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Section 1.0
SUMMARY
Introduction
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), specifically, State CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15088, 15089, and 15132, the City of Pasadena (the City) has prepared the
Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project
(proposed project or project). A Final EIR is defined by Section 15132 of the State CEQA
Guidelines as “containing the information contained in the Draft EIR; comments, either in
verbatim or in summary received in the review process; a list of persons commenting; and the
responses of the Lead Agency to the comments received.” As such, this Final EIR incorporates by
reference the entire Draft EIR, including the clarifications, revisions, and corrections reflected in
Section 2 herein.
The Final EIR is organized in the following sections:
Section 1 – Summary: This section is intended to provide a summary of the CEQA
requirements, including Project Location, Setting and Description information, Alternatives
to the Project, Areas of Controversy, Issues to be Resolved, and a Summary of the Project
Impacts and Mitigation Measures.
Section 2 – Clarifications, Revisions, and Corrections: This section identifies any
revisions made to clarify and/or correct the text within the Draft EIR as a result of either
comments received from interested parties during the public review period or as initiated
by the Lead Agency (City of Pasadena or City).
Section 3 – Comments and Responses: This section includes all comments received on
the Draft EIR during the document’s 60-day public review period, which began on
February 5, 2016 and was completed on April 5, 2016. A list of public agencies,
organizations, and individuals who submitted comments on the Draft EIR is provided.
Responses to comments received on the Draft EIR have been prepared and are included in
this Section of this Final EIR.
Section 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: This section includes a list of
all mitigation measures for the project and identifies the timing associated with, and entity
responsible for, implementing each mitigation measure in a table format. Space is provided
within the table for tracking mitigation implementation and effectiveness.
This document, along with the Draft EIR (incorporated by reference), make up the Final EIR.
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Uses of the Final EIR
The Final EIR allows the public and the decision makers the opportunity to review revisions to
the Draft EIR, the comments and responses to those comments, and other components of the EIR,
such as the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, prior to approval of the project. The
Final EIR serves as the environmental document to support approval of the proposed project,
either in whole or in part.
After completing the Final EIR, and before approving the project, the Lead Agency must make the
following three certifications as required by Section 15090 of the State CEQA Guidelines:
That the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA;
That the Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the Lead Agency, and that
the decision-making body reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final
EIR prior to approving the project; and
That the Final EIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis.

Background
The Draft EIR for the YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project was published on February 5, 2016, and was
circulated for a 60-day public comment period, which is 15 days longer than the 45 days typically
provided for a Draft EIR comment period. Public notice was mailed to property owners and
occupants within 500 feet of the project site and to all individuals requesting notice for this and
all other EIRs within the City of Pasadena, including all parties that commented on the Notice of
Preparation. Public notice was also posted at the office of the Los Angeles County Clerk and was
sent to the State Clearinghouse (a division of the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research). The
Draft EIR public review period provided interested public agencies, groups, and individuals the
opportunity to comment on the contents and accuracy of the document. Copies of the Draft EIR
were made available to the public at the City’s Planning Division counter, Pasadena Central
Library, and posted online. The public comment period for the Draft EIR ended on April 5, 2016.
In addition to written comments received during the 60-day review period, oral comments were
taken at the Historic Preservation Commission, Design Commission, and Planning Commission
public hearings held on March 1, March 8, and March 9, 2016, respectively. Public comments on
the Draft EIR received by the City are included in this Final EIR, and responses to those comments
have been prepared to address the concerns raised.
A total of 35 written comment letters were received on the Draft EIR from public agencies,
private and local organizations, and individuals during the review period. A list of commenters is
provided in Section 3.
Each comment letter received was bracketed to identify unique individual comments within the
letter. Each bracketed individual comment is numbered and corresponds to a matching
numbered response. Section 3 includes the bracketed comment letter followed by the numbered
responses. Additionally, a summary of the oral comments occurring at each of the three public
hearings, and responses to those comments, are included herein.
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Where responses to comments on the Draft EIR result in changes to the Draft EIR, these changes
are noted and the resulting changes are identified in Section 2, Clarifications, Revisions, and
Corrections, of this Final EIR document.

