to the general' pl.an, specific pl~r. · 
or 'zoning. ordinance) adopted ~or. the putpos~ .of. avoiding or ' 
mitigatingan:envir6nmental ·effecf? ;: . .. ,., ··. · · 

. Less.lhan 
· Significant. 
· ··hl)pact · · 

Np 
1111p~ct 

X 

WHY? The Ge:neral· ... Plan 'Land Use . El.~merit pro~ide~· .a :series·, 'of g'o.als arid polides. that 
. de.monstrate th.e relationship. betwe~n· lanc:J, .l)se policies and . policies tbaL foster high-quality· 
design, the. .arts. and culture;· sustainable in~rastructure, · a vital economy;". exemplary public.· 

·services, and :public involvement-and participation.· .. , · · .. · 
,' . . I , • ,-' 

,rl ·' 

The General Plan· 'Land lJse. goals considered particularly relevant to the proposed project are 
outlined in ·Table 2,(Geh:eral Plan Larid Use Consistency Analysis. · 

' ! . •• < ' '-.. ' 

l j. 

'.-'· 

l • •'' 

1 .' 

' ) 
. '.·.,. 

•:,_1 . i 

.. ; ~. { . ·. 
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Table 2 
General Plan Land Use Consistency Analysis 

· Goal/Policy 

Goal 4. Elements Contributing to Urban Form. A ·safe, . 
well-designed, accessible City with a diversity of uses and ·· 
_forms. These diverse forms include -distinct, walkable 
districts, corridors, and transit and neighborhood villages 

· and cohesive, unique single and multi-family residential 
neighborhoods and open spaces where people of all ages 
cari live, work, shop and recreate. · · · · · ' 

Goal 5. Pedestrian-Oriented Places. Development that · 
contributes to pedestrian- vitality and facilitates bicycle u'se 

· in the Central District, Transit Villages, Neighborhood 
Villages, and community corridors. 

Goal ·· 8. Historic Preservation. Preservation and 
enhanceni~nt of Pasadena's cultural and histo-ric building, 

·landscapes, streets and districts as valued assets ·and 
important ·representations of its- past and a source of 
community identity, and social ecological, ·and economic 
vitality. 

Goal 10. ·city Sustained and Renewed. Development 
and infrastructure practices that sustain natural 
environmental resources for the use of future generations 
and, at the same time, contribute td- the reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions and impacts on climate 
change. 

November 2015 

Project Consistency 

The TOO Ordinance provides the regulatory· framework • for a 
mixture of commercial, high-density residential, ·mixed-use, public, 
~nd semi-public u~es in close proximity_ to light rail stations, 
encouraging' transit usage in conjunction with a safe and. pleasant 
pedestrian-oriented environment. D~velopment that seeks to 
benefit from the TOO Ordinance would be close to the Metro Gold 

· 'Lii1e stations, and future developmEmt ·under the TOO Ordinance 
would accommodate safe ·and convenient walking, bicycling, and 
transit use. Any future · .development · would · be required to 
demonstrate that the project would be compatible with neig_hboring . 
structures, offers sustainable development, and sustains economic 
vitality. Therefore· the Rroposed project would be consistent with 
this goat · · 

The TOO Ordinance provi~es for a mixture of commercial,- high
density residential, m{xed-use, ·public, ·and semi-public uses in 

. close proximity to light ran stations, encouraging transit usage in 
conjunctiqn with ~· a safe and pleasant pedestrian-oriented 
environment. Oe_velop~ent that seeks to ~·benefit from the TOO 
_Ordinance would_ be .. close to the Metro· Gold ·une stations, and 
future development under the TOO Ordinance would accommodate 
safe and ·convenient walking, bicycling, and'transit use;· 
The TOD Ordinance provides for a mixture- of commercial, high
density residential, mixed.:.use,. public; and semi-public uses in 
close proximity to light rail stations, encouraging transit' usage in _ 
conjundion with ·.a safe and pleasant··· pedestrian-oriented 
environment.- Future development that seeks ~to benefit from the 
TOO Ordinance would be required to identify, protect, and maintain 
cultural_ resources .associated with · a . historic event, activity, or 
per~on or exhibiting other cultural or aesthetic values .. Sw:;:h future 
development could involve historic resources. . However, ·such 
projects would be subject to the City's development standards and 
processes, which include strict protections for historical tesources. 
Chapter -2.75 of the City Municipal Code outlines the Historic 
Preservation Commission. The Commission carries out the duties 
in section 2.75.045 such as revrewmg and making 
recommendations on environmental reports, zone chan.ges, master 
development plans, planned development and ·other land use 

I 

entitlements as they' are· applicable to historic resources in the city. 
Among the duties of the Historic Preservation is to, "Implement 
historic preservation goals and policies in the land-use element of 
the General Plan ... " Adoption: of the proposed TOO Ordinance 
amendment would not conflict with Goal 8 Historic Preservation. 
The TOO Ordinance ·provides for a mixture of commercial, high.: -
density residential, mixed-use, public, and semi-public. uses in 
Close proximity to light rail stations, encouraging transit usage in 
conjunction with a safe . and pleasant pedestrian-oriented 
environment. Development close to the Metro Gold Line stations 
would ·encourage walking, bicycling, and transit use which would 
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serve to reduce greenhouse gas emis~ions and impacts on climate 
.. change. . ' . . . 

G·oal. 18. Land· U$e/Transportation- Relationship.. The· TOD Ordinance provides for a m.ixture of commercfal, high
Pasapena will be a . City where there are·· effective and · density residential, mixed-use, public,· and semi-public·. Uses in 

. conveni.ent alternatives to. usihg cars imd ·the relationship . 'close proximity to light rail stations, encouraging transit usage. ·in 
··at land use and transportation-_is·a'cknowledged through . conjunction. with. a . safe arid pleasant pede;:;trian-oriented . 
'transit-oriented. develop~ent, mUlti-modal desigh . erivircmm~rit. }nese developmenttypese~ph()~lze' intensific~tion 
features, and pedestrian , and bicycle ·amenities in : of deve!o'prJ1ent in proximity to transit op·pq-rtuniti~s an(reduced 
coordination ·with and accordance with the Mobility ·reliance 'on motor vehicles.· . . ·'- . . ; 
Element. .... . ..... ... 

Goal19. Parking AvailabilitY. The supply of parking wi!l · The. TOO Ordinance.· provide~. fan a mi~ture of commerci(ll, high
. reflect · .Pasadena's . objective to . protect re.sidentiaf density .residential;·. ·mixed-use; public, . and . ·semi~public usesjn 
:neighborhoods; create a vital,· healthy,· ·and ·sustainable ·close proximity· to light-rail stations,· ·encouraging transit usage iin 
economy:· . establish : Pasadena:·· as , a ... leade·r ·. in . conjunction . with~' .. ,a· ·safe : and · pleasant . pedestria'n~oriented 
erwironmental_ stewardship; .enc~mrage ·physical activity environment. The: proposed· project ._includes .minor changes ·in 

. a~d a 'yommitment to health and wellriess; and en cowage- : p(:lrking requiremEmts that .. are . intended :-to encourage . increased 

.. ~alking,. biking, and transjt. The supply .. of. pafking in a~ .. cq'mmercial act,ivity .within the .l;ast Pasaqena TOO areas, :WDile 
area will also reflect the type', mix; and density o'f uses; . extending the opportunities for. TOQ development . to · a bro(lder 
the c;~vailability of shared facilities; and the _proximity to geographic area throughout' the city. These changes are intended 
transit .- ··. -· · · · ··.-,. .to better reflect the. mix of uses located in the East-Pasadena TOp _ . 

areas, while · expanding' the opportunity ·for TOO dev~lopment 
-overall. · · · · · · 

Goal ·29. Tra~sit Villages .... Moderate to high· density The TOO Ordinance .-provides for a mixture· of commercial, hig~-:· 
· mixed-use clusters of residential and· commercial uses density residential;·. mixed:use, public, and .semi-public ·uses in: 
. developed in an, integrated "village-like'~ environmenf.wlth . 'Close -proximity· to: light.:rail' stations, encouraging transit usage :in . 
buildings clustered on common plazas and open spaces conjunction with ·: a·· ,·safe _·and·, pleasant; pedestrian-oriented 
·in proximity to Metro Gold-line stations capitalizing on environnienLTheramendmentto.the TOO Ordina'rice .-will expan'd 
their ··induced market demands . ·and· land values, the opportunity. for the :dev~l()ph1ent I of tran·sit villages· within. 0.5 
faCilitating ridership,· and redudng· automobile us~· while miles of the existing Metro Gold Une stations except Sierra .Madre 
.illcreasing wal~ability. . .. , . . . , ,._ .. , ..... - . :· .. Viii~ station, where only.:quarte~ mile applies.. . . · . ·. :· 

I "I :.,,.'•' -~ , '·.- ':., .. ,' :'._·:~ :1 '; '-'~·~·~···~·~>··~ ,·~. ,_,,; ,• •, ,' • !' '" .. •,',~ ,·! ~· 0 
',. ;, i\, •: \~'1. ,·,..;< ~.~ 

As ari~'yzed, the proposed project·wo.uld. not conflict--with any. applicable land. us~ .pJ.an, .. policy~ 
·or· regulation an·d would-' 6e -'comp~tiQ'e .. with: surrC>l:J.nding ·l~nd .uses.· As· such:. no impact\ would 
_occur with regar~~ tp.,lan·~.·u~e~. ·.·· ·' ". ·.·. ·. ; .. ·:. ',.. ' . . •' . - . ' . 

Would the project: · 

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan (HCP) 
or natural community conservation plan (NCCP)? 

LessTtaan .·_ 
.; Significant · 
.lrppactWith.· · 
Mitigation· · 

lncorpor~ted:· 

Sign}ficant 
lmP,a~t 

No 
· Impact 

X· 

WHY? As discussed in Impact .$t~tement 2.4{f), there are no adopted Habitat Conservation or· 
Natural Community Conservation Plans in the City of Pasadena, There are also no approved · 
local, regionai, or state habitat conservation plans. Thus, n~ impacts would occur in this.regard. 
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. 2.12 MINE~L-RESOURCES· 
' ~I 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

No 
Would the project: . Significant Impact With Significant . 

Impact 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporated 

a. . Result in the loss ot availability of a known mineral 'resource 
' 

that would. be of value to 'the region and the :residents of the 
., 

X 
state? . 

. . .· . .~. L 

. WHt? ·._·No ~ctive rni[ling. operations exist ·_within' the ·_City. Th~re are two are~& .in the City of 
Pasadena that .may contain mineral resources. These two-areas are Eato.n Wash,. which ·was 
formerly mined. for sand and gra~el, and Devils Gate Reservoir,·which was formerly mined for~ 
:·cement concrete aggregate. The TOO areas:·are located within. the developed areas of the eity, 
·-outside above-mentioned areas. Therefore, ·implementation of the proposed project: would not 
result ·in fhe loss of an available known mineral resource with vaiue to the region. As such, >no 

' mineral resources impacts would occur: ' ' - ' ' . 
• • -.1 : • •• ••• .!. • ;__ . 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant · Less Than 

-No 
Wo~ld the project: Significant Impact With Significant 

lmpa~t . 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporated 

b. -.. Result in the loss of availability of .a locally-important mineral .. ,, 

. .· resource -recovery site delineated on & local general· plan, I 
., 

', . ,' ... X •·, 

. . specific plan or other land use plan? · . : 1' .. 
. -.-·-

. . . . . 

WHY? . The City's General Plan Land Use Element does not identify any mineral· recovery sites 
in the city .. Furthe.rmore, there are· no mineral resource recovery sites shown· in. the 

. Hahamorigna Watershed Park Master Plan, or 'the 1999. "Aggrega,te Resources in ·the Los 
·--Angele·s· ·Metropolitan· Area" map published· ·by the· California Department of Conservation, 
Division of Mines· and Geology. The TOO areas ar~ located within· the developed areas of the 

, city: Furthe.r, the proposed project is a regulatory tool and does not consist of any development 
or grading;_· Therefore, the proposed prqject.would have no impacts with ·regard to the Joss of a 
locally importa~t.. mineral resource recovery site .. 

•, 
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• ' .- ' l 

• ! •• 

_,;· .. · 

a. Expqsure of pers-ons ·to or generation· of noise levels .. in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan or 

· · noise ordinance, or applicable st,andards of other agencies? 
·-' ·. 

·._.·, 

.-._, .' . . 

',WHY?' The project is ~~·n -~lniEmdnient to" the' City's 'TOD Otdi:nance~·_The'. p,rbj~Ct· does not consist 
of any development. . The TOO Ordinahc~ cu.rremtly applies to all· a}re·as of the city within a 

. quart~,r mile of a Metr9 Gqld Lin~ ~~atior::t.,and the area.within t~~~ .~ebtrat D,istrict Transit Oriepted 
'Area and. includes. reduced :parking standards in ·au 1 ,TO D. ~teas .. · T~e prif11ary( intent of the 
'proposed 'amendment i~. tq' pro\iide')li_o're flexjbllity' in .. the maximum' parking. standards in certain 
TOO areas, and·exp·and the TOD.areas 'to·on~· half mile from exl~ting'Metro Gold Line stations, 

· with the exception of. th~. Sierra ~adre Villa Gold .. Line. station, w.~i~h, would m~intpin th,e quarter 
. :mile· radius. lnasm.uch 'asth~-prop9sed prdject coljld indkectliresul.t in.new. development, future 

. resiqents co'uld be .exposed' tc)· noise sourc~s· sUch. -as roadway n'oi.se;· nols~..from the Gold Line, · 
and ·construction ·activities.' However;.·the Noise.EI~memt of tbe .. City'~ Genera·l Plan establishes 
policies for noise exposure of residents and ,the City'~ Npi~e{Restrictions"Ordinance (Pasadena 

.. . I , ' , , ·.· . 

Municipal Code,.Chapt~r.9.36) r~gul.ates the .. g~.nerati.on of·noiseinth~ 9ity.-:The·No.ise Element 
irich.Jdesthe'following.measures-to protectfuture're'sidences from excessive noise levels:'' ... 

• •, ',' .~·, '""t ~ ., ", ;:: ~~·:···~,·5·;• f I •,'•'' '•' :, O ' .~: 0
' ,· •• ' ~ ' '·, ' •;!>.., 0 

;. - ,,•' • ,I _,.,"• 'I• 

·ot;>jective .2 .The City· wi.if .work:!tq:'ieduce:. th~ .en~~i~· ;of traffi~-g.eoer~t~cJ noise:.Jrom: !major 
' ,. . ' , :, roadwc;tys qn •' ~esidentia.l ~Qd ofhefsen'slt~~e la'i-!~:l'ys'es. :. ' ·: , ,' ; :I ·., ·· . .:. . l .,· . 

\\ '' ', • ·: • I ', ' ' • ' '~~ ' ' I ': \ ' ' ' ' ' • • 'I ' • ' j .. • 

.Policy 2a · 

Policy2b· 

··Policy 2c 

· Poficy.2d· 

. . .~ . 

The City Will ·et.courage. n·di~e-c.omp~tible. lahd ~·s~s ·a-long riiaj~~ .:ro~dway~; ... '·,· .:·~: 
• • • • ' ' • ' ' • ' ~ j • - ' 

.. ThE) _City ""ill: encourage ,-site planning·_ anq traffic control· measures that minim_ize 
the effects· of traffic noise in residential zones.: · 
. ·\: :, . :<· . ' ·' 

',',. 

· The City \Alii! ·.·e.~·~ourage ·th~ us~ of alternative trar;~po.rtafion modes ·as :stipulated 
.. in th~ .. Mobifi~y. Element (wcdking I. bicycl_ing ,· tr~r:tsit' Lise, electric . vehicles) to 

minimize ·traffic· noise in· the :City>·-· · ·-, ~-. . .. _, ... · · ·. · 

. The. City. will w~rk with local . .and·:·regibn~-1 t~~irisit ··agencies··: and· b·ti~i·n~sses to 
provide transportation services that reduce traffic and associated noi,se as 

: stip'ulated·inthe Mobility Eleme~t. · ', · · · · ·, ., .,,· .... --: · 
l •' --,::,· ..• ' ..:. ··:, ·'·· 

. Objective 3·' . ·The:: City will··minimize h()ise·:trom the Los Ahg'eles't6 .Pasadena: Metro Line'·o~ 
' l I. ' · ·>residential; and :C>ther $'erisitive land'uses: ·, 

• I ' • ' : f'' ' ·'' : ·.~ . ' -! '~·· • ~ ·" '. I I ' • I ' / 

. . . r · .. · 

·Policy'3a The :City· will,.encol!rage.·n·oise .. compatible·land uses· (lr'ld 'mitigation hi$asures 
near.the Los Angelest9 Pasadena M~tro:t:ine rail system.. -· 

>; ' ·;_.· ::• 

Policy 3b After commencing 0perations'.and regularly· thereafter, the-City will work· with the 
· Los Angeles to pasadena Metro Blue Line Construction Author,ity and/or the Lo~ · 
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Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) to install' ·noise 
attenu·ation features if the Gold Line (formerly known as the Blue ·Line) adversely 
affects ··existin~ adjacent residential or other noise-sensitive uses. · · 

· The.City will mlnimiz~ noise spill'overs from commercial and· industrial operations 
into adjac~nt residential neighb<:>rhoods ·and other sensitive uses, yvhile 
maximizing· the Land Use Element's objectives· to_ encourage- mixed~use 
development in the Centra( Oi~trict and· other SpeCific Plan areas ·as .well as to · 
promote economic vitality. · - ·· · · - · · _, · 

,;_ 

The ·city will encourage- autcini6bile and ·truck access. to industrial and 
.commercial properties abutting residential ·zones to .be. located. at the maximum 
practical distance' from residential ;z;ones. · · 

The. ·-City·. Will H.mit the· . use of 'motofized landscaping equipment, parklhg iot 
'sweepers,' alld 'other· high~n'oise' equipment' on commerciai properties if .Jh~ir 
'activity_,will result .in nol,se that adversely a~~.cts residentia,l·zones. ' 

''') 

· the citY wilf encourage limitations on' th¢ hours. of truck deliveries tb industrial· 
' and comm:~rc,ial :prO'p'erties abutting ·resid~ntial, zones unless there is no fea'sible 
' alternative -or' there ·are substan'tial 'td:mspqrtatiori . benefits . for' s.cheduling 
· de-liveries at another hour. · · ,; · · 

I , ·, , - . . 

· Fu.rth'er,-: ·the · City's· ·Noise Restricticin · Ordin-an.ce -(Pasadenc;i Municipal .. Code·· ·section_ 9.36) 
. establishes ' noise limitations for ' ambient' 'noise ' level . fncreases, genera( noise sources,. 

construction noise; equipment, machinery, amplified noise, an.d oth~r· noise sources: Given the ·. 
requirements of the City's Noise· Element and Nois.e Reductio'n Ordinance, adoption of the TOO 
Ordinance amendment would. not' result' in·· any. signifiCant imp~cts -related. to exposure of 
persons to or generatiqn of noise leyels in excess of local standards· or applicable standards of 
other agencies. ' ' < . •,' ' ' ' . ' ' ' ' ' 

.• 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant . Less Than 

No 
Would the projec;t: Significant · Impact With Signific~nt 

Impact 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

.Incorporated 

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive X 
ground borne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

:' -. 