Project Location and Setting
The project site is located at 78 North Marengo Avenue in the City of Pasadena (City), within the
County of Los Angeles. The project site is composed of three parcels and comprises the entire
block bounded by Marengo Avenue to the west, Holly Street to the north, Garfield Avenue to the
east, and Union Street to the south. The southwest parcel (Parcel 1) contains the existing vacant
YWCA building located at the northeast corner of Marengo Avenue and Union Street. The YWCA
building varies in height from two stories to three stories with a maximum height of 44.6 feet. The
second parcel (Parcel 2) consists of a surface parking lot east of the existing YWCA building. The
third “L-shaped” parcel (Parcel 3), located to the north and east of the existing YWCA building and
parking lot, consists of landscaping and public art (Robinson Memorial) along Holly Street and
Garfield Avenue. A small grouping of trees is located along the eastern portion of the project site,
south of Holly Street, which represent Pasadena’s Sister City trees. The project site encompasses
approximately 84,042 square feet of land with approximately 61 trees, all of which are
considered public trees and therefore protected under the City Trees and Tree Protection
Ordinance. The project site is located within the Civic Center/ Midtown Sub-District of the Central
District Specific Plan, and is zoned CD-2. The General Plan Land Use designation for the site is
Medium Mixed Use. The YWCA building is a historically significant property that is listed as a
contributor to the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District on the National Register of Historic
Places and the California Register of Historical Resources, and is a City-designated historic
monument.

Project Characteristics
The proposed hotel would consist of approximately 179 guestrooms and suites, approximately
1,989 square feet of meeting facilities, approximately 5,630 square feet of ballroom space,
approximately 1,197 square feet of hospitality parlors, and an approximately 2,350 square-foot,
140-seat restaurant. The proposed project would support approximately 244 employees.
The ground floor of the existing YWCA building would undergo rehabilitation to house uses
similar to what historically existed in the building. For instance, the existing YWCA lobby would
become the hotel lobby and registration space, the existing YWCA library would become the hotel
"living room" or common room, the existing YWCA cafeteria would become the hotel restaurant,
and the existing YWCA gymnasium and pool spaces would become the hotel ballrooms. Typical
guestrooms in the new hotel would be approximately 220 to 400 square feet in size, with
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) guestrooms and suites approximately 400 to 600 square
feet in size. The second and third floors of the existing YWCA building would be rehabilitated into
13 guestrooms and suites ranging between 300 and 485 square feet. In addition, the second floor
would include hotel meeting rooms with support spaces (i.e., storage, pantry, and pre-function
support space). The roof level above the southeastern portion of the existing gymnasium and pool
wing would be structurally strengthened and converted into an outdoor, rooftop pool area. The
existing YWCA building basement would provide for kitchen storage, general storage, mechanical
rooms, and administrative function space.
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Separate from, and adjacent to, the YWCA building would be a new hotel building ranging from
three to six stories and containing approximately 166 hotel rooms. At the ground level, the new
building would be physically separate from the existing building. Along the Union Street facade, a
canopy on the level of the second floor would be provided between the two buildings. Along the
Holly Street facade, the two buildings would be connected on the second floor level by a bridge.
The new hotel structure would be set back 20.25 feet from the Garfield Avenue sidewalk on the
east, which is an additional 10.25 feet beyond the 10-foot setback required by the Central District
Specific Plan for this site. The new hotel structure would have a variable setback along Union
Street ranging from zero to three feet in length measured from the Union Street sidewalk. The
height of the new hotel structure would range from 33 feet, six inches to 60 feet (with an eave
height of 53 feet at the 60-foot-high portion). The proposed height, floor area ratio, and setbacks
meet the development standards for the CD-2 zoning district.
The project site currently includes landscaping along the northern and eastern portions of the
property (along Holly Street and Garfield Avenue, respectively). An outdoor patio would be built
to the north of the existing YWCA building, removing a portion of the landscaping south of
Holly Street. The remaining landscaping in this area would be enhanced with trees and plants.
The new building would be constructed on a portion of the landscaped area that fronts Garfield
Avenue. This area currently consists of 3,650 square feet of wood chips on a sloped surface
between the surface parking lot and a concrete walkway; 1,490 square feet of concrete walkway;
and 8,240 square feet of grass and trees between the concrete walkway and the decorative brick
sidewalk along Garfield Avenue. The proposed project would remove the wood chips and
concrete walkway and retain approximately 35 percent (2,880 square feet) of the grass between
the Garfield Avenue sidewalk and the new construction. New landscaping and water features
would be provided in an interior courtyard. Walkways would be provided from the courtyard to
Holly Street, Garfield Avenue, and Union Street. The landscaping, courtyards, and walkways
would create a pedestrian friendly environment for the public. The project would not alter the
existing patterned sidewalks along the Garfield Avenue and Holly Street promenades.
Following implementation of the proposed project, 27 of the existing 61 trees on the project site
would remain onsite; the remaining 34 trees would be removed and either relocated or replaced.
The five Sister City trees would be among the trees to be removed. Impacts associated with
removal of the trees are discussed within the Initial Study prepared for the project, which is
included as Appendix A to the Draft EIR. The existing Pasadena Robinson Memorial public art
installation would not be affected by the project.
Parking for the new hotel would be valet-only, with vehicles then taken to and from off-site
locations provided at existing parking lots and structures in the nearby area. Currently, three
parking garage locations are under consideration for this purpose:
AT&T garage located at 177 East Colorado Boulevard;
Holly Street garage located at 150 East Holly Street; and
Ramona Garage located at 240 Ramona Avenue.
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In addition, a turnout is proposed along Marengo Avenue for guest drop-off, valet parking, and
access to the main entrance of the hotel and restaurant. A curb-cut would be required along
Marengo Avenue for valet parking and a second curb cut would be required on Union Street at the
service entrance, which would be set back approximately 150 feet east from the intersection of
Marengo Avenue and Union Street. A secondary pedestrian entrance/exit for the hotel and
meeting functions would be located on Holly Street with a north-south-oriented walkway
proposed to traverse existing lawn and landscaping. Similarly, a third pedestrian entrance/exit
for the hotel would be on Union Street between the existing YWCA building and the proposed
new building to the east.