WHY? .. The-proposed project fs an amendm~nt.to. the Too'o·rdinance,: an9, would not entitle or 
fund any specific 'projects arid, thus, would not result. in any direct physical changes to the 

· enviroQment.· Since no .physical changes are ·Curr.ently proposed;. the specific vibration arid 
· groundborrie noise concerns of future development .cannot be identified .. Regardless, given that 
there are limited, if any, permanent sources of.vibration and groundborne noise in Pasadena, 

· exposure. of future residents to vibration and groundborne noise is anticipateq to be ·limited to 
short-term conditions (e.g:,· construction .activities) .. Therefore, adoption 0fthe proposed TOO 
Ordinanc~, amendment would not cause a significant i'mpact related to exposure to or 
generatio'"! of excessive groundborne· vibration or _ground borne noise. 
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c. A subst1=1ntial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in· 
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

. "Cess Than· · ~ 
· ·• Significant. ·: ·_,Less Than 
.:lmpactWith· ' Significant 

. · · Mitigation. ·. Impact· 
lnco~por~ted ; 

~:No 

Impact 

: WHY? Refer to Impact Statement 2.13(a). · the project would. nor lead·, to ·a 'significant 
• permanent increase in ambient noise:.-The project does not .involve· installing ·a stational)f·. noise 
source, and the only long-term noise generated by fl;ltUre dev~lopment promoted by the project 
-would· be typical·urban.environmeht noise·: Furthermore, in Pas·adena·, ·many urban environment 
.noises, such as ·leaf-blowing· and amplified .sounds;· are subject to restrictions· by Pasadena 

.. MunicipaL Code· Chapter 9.36. Therefore, the projectwould. not cause a·permanenfincreasein 
ambient noise levels·, and this impact is considered less than significant: . . . .. . 

. Would. thirprojett: 

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise ·levels in the project vicinity. above levels ~xisting 
without the project? . 

Less Than 
· Significant·· . 
tmpactWitt1 

· . -~Mitigatiorr 

lrico'rporai~d 

Less Than 
Sighificlmt 
· .. lmpacf 

X· 
~.-.I ' 

No 
Impact 

WHY? The proposed project is'·an_amen.dmemt to~the:TOD-.Ordinance; and would'not entitle-or 
fund· any specific . projects and;· ·thus,· would . riot result in . any' direct. 'physical· changes: to' the 
environment. Indirectly, the ·futlire ·developmemt an·d: improveniemt of various' forms of transit-

. oriented 'development' across the city that could occur. may cause a substantial temporary or 
· periodic increase in a·mbierit nbise·-levels.··However, alrsubs.equent development projects 'are 

required to c·omply with City rE;}gUiatio·ns governing ho'urs · of constructi'on and · noise levels 
generated by construction .and mechanical equipment· (Pasadena Municipal Code Chapter 
9.36). In accordance with these regulations, construCtion noise· would be limited to normal 
working .hours (7:00 a.m .. to. 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, 8:00a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on 

, Saturday, ·in· or .within 509 feet o_f a residential area) .. A constri.iction-related traffic pl~m is· also 
: reqllired to. ensure that ·truck rdute·s.; for· transp9rtation ·of ·materials and ·equipment are 
established with cdn$ideration for sehs.itive uses· in.the neighborhood. Traffic and parking plan 

. for the. construction phas·e would be submitted for approval to the Traffic Engineer ih the 
Transportation Department and to the z;onin,g.A<:fministratd(priqr:to the issuance of.any permits .. 
Therefore, adhering to established City. regulati.ons ~would .-·ensure that the future development 
projects would not result in a substantial, temporary .or. periodic increase in ·noise· levels . 

. Therefore,. adoption o.f the proposed TOO Ordinanc~···am~ndment- would,not res·ult in significan,t 

. impacts related to a temporary or. periodic in Grease in ambient noise levels.·. ' 

·', ·' 
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j. 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

No Would the project: Significant Impact With Significant' 
Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

--

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or; 
where 'SUch a plan has not been adopted, within two miles .·-

'of a public airport ·or public use airport, would the project X 
expose people- residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? - . . . -

.. 

·WHY? There_ are no public airports -or·- airport land. use p_Ians in the City of Pa~adena. The 
closest airport to the citY is the Bob Hope_Ajrport located in the City of Burbank. Therefore, the 
proposed project _would not expose people to exces~ive: ~irport-related :noise and' would have no 
associated .impacts. · · · - - · 

i.ess Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

No __ Would the_project: Significant Impact With Significant 
Impact-

Impact Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

f. -For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,· would t~e 
project expose people residing or working in the project ., 

! .X 
area to excessive noise levels? - ' 

._WHY? Ther~ are -no private airports Joc~ted in the,City of Pasadena.- The nearest private use · 
airport- is El Monte Airpo!11ocated on Santa Anita Avenue, located in the City of El ~onte. In 
addition, the proposed project is an amendment to the TOO Ordinance, andwould not entitle or 
-fund. ?tny specific projects and, ·thus,· would not result in any direct, physical- changes to ~the 
. environment. Therefore, -the project would not expose people residing· or working in the ·project 
. area'to excessive no-ise levels in the vicinity of, a private airstrip. 

2.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING 
·- '. 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant _ Less Than 

N~ Would the project: - Significant Impact With Significant 
lmJ?act 

Impact Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

a. Induce substantial population groWth in an area, ~ither 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and X _·businesses). or indirectly (for example, through extension of ! '• 

roads or other infrastructure)? . 

0 

0 

. WHY? The proposed project is an amendment to the TOO Ordinance, and would not entitle or 
fund any specific- projects and, thus, would· not result in any direct physical changes to the 
environmf?nt. Therefo~e, approval of the proposed project will not result _in the approval of any 
physical improvements. The proposed project pr9poses no changes to the General Plan· Land 0 
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.. 

Use Element· or. piagram,,.or to: a bpse zoning: designation.; Therefore, the .proposed project 
.would no~.induce subs~~ntial. p,apul.ation-growth in an ·c:trea, and n~; impact would occur: · 

Would the project: .•. ·· 

b. Displace . substantial ,numbers ·. of existing . housing, · 
. neces~ltating the construction.·. of replacement housing : 
· · elsewhere? . · · · .. ,' ' · 

',· :.t' 

t >• 1 _ 

·No. 
Impact.· 

X. 

:.·WHY? Th~_propos~d: project is an ~m·endm.~nt'to the. TOO Qrdin'aQce, ahd would not entitle or 
. fund any specific projects and, thLi'S, WOUld not result in. any direct physical changes:: to tbe 
. environment. Therefore, the· ·proposed' p·roje.ct . would . nof displace. ·existing housing, ·and rio 
.imp.actwqqld.~ccur. .... · ·;·: ··.' 

.. c. pisplace. substantial number~ . of peop_le, necessitating the . \ 
construction of replacement,housing,elsewh~re?,.. . '' .· 

., .Les.s:tliari 
· · ,Sig'nificant .· · 
·lmpactWith . 

· .l\llitigation 
· h1corp()l"~ted 

• •I 

: ~ I 1 

·No 
· Impact 

WHY? .The proposed.proje.ct :·fs ~n ~~e~dme.nt tq the TOO Orc:Hnance; ·and.wou.ld not e~title or 
.fund .. any .specific. projects· and, thus, ·.would :::no.t. resulf.in .·any· direct .physical .changes to: the 
environment. Therefore, the project would not disp18,ce, any·.pe.opl.e, and no impact would ·occur: 

· Wilr ·the project result: in. ·~ubst~htiar ci~veisi/ phys{ca( · 
.. impacts :ass'ociated with; the provision of ·n.ew t1rphy$ically 

altered governme{Jtal. facilities; neec;l for. new or phY,sic;;~l/y 
altered governmental_ facilities, ihe::consttriction ·of which 
cpu/~ cause significant env,irotiroental iinpaC,ts1',in, prcler, to · 

' . maintain acceptable' ~eryice ratios;' respqpse time$ or .iJthe( ' ' 
perfqrmimce ~objectiv~sfor any of the pu,blic ,$ef11i~es: .... ' 

. ·a .. Fire Protection?, 

Sjgnific~ot · 
· . lmpacfWith 
. . Mitigation : 

,: ' .. 1~9orporated 

No 
Impact, · 

, X.' 

. WHY? The proposed· p·raject is an amendment to the TOO ·Ordin·ance, antJ >would not entitle. 'Or. 
:fund· any specific ·projects alid;·.thus/would :not' result 'in ari'y direct-physical changes to 'the 
environment· Even· thqugh. the ... TOO.· Ordinahce a·mendment ·&auld indirectly result -in new 
development, such development would be subject· to the City's fire code and development 
standards. Furthermore, policies and imple.mentation measures in the General Plan encourage 
periodic review of public safety ser\tices. and require that services reflect the growing needs of 
residents. In particular, implementation of Policy 16.2 in the Land Use Element'yvould .ensure 
that the City regu.larly ~ssesses the impacts of. growth on Pasadena Fire Department (PFD) 
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services ·and that. equipmel')t, personnei,·-and services are· provided as needed to ·serve that 
growth. The need for expanded fire protection services would be reviewed during the approval_ 
process -for any future development proposed under the amendment. Adoption of the. TOO 
Ordinance amendment would not result in the need for ·new or expan-ded physical fire protection 

:,facilities, and no· impact would occur. · ' · · · 
., 

Will the project result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with .the provision of new or physically Less Than 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically Potentially Significant · Less Than No· 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which Significant Impact With Significant 

Impact.. · 
c(Juld ·c~wse significant environmental impacts, in order to Impact Mitigation Impact 
maintain acceptable service ratios,- response times or other Incorporated 

performance objectives for any of the public services: 

b. Libraries? ., X 

WHY? The proposed project is an amendment to the TOO Ordinance, and wou.ld not entitle or 
fund any specific projects and, thus, would 'not result in any direct physical changes to the 

; environment. The City operates its· own library system, the· Pasadena Public Library (PPL). The . 

0 

- . system ·includes the Central Library, ·located at 285 East Walnut Street in the Central District 
Specific Plan area,· and nine branch library facilities located throughout the city. Branch libraries 
are designed such that no Pasadena resident lives more than 1 mile from a library and residents 
can walk to their neighborhood library. The PPL does not have system-wide standard for square 

:footage. of Iibraly space per person; library space needs are determined .individually for the ·o 
· serv.ice· area of each branch. According to· PPL, the· total library faciiity square footage and 
collections are adequate to serve Pasadena's existing population and sufficient to support a 

· population .of up to a least 175,000 (Pasadena, 2015)~ ·Further, the city as a whole is well served 
·by its. Public Information (Library) System, and the project would riot ·impact library services. -
Therefore, -the- project would not result in impacts to libraries. 