Alternatives to the Project
CEQA requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to a proposed project that
could feasibly avoid or lessen any significant environmental impacts, while attaining the basic
objectives of the project. The alternatives analyzed in this EIR are summarized below, with a
more detailed description and impacts analysis of the alternatives presented in Section 4 of the
Draft EIR.
Alternative 1 – No Project
Section 15126.6(e) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires evaluation of the No Project
Alternative. As described in the State CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of describing and
analyzing the No Project Alternative is to allow decision makers to compare the impacts of
approving the proposed project with the impacts of not approving the proposed project.
Therefore, as required by the State CEQA Guidelines, the analysis examines the impacts that
might reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the proposed project was
not approved.
The No Project Alternative assumes no development of the proposed project site. The
YWCA building would remain vacant. It is assumed that the City would allocate funding to
conduct minimal maintenance on the building; the amount of funding that would be
allocated is not known at this time. The parking lot would continue to operate for public
parking and the landscaped area would remain the same as the existing condition.
Alternative 2 – Increased Setback Alternatives
Under the series of alternatives presented as Alternative 2, the project site would also be
redeveloped as a hotel, but the new hotel building would be set back farther from
Garfield Avenue than the proposed project. There are seven variations for Alternative 2
that vary based on the setback from Garfield Avenue, the number of hotel rooms, the
maximum height for the new building, and/or whether a portion of the existing YWCA
building would be replaced with new construction.
The following bullets further describe the Alternative 2 variations, highlighting differences
relative to the proposed project. Table 1-1 summarizes different design features of the
proposed project and the Alternative 2 variations. It should be noted that the designs for
the Alternative 2 variations are conceptual at this time and details could be modified in
future planning and design for the hotel.
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Table 1-1 Comparison Matrix of the Proposed Project and Alternative 2 Variations
Project Alternative

Proposed Project
Alternative 2A

Setback from
Garfield Ave.
(feet)

Total
Number of
Rooms

Maximum
Height
(stories/feet)

Retention
of Pool
Wing

Size of New
Building (square
feet)

20.25

179

6/60

Yes

87,342

30/40 (variable)