• . • I , 

' Will . the project result in :substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically Less Than 
altered· governmental facilities, need for new or physically Potentially Significant Less Than No· 
:altered governmental facilities, the construction of which Significant Impact With Significant 

Impact· 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to Impact Mitigation Impact 
maintain ac_ceptable service ratios, response times or other Incorporated 

p-erfo~mance objectives for any of the public services: 

c. Parks? X 

WHY? •The- proposed project is an -amendment to the TQD Ordinance and would not entitle-or 
fund any specific projects'and, thus, would not result 'in. any direct physical changes to the 
environment. Further, the city has approximately 300 acres of developed parks, cotnpri~ing four 
·cityw,ide parks, five commuryity parks;· and 15 neighborhood· _parks· that serve. the recreational 
and park needs of its· residents. Therefore, the project .would have- no- impacts- on parks 
resources. 

. .(" .. ~. . ' ' 
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Will th~. pf9jeci---r~sult.in -substanti~f,_.·acNer$e,:·,Jiiysi~al 
:impacts:'associateCJ:: with. th{tprovisi91) ot:riew o{physic,ally . 
. altered governmental facilities,' need:: for. new. or' physically 
. altered govetnmental facilitie$,. the: construction. ot. wfjich 
could· cause· significant environmental impacts, in. order to 

. maintain acceptabie serVice:ratios;_ respoiJSJ:f.times-'·or other 
performance objectives (pr any· of the public seiyices: . · 

.d. Police Protection? 
'·. 

Less Than·· 
: Significant' · · · No 

l~pact 
·- h11p~ct 

. . X 
( ' ~ ' ' 

:WHY1· -T~e proposed·project is.:an a;:nend.mentto 'the.TOD,brdfri~·nce,· c;~nd would not e~title.·or 
' fund -any specific. proj~cts' and, thus, would 'not result in. any direct physical ·changes . to the 
environment. Therefore, the project implementation would not. result in a substc;mtial population 
increase·:or·.the introduction ofuses ·or activities typically-associated ·with' high·- demand for pO.iice 
~ervices.;. Pasader1a. Police: Depc;1rtment ·.(PRD) ·needs :are assessed ·annually;·.and .budget 

: allocatiqn,s revis.ed :accordingly.to. ensui"e".that ·:adequate ·.·levels' of :service ·are maintained 
throughout the City. Furthermore;. General Plan Policy ·16 .. 2 of.Jhe fand Use. Elemient ·requires 
the City to perform ongoing review of growth and development in . terms of its impact- on 
adequate provisi.on of public services. Additional resources and ·.personnel·' funded . by: an 
increase in tax revenue woulcj maintain the level of service heeded to support the increase in 

. growth. The need· ·for· ex.pan:ded :police protection ser\tices would. be :reviewed. during. :the 
approval process _for any tJture. devel_opment proposed under the amendment The proposed 
:project wo'uld.:not result in._th~·Jl.eed'for additior:"al new.'or altered police-protection -s~rvices and 
·would ·not ·alter _acceptabl~·se,rvfce ·ratios. or response times. No impacts would occuL · 

:'. • •• ' ' - '. • • ' • 1 ·, 

·. Will the project· · re~uit In -sLib~tanfiC!I • adverse ph ysicaJ 
: ' impacts associated wltb the provision ;()fnew or physically 

' altered g·overnmental facilities, ·n~~d: for rrew''or. physically 
I altered govemmenta1 fac;ilitie~r th~ COlJ:StrUction of Which ' 

could cause significant environmental impacts, in . order 'to· 
maintain acceptable servic~\ ratios, response 'ti,mes or ,Qt~er · 
performance obj~ctive~'fiir any-ofth~p(!b/fc SePVice$::: --.· .. 

\ .,, 

· L.~s$ Th~n 
Significant 

·,.Impact .. 

I"•. 

No 
'lmp~ct 

·_._,.X: ... 

}·· 

WHY? The proposed project is an amendment to the TOD.Ordinance, and would not entitle-:or 
.· fund any specific projects and,· thus, would not resu.lt in any direct physical changes to the 
· ·envfionme'nt. PlJSD has. ·capacity., to 'C1ccommodate .·the _._student population esti~ated for· 
:Pasadena at build out of the. Geli~ral Plan Upc;fate (Pasadena,. 2015). Future development that 
. COUld opcur u·nder ·this· amendmenfwould need to. comply With school district ·.ConstruCtion tax O,r:l 
all new construction, ·residential,-an~f hon~residential development.. Senate ~ill (SB) 50, ·which 

··:_passed in 1998,·. provi,q,e~ a _com.r:>.reh~hsive _scnoc;>l.fa~il_ities fin~pcin'g and _reform program,. ~nd 
enables a 

1
Statewlde 6ond .issue to be placed on, the ballot.. The· provisions of·SB ·50 allow 'the 

state· to offer funding.·to school' districts to acquire school sites;··construct new school·facilities, 
· ·and modernize _e)(isting s~hool f9cilities. $8- so: ·at~p · ·e~tabli~hes a process for determining the· 

amount ·of fees developers may be charged to mitigate the- impact of development on school 
JaGilitie~-- .resulting from ._increased enrollm.ent.. According to .Section~··65996 :of· the Calif6rtiia 
Governm.~nt Cod~, _developme.ntfees auth.orized, by SB_5Q. are· deemed·to: be "full and -c0mplete 
s_chool f~ciliti~.s. mjtjgatio.n/' Th~refoie,_ adoption :·of the_:proposed:,TOD Qrdinance,·amendment 
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. would n6t result. "in any signi-ficant impacts relateq. to the heed for> additional· new' or altered 
school servic~s, and no)mpacts would occur. · · · · · 

., 

Will ·the. project result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically Less Than 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically Potentially Significant Less Than ·No 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which Significant Impact With Significant 

Impact 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to Impact Mitigation- Impact .. 

maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other Incorporated 

peiformance objectives for any of the public services: 

f. Other puqlic facilities? \ 
.. 

.•. X 

· WHY?. Th~ propos~d. project is· an. amendment to the TOO Ordinance,. and would. not entitle or 
fund any -specific ·projects· and, thus,. would· riot. result in. any direct. physical changes· to the 
envi_ronment- Therefore, there:. would be·· no ·need for new or expanded public .facilities ··and 
adoption ofthe proposed tOD.Ordinance amendment would result:in no impact. · i • 

·. '.-
·2~16 ·RECREATION-

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

No 
Would the project: Significant Impact With Significant 

Impact 
fmpact Mitigation Impact .. 

Incorporated 

Would. the prpject increase the use of existing neighborhood .. .·, 

a. . . 
· and regional parks or other recreational facilities _such that-
. . ·substantial· physical deterioration of .the facility ~ould occur · ·' 

,, ·.x . 
· or be accelerated?" ... 

- ' - -- . - - .. ·.-- - -_ -· 

WHY? The proposed project is an amendment to the TOO Ordinance, an~ WOllld not ~~tit,!e or 
fund :any ·specific. projects and; thus, would not result in· any direct physical changes· to the 

. e_nvironmeht Therefore, adoption of the proposed . TOO Ordinance -amend merit would not 
increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities: No _-
impact-would occur. · 

. ' ' ~-
-' -. ·,. 

·' ,, 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

~0 
Would the project: Significant Impact With Significant 

lmpCJct 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporated 

:b. Does the· project include :recreati9nal facilities or require the 
. . cqnstruction or expansion of_ recreational facili.tie_s, which ... . . X .. 
. might,have. an ~d_\ierse physic~! effect on_ the environment? · . . .. 

. . 

·,. 

WHY? · The proposed project is an amendme·nt to the TOO Ordinance, ·and would not entitle or 
·-fund any-specific projects and, thus, would -not result in any direct physical·changes·'to the 
environment: ·Therefore, adoption· of the proposed TOO Ordinance amendment would 'hot 
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. __ include recre?ttipnal facil_itie~ _or·,- the constr~ction :Qr ·expansion . of -r~creational. facilities which 
_might hay~ an adv~r~e.physical_effecton-the environment. No impact would:· occur~ · · ·- ,t· 

2.17 ;··;_··- TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

, Would the proje~t; 

a. . Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
·establishing ·measures 'of effectiveness for the performa'rice ·· 

. 1- of the circulation system, -taking into account all modes of· · , 
_ transportation inCluding mass transit and . non-motorized · · 

travel and relevant components of the· circulation system, 
-including but notlimited to intersections, streets, highways· 
and freeways,. pedestr~ah., a~d· bicycle path$,. arid ma.ss 
transit? · · - · · · · 

1 ' • • • ~ ,\ 

··,. '·,\ 

,. 
,: ' 

': ' I. 

·WHY? . The City establish~d: Transporta~ion -lmpa~t ·Analys.is. Guid_elines to _suppo~ the· City's 
:vision-lri creating- a com-munity where _peopie can 'birculat~:without:.cars,-.which relies;.upon an 
. integrated multi modal· transp·ortation ·system thatprovides ·choices and.accessibility for ~veryone 
iri the. city._ The City of Pas?ldena Department of Transportation: sets forth goals and policies to · 

:improve overall transportation in Pasadena and create·'." a community where~ people .cari circulate 
'w!thout cars." Inherent __ tn this· vi_si_o.n statemeot .is to- accomm'odid~ differenf>modes of . 
. transportation such ·_ as vehicle, pedestrian, · bicycle,· and transit.· The City's adopted 
transportation performance measu.res, assess the· qu~lity of these different modes of traveL The · 
n.~w performance measures were adop~~d .tt:r support the Mobility Element's three main:.p01icy _ 
·objectives,._which .are to (1).- enhance livability, ·(2) encourage walking;.· t:>ikirig, transit; 'and other 
alternatives-to _motor vehicles, and ·(3)· cteate:a suppo'rtive ·;climate :for: economic viability. The-
five categori~s of adopted. transportation ,_perfo~marice metri~s. are: .. ,,. . J ' 

• ~ ••• ,.', l; . I . . ., . ~ ~ 
. ij':'''·: ; .... 

-'. 

. . Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) per Capita ,.· ".·;" 

. . 

• V~hi_cle Trips (VT) p~r Capita _ , :. 
' .~ • •' • ", I • o ' ; ' ' • " ' ' • > ' 

;:·:· 

• , Proximity and· Quality ·of Hike·-Facilities··· · ··'J --.·_• -I 

i_ 

• 
• Pedestrian Accessibility_ 

The proposed project is an amendment to the TOO Ordinance, and would_ not entitle or fund any 
specific 'projects and, thus, would not result in any direct physical changes- to the environment. 
Any future development projects that could occur under the proposed Ordinance would be 

. subject to- the City's Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, which require· analysis ·of 
- transportation impacts and system improvements as- necessary to offset such impacts. While 
the proposed project would aliow for an 'increase in parking supply at sites developed within the 
Sierra Madre Villa Station area, vehicle trips_ and the corresponding VMT are generated by land -Q uses, and riot parking .availability. The TOO Ordinance provides the regulatory framework for a 
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mixture of corhmercial; high-density residential, mixed-use, public, and semi~public uses within a 
half mile (quarter mile for the ~ierra Madre Villa Station)"to light rail stations; ·encouraging transit · 
usage. in conjunction with· a safe· and pleasant pedestrian-oriented ·environment. De'(elopment 
that seeks -to benefit from the· TOO Ordinance would ·be close to. "-the Metro Gold Line stations, 
and future development under the TOO Ordinance would accommodate safe and convenient 

· walking, bicycling, and transit use, furtherif1g the goals of the City's General Plan Land Use and· . 
. · Mobility Element. _Implementation· of the TOO Ordinance amendment would not result in the 

development of new land uses that were not contemplated under the Ge.ne.ral Plan Mobility 
Element, and as such, would not generate a substantial number. of trips greater than what was 
qnaly_zed in the General Plan Update EIR. · · · · 

. . . . ~ . . -. 

Therefore,_ adoption .of the proposed TOO _Ordinance am.emqment would not conflict. with an 
applicabte:ptan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance 
of the circulation system, an~ this impact would be· less· than significant. 

Less Than 
Potentially Significcmt · Less Than No 

Would the project: Significant Impact With Significant · 
l:mpact I· Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporated 

·b .. Conflict~ with _an · applicable congestion . management : 

:program; including, but not limited ,to level ·of service I , .. 
· standarqs and travel demand measures, or other standards X 
established by the county congestion man~gement agency . '. ... ' I 

. for designated roads or highways? · ._,. 

_WHY? · The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation .Authority (MT A) is the agency. 
responsible for ;implementing the Congestion. Management Program (CMP) for all ·of Los 
Angeles Cqunty. The. purpose of the CMP is to develop a c-oordinated C)pproach .to ,managing 
and de.creasing traffic congestion by .linking the various transportation, land use, and· air quality 
planning programs throughout the county. The program is· consistent with that. of SCAG .. The 
CMP program requires review of significant individual projects, which might on their own impact·· 
the CMP transportation system. · · · · · 

The proposed project is an amendment to the TOO.Ordinanc~, and.would not entitle 6r.fund any 
specific pr'Ojects and, thus, would riot result in any direct physical changes to the environment. 
Therefore, adoption of the proposed TOO Ordinance amendment would not conflict _with an 
applicable congestion management program, and rio impact would occur. · 

r· .. 
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. ' 

Would the. project: 

c. Result in a change in' air traffic patterns, includin·g either an 
increase in traffic levels oni change' in location thaf results 
in substantia!.saf~~y risks? . 

· > No . 
· ·Impact 

X 
··. :· 

·.WHY? The' proj~ct' s'lt~. is' 'n,~t within .an:.airport .land use" p'la.n or Within' 2 mile~· of.a .publlq"airport 
or' public' use airport .. :The n~arest 'public. airport to the' city is Bob .Hope Airport'Jocated in the 
'city of Burppnk. Jh({near.est _private' us~ akportJ~ El ·Mo!Jte. Airport: located qn Santa Anita 
~venue· .in th~ ·City of El .Monte .. ·Que: to. th~.,d!stance and :.nature of the proposep proje.ct, 

: implemer"!tati~n .of .the. propos~d. proje~t ·.V\fOLJI,d. not, affect any· a!rport· facJiities a.nd would not 
cause 'a change 'in, the directional p~tte.rns· of--~.ircra_ft .. , .. !.Therefore, th~ .. proposed pr9j~ct WO!J.Id 
have no irnpac~ tp .air. traffic patterns.', . ' . ·. : .. '' ' .. . ' . .. ' . 

~ . ', i • . . -- • • . ' 

. Would theJJ['oje¢t: · 

d. Substantially increase hazards· due to a design.featu~e (e.g., 
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) ·or.·incon)pC3tible .· 
uses (e~g., farm equipment)? · .· · 

. ' '-

No 
Impact 

X 

WHY? The propo'sed project isan amend~e!lt to the· TOO Ordinance; ·and would not e~title ~r 
fund any specific projects and;·: thus,- would not restJit Jh any_: dir~.ct physical changes to the 
environm'ent.· Future qevelopm~nt ·that 9ould occur under. the propcJ~eq amendment would· be 
r~quired to· unde.rgo\ 'tti~ qity's p~nr~_ICa.np. 'plan. revjew, p~(?cess, whjctt .wouid, ensur,e ·th~t. 
adoption of the p'foposed TOb' ()rpinance amendment \Aio'uld not increase· hazards due to a 
design feature or incompatible' uses. No impact would occur. . , . , . . . . ·. . . 

' ·~ .. ~ ' ; I ' ~ , . . ' , 

e. Result in inadequate e·mergency access? X 

. . . . ~ . 

-WHY? The proposed project is an amendment t~ the TOO Ordinance, and would not entitle or~ 
fund any specific projects and, thus, would not result in any direct physical changes to the · 
~nvironment. Therefore,·. the project would have no im1pacts related to inadequate emergency 

~ access. 
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LessThan. 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

No 
Wo.uld the project: Significant Impact With Significant 

Impact 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporated 

f. · Result in inadequate parking capacity? X 
,. 

W ... Y?. Table 1 (Changes in Parking Requirements) shows that the proposed amendment 
. would allow a range of parking standards in the TOO areas surrounding Sierra _Madre. Villa Gold 
· Line station. As propoSed, ttie changes to the ordinance. would allow some 'development within 
the vicinity of tl:le· Sierra Madre Villa Gold· un·e station to· have more parking than the existing 
TOO . Ordinance would permit and to keep_ existing spaces 6n-site, that · may -exceed the 
maximum .with approval from the· Zoning Administrator. Under the proposed. amendment,. the · 

. Zoning· Administrator can allow projects to exceed the maximt,Jm parking requlrenients up to an 
a_mount ail owed by Section · 17.46.040.C and 17AEt040.0.2 of the:· 'PMC_ if 'the. applicant 
demonstrates additional_ parking is necessary. As the proposed-project does not 'further reduce 
_the amount of potential parking, there will b_e n~ impacts _to parking capacity.·. 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than No.· 

Would the project: Significant Impact With Significant 
. Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding ., 

public. transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise. X· 
decrease the ·performance or safety of such facilities? 

. ' 

. WHY? The proposed project is· an am·endinent to the TOO Ordinance, and wo'l.Jid riot . 
··entitle or fUnd any spedfic projects arid, thus, would ~not result..in ·any direct pttysiciil.· . 
. changes to. the environment. F.uture.deyelopmentthat could·.occur under the· proposed· 
'project would occur within ··areas well served by public transportation as t~e project area 
is located in close proximity to Gold Line stations. These devek>pment types emphasize 
intensification ofdevelopmsnt in proximity to transit opportunities and reduced rel~ance 
on motor vehicles, and would accommodate safe and convenient walking, bicycling, and· 

: transit use. Therefore, adoption of the proposed TOO Ordinance amendment would not. 
· . conflict with adopted p·olicies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or · 

pedestrlar:rfaciliti~s, a·nd no impact would occur. · · 
' ' 
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. 2~18 

Would the project: ~ · · · 

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements ·of · th~ 
. applicable Regional W~ter .Quality Controi.Board? . · 

. Les~"Than : 
. Significant 

: , Impact With. 
:. Mitig.ation 
·!ncorp9r~t~d . 

'(· 

. I 

· No 
· Jmpac;:t 

. x . 

·:wHY?' The proposedprojecn~· ah ~·m~ndmeri.t .to the'TOD.Ordin.ance,\~nd'wo·uld not eptltle.or 
. fund any specific ·projects ·and,·. thus, wp.~ld not· res~ It iri .·ethY dire~t .physical· change's .tO' .~he 
· environment Any future·: devel6pmenf that could ·occu(urider the. ·proposed project ·\yiu· be 

. subje·ct tp·_ a sanitation· Ctistrict's· sew~r corlnectioq f~e· '\Nh~h ,'cdrmected. to. a sewe{ lirl'e . 
. · PasCfidena is in Los·AnQeles Co .. unty Sah'itation ·District :<LA.C.SD) :.1_6·: ,AU·.~ewage ·fro.m tne proj~ct 

site would be conveyed to· existing City s~wer lines·· and fc:fcilities:·-Wastewater discharge from 
. the·p'rojec(sit~ would b'ef'~egulated·by applicable standards and ~eq~irements.that .are impds~d 
and -~nforced 'by the·/City's··oepartni~nt ofP,\~biic Works;· Engineehng Qivision.' AU)Nastewater 

. ··generated by the proposed project would be ·treated, jri:,GOmpliance _with the teq4ir~mehts of the 
Los ·Angeles RWQCB. Therefore, the .. · proposed project, would not -exce~d ·the" wasteyvater 
treatment tequiren1ents of the·Los Angeles RWQCB/'and ,irripac~s· wouid be _less·th~lll··~ignificaht. 

• . . ,·,1-,1 -~ I; . . . . . • ,>• 

~ Would the project:· . 

b. Require or result .. in the· co'n~truction of n.ew w~ter. or 
wastewater tr~atment facilities .. or exparisi6.n .··of .. existing 
·facilities, the construction of which could .cau~e ·signific1;1nt. 
environmental effects? ·· · .'. . . · · . " .. 

··:· •• j 

Less. Than .. 
.Significant 
·~Impact 

No· 
'lmpac~ 

" . ' ' 

·' 

X 

:,4 , 

. . . . '. ' . .. . • . . .· ·;,' .· ' ..... · .·· ,.· .• 1' ·.· . 