185

6/60

Yes

91,000

Alternative 2B

70

143

6/60

Yes

85,000

Alternative 2C

70

185

9/90

Yes

112,000

Alternative 2D

70

185

6/60

No

119,000

Alternative 2E

107

106

6/60

Yes

59,000

Alternative 2F

107

185

12/120

Yes

100,000

Alternative 2G

107

185

6/60

No

116,000

•

Alternative 2A – 30/40 Foot Setback
Under Alternative 2A, the eastern facade of the new hotel building would have a
varying setback of between 30 and 40 feet from Garfield Avenue, have a new building
maximum height of 60 feet (or six stories, the same as the proposed project), and have a
total of approximately 185 rooms. The 30- to 40-foot setback would retain more of the
existing landscaped area along Garfield Avenue relative to the proposed project. The
square footage of the new building would be greater than the proposed project, at
approximately 91,000 square feet. The new building would have a slightly different
footprint than the proposed project in order to allow for the additional setback,
maintain the same maximum building height and similar number of hotel rooms, and
incorporate an open loggia space. To accommodate this, there would be a smaller
interior courtyard area than is included under the proposed project and the building
would extend to cover the eastern facade of the pool wing of the YWCA building, with
articulated physical separation of portions of this connection to preserve the single
existing window on this facade. The new building would also include physical
connections to the south-facing courtyard facade of the existing gymnasium and pool
wing of the YWCA and construction on top of an existing portion of the building that
extends south from the pool wing. Other than the interface of the new and existing
buildings, the changes to the YWCA building under Alternative 2A would be the same as
the proposed project and the operational capacity of the hotel would be similar.

•

Alternative 2B – 70 Foot Setback with No Increased Height and Reduced Room
Count
Under Alternative 2B, the eastern facade of the new hotel building would be set back
70 feet from Garfield Avenue, have a new building maximum height of 60 feet
(i.e., the same height as the proposed project), and have a total of approximately
143 rooms. The 70-foot setback would preserve much of the existing landscaped area
along Garfield Avenue. To maintain the same maximum building height as the proposed
project, while providing a 70-foot setback, the new building under Alternative 2B would
have approximately 36 fewer hotel rooms than the proposed project. The square
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footage of the new building would be less than the proposed project, at approximately
85,000 square feet. The new building would include physical connections to the
south-facing courtyard facade and east-facing rear facade of the existing gymnasium
and pool wing of the YWCA, and construction on top of an existing portion of the
building that extends south from the pool wing. Other than the interface of the new and
existing buildings, the changes to the YWCA building under Alternative 2B would be the
same as the proposed project, but the operational capacity of the hotel would be
reduced.
•

Alternative 2C – 70 Foot Setback with Increased Building Height
Under Alternative 2C, the eastern facade of the new hotel building would be set back
70 feet from Garfield Avenue, have a new building maximum height of 90 feet, and have
a total of approximately 185 rooms. The 70-foot setback would preserve much of the
existing landscaped area along Garfield Avenue. To maintain the same number of rooms
as the proposed project, while providing a 70-foot setback, the new building under
Alternative 2C would be nine stories. The square footage of the new building would be
greater than the proposed project, at approximately 112,000 square feet. The new
building would include physical connections to the south-facing courtyard facade and
east-facing rear facade of the existing gymnasium and pool wing of the YWCA, and
construction on top of an existing portion of the building that extends south from the
pool wing. Other than the interface of the new and existing buildings, the changes to the
YWCA building under Alternative 2C would be the same as the proposed project, and
the operational capacity of the hotel would be similar.

•

Alternative 2D – 70 Foot Setback with Construction on Pool Wing
Under Alternative 2D, the eastern facade of the new hotel building would be set back
70 feet from Garfield Avenue, have new building maximum heights of 60 feet
(i.e., the same height as the proposed project), and have a total of approximately
185 rooms. The 70-foot setback would preserve much of the existing landscaped area
along Garfield Avenue. To maintain the same maximum building height and number of
rooms as the proposed project, while providing a 70-foot setback, the gymnasium and
pool wing of the YWCA building would be demolished and replaced with additional
hotel rooms. The square footage of the new building would be greater than the
proposed project, at approximately 119,000 square feet. Other changes to the YWCA
building under Alternative 2D would be the same as the proposed project and the
operational capacity would be similar.

•

Alternative 2E – 107 Foot Setback with No Increased Height and Reduced Room
Count
Under Alternative 2E, the eastern facade of the new hotel building would be set back
107 feet from Garfield Avenue, have a new building maximum height of 60 feet
(i.e., the same height as the proposed project), and have a total of approximately
106 rooms. The 107-foot setback would preserve all of the existing landscaped area
along Garfield Avenue. To maintain the same maximum building height as the proposed
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project, while providing a 107-foot setback, the new building under Alternative 2E
would have approximately 73 fewer hotel rooms than the proposed project. The square
footage of the new building would be less than the proposed project, at approximately
59,000 square feet. The new building would include physical connections to the
south-facing courtyard facade of the existing gymnasium and pool wing of the YWCA
and construction on top of an existing portion of the building that extends south from
the pool wing. Other than the interface of the new and existing buildings, changes to the
YWCA building under Alternative 2E would be the same as the proposed project but the
operational capacity would be reduced.
•