WHY? The proposed project is !an amendm~nt 'to, the Too· Orqinahce,: aJ1d ,woUld notentitle or 
·fund any spf:}cific projects-~and, ·thu~,-would. not. result ih any ·directphysical·changes to the 
environment. Any future. development that may occur in accordancE3. wi~~ the propos~d T,OD 
·ordinance ·amendment ·would be subjec~:·to:a-·sewer connection fe.e When.'corihected to a· sewer 
·line. Pasadena is in Los Arigeles··county·Sc:initatiorrDistri6f1.6 .. All ~ewagE;} fro'ni·the TOO ar~as · 
is ·conveyed to· existing city 'sewer lities.'and facilities. ··Wastewater discharge from any _·f~ture 
·development' project· would be regulated:·oy applicable 'standards' and·~requirements::·that· are 
imposed and enforce<;! by the City's··oepartmemt of Pubti'C V\iorks',·.:_~ngineedrig Division: .All 

· ·wastewate'r gen:eratedby'Su.ch potentiatfutur~:p'rojeCts .would betre'ated.in compliance.withJhe · 
re.quirements of the· Los··Arigeles. Regionaf,.Water ciua!'ity 'toritro(B6ard (RWQCB).- Therefo'r~, 
. adoption of the proposed. Specific~ Plan amendment would hot' cause .. an ·exceedarice of th~ 
wastewater treatment r~~:uirements .of the Los::·-Angeles· RWQCB, ahd an'y 're,Iated. impacts wq-~Jd be lessthan··signifi.lcani. '{ ·. ·; · ·. · ·,i,.r·.· · ·· · .... ; _i .. · .... · <· .,. · ... .· .:·. ··· 

' . ., •, . '\ ~ : ' 
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Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

No 
Would the projeCt: Significant Impact With Significant 

lm~act 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporated 

c. Require or result ·in the construction of new_ storm water 
drainage facilities ot- expansion- of existing facilities; -the -

·X 
I construction of which could cause signifi.cant environmental '. 

effects? 
/ 

-

WHY? The proposed project is an amendment to the TOO Ordin~nce and would not entitle or 
'f0nd- any speCific projects and; thus: would not .i-~sult in .any: pirect _physic~t" changes to the 
envkonment. Eyen though the _proposed_-project ~ould indirectly result in future developmen~, all 
storrnwater drainage_ 'from. 'such- development would -be. :conveyed to 'existing. ·city- facilities': 

... However, _since no physlca! improv~ments ar~ currently proposed, tfle specific impacts. that 
. -_p-otential future 'development could .have on the_' storm drairi system cannot be -i_dentified. 
·. Regardtes~, given. tf)at -the city· is largely. ~l1ilt out, ~hat .. drainag-e. is accornmoda~ed by existing 
. storm. drain :improvem~nts and drainage channels; and that future development _would be 
. required' to comply with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), . Standard 
U'rb~r:-t _Stqrm Water Mitigation. Plan _·(SUSMP) and Low Impact_D~velopment (LID) stc~mdards, 

i· developmen_f of new uses in the TOO areas would not be expected to cause exceedances of the 
stbrm dtainage system.· Therefore, adoption of the proposed TOO Ordinan-ce· amendment would 

0 

_not require or ~.result in- the construction of new stormwater drainage· facilities or expansion of Q 
e~isting facilities, _and impacts would be Jess than significanL See .also Issues 2.1 O(d) and 

. _2.-1 O(e); above.' · · · - .. 
,_ 

Less. Than 
Potentially _ ·Significant Less Than 

No 
- Would the project: Significant Impact With Significant 

Impact 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporated 

-d. Ha\'e sufficient water supplies available to serve the project 
from .existing entitlements and re.sources, or are. new or X 

· · · · expanded entitlements needed? · · ·· · 
.. 

_WHY? The proposed projeQt is an ;;tmendmenfto th'e TOO _Ordl,nanc,e,- a'nd .would ryot entitle or 
fund any $pecific __ projects- and, thus, w.ould not' result in_- any direct physical changes -to the 
environm_enf r Impact~. related to. water supply would be Jess than significant because the 

-projected .wate~ __ demand from ·the ·General Plan· buildout is -within the dem~nds forecast. in_ the 
.~2010_-Urba~ Water M.an~gement PI.ap, which qe_rponstrates that'supply meets the demand of the 
_City. All future projects that .could occur ~nder the proposed amendment would be subject-to the 
City_'s local ordina,nc'es, including t~e \Nater ,Shortage Procedures Ordinance, and_ under. SB 
piO~ ·any.9ommercial_.developrnent having· more"'than 250,000 square f~ef 9f floor space would 
pe required to prepare_ a project-specifiG- water supply assessment. Therefore, adoption of the . 

-·proposed TOO Ordinance amendment would not result in,:the need for n,ew: or.expanded water' 
supplies. This impact is les~ than significant. 
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· e. Result in a determination-· by the '«astewater tr~atment · 1 • 

provider, which serves or may serve:the project that it has 
inadequate capacity to serve 'the project's · projected 
demand inadditio~ to the provider's existing commitments? 

·Less 'Than 
. Significan( .. 
:lmpact'!lfith· · 
· Mitigati_on 

Jncorpprateq 

No 

·-X 

- ·,•··.' 

. -'NH-Y? Wastewater Jrom .. th~. ·. City' is . currently·_,tr~ated ·. -~t,, th~. LACSD.'~: Whitti~<-- Narro~s 
R_eclamation . Pi ant, _·San·.· JQse . .Creek _yvater Reclamation Plant, and .... , Los Coyotes W~ter 
Reclamation· -Plant... No· deficiencies- have -be,en ;.id~ntified .in ·these . wastewater treatment 

, facilities.· The ~e~ig_n· capac!ti~s pfLACSD's f~c;iiiti~~ are- based on th~ reg.ionaLgrowtr .forecast 
adopt~d by SCAG .. _ E{Cpansio~ ofLACSD's faciliti~s. m\Jst be sized _and .their service phased .in a 
manner 'that is consistent with the SCAG regional growth forecast. 

The proposed proje:ct is. an amendment to.the. TOP O_rdi.nance_,_and would not _entitle o~,,fund any 
·specific· projects and, thus~ wolj!d not result: in ·any dlrec~ P.rysical changes .to the environment. 
I.nasmuch.as the.proposed prqjectcqu_l.d !hP!rect!Y. re~~It i _ _n 'future.d~v~Iopment, ~Hsewage from 

-- such development would be conveyed ·to existing CitY sewer lines and ..facilities. There are '19 • 
existing deficiencies in the sanitation. district's treatment facilities serving_ Pasadena that would 
be exace~bated by potential new . development. Therefor.e; :~qqpti~n. of t~e proposed ·TOO 

. Ordinance amendment would not.result in a determination bythewastewate·r treatment provider 
. tt)at it has inadequate capacity to serve t~e, prc;>jec~'s deJ1land jn · .. additi()n to existing 
commitments .. Impacts wO'uld be less than significant. . , . ' 

' • o • • I' • ' •' , j '-I ' j j':' 

f. ·. Be s~n/ed b,y a landfill with .. sufficient perr:nitted capacity to 
; accommodat~ the' project's sofid waste disposal rieeds? 

I_ •• 1 ,- •: 
.. x··. :t,, 

WHY?' The city is primadty -s~hted. by: th~ sdholl Cany~~-- ta.ndfill,·. ~hich is': p-~rmitted ~ntH· 2025. 
-The; Schol! CanY().~-;·Larujfil! hc:ts a..: maximum. d,~it'Y;': c~paclty _of 3,400- tons and· ,a ~-ot~d re.rn.~ining 
:c:;apacity of ~,990,000 .c,ubic yar<;is. , · . . : , 

The proposed project is a·n amendm,en~.:t6-tne.TpD-;Ordinanp~.1 anc(woulc;i not-~~titl~ orfund,any 
specific. projects and, thus, V\(OUJd not res'u'tt ·in any direct physical changes to the environment. 

- Potential future development would be subject ,to Chapter 8.62 of the Pasadena Municipal. 
Code, whi.ch is the construction demolition and waste management ordinance. Pursuant to this 
ordinance, the proposed project would be required to divert a minimum of 75 percent of the 
construction and demolition debris from the project. Additionally, future uses that could be 
developed under the proposed project would be required to meet the standards of. the California 
Green- Building Standards Code.· Proposed project impacts related to solid waste generation 
_would be less than significant. · 
\\ 
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'Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

No 
Significant Impact With Significant 

Impact · 
Impact Mitigation Impact.· 

Incorporated 

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and ·x 
regulations related to solid waste? 

: WHY? . In 1992, the City adopted the ~ource Reduction and Recycling Element to co.niply with 
the California Integrated Waste Management Act. This act requires thatjurisdictions maintain a 

. 50 percent or better diversion rate for solid waste~· ·The City implements this requirement 
through Pasadena Municipal Code Section 8.61, which establishes the City's Solid Was_te 
Collection Franchise System.· As described in Section 8:61 ~175, each franchisee is responsible 

I for meeting the minimum recycling diversion Tate of 75 'percent on both a 'monthly basis and 
annua't basis for construction and demolition debris and 60 percent on monthly basis' and on an· 
annual basis for other solid waste.' · · · · · · · · 

·As previously stated, :the proposed; project would not entitle or fund ariy s·pecific projects· and, 
. thus,.-would not result in any direct physical chan·ges to the en·vironment. Therefore, adoption of . 
·the proposed TOO Ordin.a'nce amendment would not result in soli_d waste, and no impact would 

' . ' 

occur. 

2.19' EARLIER ANALYSIS · 

·Earlier analysis rnay be 'used where,' pursu'a~t' to. the tlerin'g, program EIR, or other CEQA 
proce~s, an .effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. See · 

. CEQA Guidelines Section. 15063(c)(3)(D). 

Pursua·nt toSection 15,063.(c)(3)(D); this JS/MND utilizes and tiers from the Pasadena General 
Plan Update EIR, SCH .. No. '2013091009, adopted in July, 2015 as part of the analysis of the 
proposed project environmental effects. The·General Plan Update EIR evaluated the impacts of 
buildout of the City of Pasadena, including buildout the TOO area: The environmental impacts 
of buildout of the TOO are a subset of the impcjcts identified and analyzed in the General Plan 
EIR. Therefore, the analysis included in this JS/MND is concentrated. on the issues specific to 
the proposed TOO Ordinance amendment, i.e., the potential environmental impacts related to 
the denlelopment of future uses within the expanded· TOO· areas. . For· an evaluation ·of the 
environmental effects of complete buildout of the City under the General· Plan and for 
cumulative effects of buildout of the city see the Pasadena General Plan Update EIR, which is 
available for public review during regular business hours at the City of Pasadena, Planning 
Department, 175 N. Garfield Avenue,_ Pas~dena,· C~A, 91_101: 
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. 2~20 MANDATORY FIN.DINGS -0~ SIGNIF-ICANCE~ 
' f ' 

-· ; d:~s·s Th~n~ ~ >~ , , 
' . . 

' Woul~ th~ proj~ct:· . · 

. ..a. Does the project have the potential to degrc;ide the.quality of 
the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fi$h or 

·-wildlife species,. c~use a fiph or. wildlife population to~ drop ·,: 
· , . bel,ow -self'"sustaining levefs,·Jhreaten .to .eliminate. a plant or:· · 

.. anit:nal, community, r~d.uce th~ 'number or restrict the rang~ 
~of :a ·rare or endangered p'lant or animal 'or' eliminate 
important examples· of the major periods of . California 
history or prehistory? 

·Significant 
·Impact With ' , .Significant 
.·Mitigation · · hnpact · 

·lncorpo(ated ·. 

.. : ,: . ,, 

. . . ' . . 

. ' ' . 

'No;· 
Impact· 

WHY? The proposed project is an amendment. to the TOO o·rdinance, and_would.not entitle or 
fund any specific projects. and, thus, would not result in· any. direct physical changes to the 
environment .Therefore, adoption of the proposed TOO Ordinance amendment would n·ot 
. degrade the quality of the environment. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Would the project:· 

b. Does the· project have impacts that are individually limited, 
but cumulatively · considerable? · . ("Cumulatively 
considerable" mean·s that the incremental effects of · a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the 
effects of past projects, the effects of other ·current projects, 
and the effects of probable future project? · 

Less Than 
· Signific~int 

lmpa_c;t 

X 

. :.No· 
Impact 

WHY? The prO'pos~d project is an amendment to the TOO Ordinance, and would not entitle or· 
fund any specific· projects ·and,_ thus, would. not result in any direct physical changes to the · 
environment. Future development would require individual environmental analysis· . .Therefore, 
this ir:npact is less than significant. ' · · · 
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e' 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than· 

No. 
Significant Impact With Significant 

Impact 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporated 

c .... Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause ~ubstantial adverse effects on human beings, either X 
directly or indirectly? · 

.::·,· .. 

WHY? The· proposed project is an amendment to the TOO Ordinance, -and would not entitle or 
· fund any .specific projects and, thus, would not result- in· any direct physical changes ·to the· 

environ merit. Therefore, -adoption of the proposed TOO Ordinance amendment would not cause 
: substantial adverse effects'on human beings. ·,· · · · 

J. 

f',_ 

"> 

-;·_ 

November 2015· · 59 Draft Initial Study/Mitigated-Negative Declaration 

0 



0 

City ofP.asa~ena 
Amendment: to the Transit-Oriented Development Ordinance Project 

Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negativ.e DeClaration 

1. 9alifornia _-Air., J~.esou_rces;, .. ·Boarq, Clirpat~_ •. qhaQg.~.~-. -.ff?rop()sed ~: .... §coping.· P,t,qn, 
http://Ww'W:·arb.ca.gov/cc/sco'pingplan/document/scopingplandocument.htm, October 2008.' 

' ·.. :·· . ·.". '·. 'i"ji .. ':··: " ·.- ' ' .. ·.. ~. :- .·. .... .: ' · .... - ·.. -· •. · '.- ->)i :· '_,· ·. . . :·' :·_ . . : 
2._ California 'Ai(. Resources Board, Proposed ·First Update· to the Climate Change· Scoping 

· .. plan,. , .. ~ttp://~~a~q:.9.~·-gov/cc/scoping.plc:~m_/d9cum~nt/updatedspopingplan2P13.htm, 
· ·, Februar-Y 20.14. . ,.. .. ·- · · · · . · ,. . -. :. i .. ,- .. : ·· .. _ · 

·_ .3:. :,. California Oepartmer:tt 10f Cons~rvatjon Division· of.Minesc;tnd Ge()logy.,_ A G_eneraf Locatipn · 
· · ·····' · t3uide'for Ultramafic.Rocks in ·califorf?iB: -~ Ateas .More Lik,ely to cov.taif! Na.t~rally Occurdng 

· Asbestos Report,. August 2000. · · · 

4. Califorri·i~ ';,Department of 'co"riservation 'bi~isi'on of Mines and' G~~l~g-y,. 'seis~ic Haza~d 
. Zones . . . Map . .. _ .•:

1
,_.. .• Pas.aqena --: ·· .. .·. _ · >Quadrangle, 

:·:. "' http://gmw.consrv.ca.govlshmpldownloadlpdflozn_pasa.pdf, 1999. · ·· 

5; -.. _California· Oepartmenl of. Transportation.;.· Te9hnicaf -,Noise. i$upplement ..fq_ -the .Traffic: Ndise 
')l,nalysis Protocol, Septem .. ber_.2n1.3 ... _ ,_.· · ·- ··. ·: .. ~- · · : .-; > -,·, .·,. ·.·-.. ·:--

. p.
1 

-•.• The CaJifqrn._ia. Seismiq · _Saf~ty .. Commission, r.Hom,eowner's Guide to·: t;ar:thquake . Safety, 
· · · 2005 Edition pp. 7 and 38. · _: . .- ... . · .. , · '-.: .. 1.:,~ • , . .-- •. · . _, , .. 

. 7 .. · ~alf3ycyc~e, . . Es_tim_~t(3d.· .Soliq --.Waste .-G~ner:?t~o.n.v-Rates,- :-h!~p://www.calrecycle·.ca.g.ov/ 
WasteChar/WasteGenRates(., acqe~sed rylay_.21·; 4015.- ... , , ..... 

'. . . ':·· .. ' 

.8. ·.; q_ity. of Pasade~~-; £f!J_ergency:9perations P!an, 201_1·; ·: · ., ·· 

9-. CitY' of Pasadena, Ge~~;al ~Jan·L~nd Us~ ~leinent, Augu;t 18, 2~1·5.- · . · .-.;\ ··:r '';_'. -:.::\ 

1 o. · c'ity of: ·Pasadena,, f;ascid~·na ._· ivJ~oicipal· todei .. .. codl~~d t~roug~ :::Grdinan~e . N~-:::-:7258, 
passed. March 30, 2015. . · ' · · · · · - · 

'11 ~' City of Pasad'~~a. SEMS/NIMS Erneig~ncy, Re~ponse PJ~n~ 2012. -
' • • r • • • - • !. ' . ' • ~ . • - ' • ' ' ' • ' ~ . ' . • 

~~·. ;9ity of Pa~a:de!1.a., Specfm-~n ~ree,List. , .. ,_ . · . . ... , -- , . ·.-' ':,.:,.·. -.,_. 

13. ~ .C,ity of Pasade'ria,-·rechnicaiBack~r6~fiii~eporl to t/1~ 2002 Safet~:Eiem~~L ·: .; '. · ;_' , 

.~ :r .,·. '.·; . . ·, .·· _.;i_:,. ~- .· .. ; .. ,.,\, . . :_ .. ·.• ·.~·1,'~·· ·.; ~-- .. ( . . ·: ... _}·.~-,. ~:~ .~ .. : ·-.. ··~j . ·,.. 

't4: City of Pasadena- and Rincon Consultants, Inc., City of Pasadena Revised Noise- ~lement 
of the General Plan, December 2002. 

15. Earth Consultants International, Safety Element of the General Plan City of Pasadena, 
California,· August 2002. 

1_6. Google Earth, 2015. 

17. Los Angeles County Sanitation ·District, Table 1 - Loadings for Each Class of Land Use. 

60 . ·.November 2015 



City of Pasadena 
· · · Arriendm·erit to the Transit-Oriented Deve.lopment Ordhian.ce Project 

Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negatiye Declaration 

18. Metro, Gold-Line M~p and Station Locatjons, http://www.metro.net/riding/maps/gold~line/, 
accessed June 3, 2015, an~ .Ju'ly 23; 2015: ' ' ' ' ' ' . ' ' . 

·19.· Metro; Maps:&: Timetables,:.'http:IIWWW.meiro.netlridinglniaps( accessed June 3, 2016. 
' ' • '• • ' I ' , ' , ' 

0 
' ~. i :, ~, ' , ,! I , • ' , ' ' ' ~ . ' '._ ' ·' ... ' , I 

20. ~asadena Fire Department, Pasadena Fire Department Annual Report.201 0 . 
• ... • J • ~ -' • • • j • • • ·~ :' • • 

: .21·. Pa·sade.riaPolibe Department, Preliminary Monthly Statistical Reports January through April· 
2015, May 5, 2015. · · · ·· 

·'22. Scholl- ·canyon: Landfill Facility/Site Sum_mary, http://~.calrecyc·l~:ca..gov/SWFc:lCilities/ 
Directory/19-AA-0012/Detail/, accessed May 21; 2015·. . ... 

23. South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2012 Air Quality Managemen(Pian, 2012. 
. ,• . . .. . . . . . ..... 

· 24. .South ·Coast -Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, No:vember 
1993. . . . ·.' ·l. ' ' ... j . ' 

· 2s~··. South"Coasf.'Air Quality Management District, Draft Guidance Documen'f:- Interim CEQA 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Significance Threshold, October iO'D8. · · · ·· · · 

·. 26.- South. Coa~t Air ~auality Mana·gement ·District, Final Localized Significance. Threshold 
Methodology, Appendix C, June 2003 (revised 20.09). · · · · 

! • . 

· 27" South CCoast Air Quality Management District, 'Minutes· lor the 'C§HG CEQA·._Significance 
· Threshold Stakeholder Working 'Group'#13, AugList 26, 2009.- ·· · · · · · 

. . i 

28. South Coast Air Quality Management · District, ·Rule · 11'1.3, Architectural"- Coatings, 
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/~ule-booklreg-xi/r1113.pdf, accessed June 2015. · 

' ,\.'! 1 ' ' ,• I .' •' , ,•'' ,' ' • 

. . 

29. Southern California Association of Governments, 2012 Adopted Growth Forecast, 
http://www.scag.ca:gov/forecastl, accesse·d June 201'5.- · · · · : · 

30. Southern California Association of Governments, 2012~2035 Regional Transpqrtation 
Plan/Sustainable Coinmimities Strategy, Apri_14,. 20.12. - · · · 

31. U.S. Geological Survey, Caiifornia State .Minerals Information· website, 2010-11 Minerais 
Yearbook, http://minerals.usgs.gov/minerals/pubs/state/ca.html, accessed June 9, 2015 ... 

: • l • ·:· •·. • • , • • =· _ : 1' , • '1~. ', , • , , • •• , , • ~ • • , r' . ' • • ' ,. , ... ·• ~ • . ' , , _ 

32. U.S. Geological Surifey, State of California Seismic Hazard Zones, Pas~dena,Quadrang!e, 
March 2~.·1999~ .. ' · · · · · · · · · · · · 

.·;· 

, I , 

. ,,., 

November 2015 61 Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

.o 

0 



0 

/ 

0 

0 

. . City of Pasadena 
Amen.d.mentto the Transit~Oriented Development Ordina~ce Project . 

Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

e. Result In a determination· by ·the wastewater treatment· ., 
providef, which serves or may serve:the project that It has 
·inadequate capacity to serve· the project's ·projected· 
demand in addition to the provider's e.xisting commitments? 

. . 

·.X 

• '-1 • 

· :.WHY? ·.:Waste~~ter Jrom Jhe .. City.; is -·c.urrently·~.treated ·-~t,, ·the· LACSD'~· Whittier .Narrow.s 
Reclamatiol) Plant, San . Jo.se :Creek, Water R~clamati6n . Plant, and .... Los Coyotes VV~ter 
"Reclamation- Plant. No ·deficiencies have be,en. identified .in .these·. wastewater treatment 
_facilitie's.' The pesign capaciti~s pf LAC$Dis' f~Giliti~·s are based on th~ 'regionaLgrowth forecast 
adopt~d by SCAG .. )~)J:p~msi'pn o(LACSD's facilitie?:··m!Jst be s!ze9 and .their' se~ice phase~ ,in a 
manner 'that is consistent with the SCAG regional gro,wth forec~st. .. :(' .. . . 

. . 

The p~oposed project is an amerdrnent tothe.T.OD. Q.rd~n~n~e:, .. ~nd "'{OU!d not entitl~ ocfund any 
. specific' p~qje~ts 'and, thus', ,would not result' iri, ·any dir~c~ J?hysical changes .. to the· emvironment. 
Inasmuch: as the •. proposed prqject equid indi.rectly res~l~ in future .devE!I.opment, all sewage· from 
such development would be conveyed' to ·existing City sewer lines a·nd Jacilities. There are n..9 
existing deficiencies in the sanitation .district's treatment facilities serving. Pasadena that would 
be exacerbated by potential new development. Therefor~, aqoption of the proposed TOO 
Ordinance amendment would not result in a determination"by the·wastewate·r treatment provider 

·. tbc;it. it has inadequat~ capacity to serve. t~~ pr9ject;s . demanp in ·,;addition to existing 
commi~ments .. Impacts Would be less than sigr:tifi~a~t. . . ,. , ·, :. . ·. 

' ' ' ' .. '~ '. ' . ; . . . ' . . . . . \ ' . . ' ' ". . .:· . 

f. :·Be s~nied by· a l~mdfill. with s~fficient pe-rmitted Qapacity: to 
: accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs? 

'·,,,,_ ·.·' '\ 

.Np .. 
·Significant ·· . 
. . Impact · ... : . Impact 

'\·' 

. . . 

WHY?: Jhe c.ity is,pfi~aal~ ~e~edby~th~ ~:i~holl Cany~~· .. La,ndfill,·whic~ i~·;per,mitted u~tit 202~. 
!he_ Scholl_ Canyo9 . .'L~·ndfill has .a:ma,ximuni d,~iJy ... c~pa.city of ·~,4QO .. tqns. and. a 'ot~l .rem.~ining 
_capacity of 9,9qO,OOO .cubic yarcjs. · .. · .. .. . .. 

The proposed project is an amendfllenfto the TQD ;or~Hrianqe., and :wouiq not entitle. or fqnd 'any 
specific projects and, thus, would not res·u·tt In ·any direct phys.icat chan.ges to the environment. 

··Potential future development would be subject to Chapter 8.62 of the Pasadena Municipal 
Code, which is the construction demolition and waste management ordinance. Pursuant to this 
ordinance, the proposed project would be required to divert a minimum of 75 percent of the 
construction and demolition debris from the project. Additionally, future uses that could be 
developed under the· proposed project would be required to meet the standards of. the California 
Green Building Standards Code. Proposed project impacts related to solid waste generation 
yvould be less than significant. · 
\ 
\ 
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g. ·comply with federal, state, and local 
regulations related to solid waste? 
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.. 
Less Than .· 

Potentially Significant Less Than 
No 

Significant Impact With Significant 
· Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

.. 
statutes and X 

WHY? In 1992,· the City adopted the Source Reduction and Recy~ling EJ.ement to comply with 
the California Integrated Waste Management Act. ·This act requires that jurisdictions mClintain a 

·50 per~ent ·or better diversion rate for solid_ waste~ The City implements ·this requirement 
through ~Pasadena ·Municipal Code Section 8.61, which establishes the City's Solid Waste 
Collection Franchise System.· As described in Section 8..61 :175, each franchisee is responsible 

I for meeting the minimum recycling diversion rate of 75 perc'ent on both a. monthly basis and 
. 'annua't basis for construction arid demolition debris and ·60 percent on rrlOhthly basis and on. an· 
annual basis for other solid·waste. · · · · ·· · · · 

As previously· stated, lhe proposed' project would ·not entitle or fund any s·pecific projects and, 
. thus,· would not result in any direct physical chan·ges to the environment. Therefore, adoption of 
the proposed TOO Ordinance amendment would not result in solid ·waste,. a·nd no impact would 
occur. 

. ~ . . 

2.19·· EA~LIER ANALYSIS· 

Earlier analysis may be used where,· pursu'ant to the tiering, progra'm EIR, or other -CEQA 
process, an .effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. See · 

. GEQA Guidelines Section 15063( c)(3)(0). 

Pursuant to Section 15Q63(c)(3)(D), this IS/MNO utilizes and tiers from the Pasadena. General 
· · Plan Update EIR, SOH No. 2013091009, adopted in July, 2015 as part of the analysis of the 

proposed project environmental effects. The General Plan Update EIR evaluated the impacts of 
· buildout of the City of Pasadena., including buildout the. TOO area. · The environmental impacts 
of buildout of the TOO are a subset of the impacts identified and analyzed In the General Plan 
EIR. Therefore, the analysis included in this JS/MNO is concentrated. oh the· issues specific to 
the proposed TOO Ordinance amendment, i.e., the potential environmental impacts related to 
the development of ·future uses within the expanded TOO: areas .... For an evaluation of the 
environmental effeCts of complete build out. of the City under the General· Plan ··and for 
cumulative effects of buildout of the city see the Pasadena Generat·Ptan Update EIR, which is 
available for public review during regular business hours at the City of Pasadena, Planning 
Department, 175 N. Garfield Avenue,_ Pasadena,· C~A; 911 O{ . . 
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. '2~20 

'j: 

.a. Does the project have the potential to degrade.the.quality of 
. the environment, suostantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
·.Wildlife species, -cause a fish. or wildlife population td t.irop ; l 
. bel,ow :self'"sustaining le\(els, .. threaten .to .eliminate a plant. op· ·. 

animal: community, r~duce th~ number or restrict the rang~' 
: of·,· a 'rare or endangered. plant or' animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of .California 
history or prehistory? 

· Le·ssThan 
Slgnific.ant . Less:Thim. . . 

·. lmpactWith .· . · ·sig~!ficant . · 
Mi~igatioo , .Impact 

l~co~pQratea 

·.No 
Impact 

1·,·· 

.. X.. 

:.·· 
.. · .. 

., 

. . . . 

WHY? The proposed project is an a·mendment to the TOO Ordinance, and would. not entitle or 
fund any specific projects and, thus, would. not result in· any direct physical changes to the 
envifonrnent. Therefore, adoption of. the proposed TOO Ordinance amendment would n·ot 

·degrade the quality of the environment. lflipacts w.ould be less than significant. 

b. Does the· project have impacts that are individually limited, 
but cumulatively · considerable?. ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that . the incremental effects of · a 
projeCt are considerable when viewed in connection with the 
effects of past projects, the effects of other current. projects, 
and the ~ffects of probable future project? 

Les~ Than 
Significant • 

··lmpactWith'' 
· Mitiga~ion : . 

· ' , lncorporatect : 

Significant 
Impact 

X 

NO_ 
Impact 

WHY? The proposed project is an amendment to the TOO O~dina~ce, and would not entitle or 
fund any specific projects and, thus, would not result in a·ny direct physical changes to the · 
environment. · Future development would require individual environmental analysjs. Therefore, 

. this impact is less than significant. ' · · 
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Less Than 
!Jotentially Significant Less Than 

No. 
Significant Impact With Significant 

lrnpact 
lmpac_t Mitigation Impact 

Incorporated 

c. · Does the project have environmental effects ·which Will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either X 
directly or indirectly? ' · 

<'' 

WHY? Th~ proposed project is-an amendment to the TOO Ordinance,· and would not entitle or 
fund any specific projects and, . thus, would not result in· any direct ptiy~ical changes to the · 
environment. Therefore, .adoption of the proposed TOO Ordinance amendment would not cause 

. substantial adverse effects-on human beings. ·· · · · · · · 

. J· 

November 2015· · 
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