Alternative 2F – 107 Foot Setback with Increased Building Height
Under Alternative 2F, the eastern facade of the new hotel building would be set back
107 feet from Garfield Avenue, have a new building maximum height of 120 feet, and
have a total of approximately 185 rooms. The 107-foot setback would preserve all of
the existing landscaped area along Garfield Avenue. To maintain a similar number of
rooms as the proposed project, while providing a 107-foot setback, the new building
under Alternative 2F would be 12 stories. The square footage of the new building would
be greater than the proposed project, at approximately 100,000 square feet. The
changes to the YWCA building under Alternative 2F would be the same as the proposed
project and the operational capacity would be similar.

•

Alternative 2G – 107 Foot Setback with Construction on Pool Wing
Under Alternative 2G, the eastern facade of the new hotel building would be set back
107 feet from Garfield Avenue, have a new building maximum height of 60 feet, and
have a total of approximately 185 rooms. The 107-foot setback would preserve all of
the existing landscaped area along Garfield Avenue. To maintain the same maximum
building height and number of rooms as the proposed project, while providing a
107-foot setback, the gymnasium and pool wing of the YWCA building would be
demolished and replaced with additional hotel rooms. The square footage of the new
building would be larger than the proposed project, at approximately 116,000 square
feet. Other changes to the YWCA building under Alternative 2G would be the same as
the proposed project and the operational capacity would be similar.

Alternative 3 – Alternate Land Use
Under Alternative 3, the project site would be used for commercial office space. The
existing YWCA building would be rehabilitated to include the office lobby, conference and
meeting rooms, and offices. A new building would be constructed within the same building
envelope (i.e., setbacks and height) as the proposed project, and would also be used for
commercial office space. This building would be separate from and adjacent to the YWCA
building and would be a maximum of six stories. The total square footage of the office
space, including the YWCA building and new building, would be similar to the proposed
project, at approximately 135,000 square feet. This alternative would support
approximately 540 employees.
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This alternative would require onsite parking, which would be assumed to be provided in a
new subterranean parking garage with 304 parking spaces.
Construction of the office building would be similar to construction of the new hotel
building under the proposed project; however, the subterranean parking structure would
require substantially more construction, including extensive excavation.
Three other alternatives were considered but rejected as infeasible, as described in Section 4 of
the Draft EIR.

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
A summary of the environmental impacts associated with implementation of the proposed
project and mitigation measures (MM) included to avoid or lessen the severity of potentially
significant environmental impacts, and residual impacts, is provided in Table 1-2 below.
Table 1-3, also presented below, provides a summary the impacts of the aforementioned
alternatives in comparison to the impacts of the proposed project.
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Table 1-2 Summary of Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, Residual Impacts, and Alternatives
Proposed Project Impacts

Mitigation Measures and Conditions of Approval

Residual Impact

Cultural Resources
Impact CULTURAL-1: The proposed project would not cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
as defined in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. Specifically, the
proposed project does not propose or anticipate demolition,
destruction, or relocation of any portion of the Pasadena YWCA, the
U.S. Post Office, City Hall, or any other contributing building to the
Pasadena Civic Center Historic District. The proposed project would
not adversely affect the eligibility of the YWCA building for listing in
the National Register of Historic Places, the California Register of
Historical Resources, or as a City of Pasadena historic monument.
Moreover, project impacts on the historic significance and integrity of
the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District would be less than
significant, and the District would remain eligible for listing in the
National Register and California Register.
Through rehabilitation of the Pasadena YWCA, the proposed project
has the potential to alter or remove character-defining features of the
existing YWCA that are important in conveying the historic significance
of the property. This would be a significant impact.

MM-CULTURAL-1: Compliance with Secretary of Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation. The applicant will engage a historic preservation consultant that
meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards to
oversee the design development for compliance with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Design development will also be guided
by the 2011 Pasadena YWCA Rehabilitation Study prepared for the City of
Pasadena by Architectural Resources Group. The historic preservation consultant
will conduct on-site construction monitoring throughout the construction phase.
The historic preservation consultant will submit monthly written progress
memoranda confirming Standards compliance and a final report prior to the
issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy by the City.
COA-CULTURAL-1: On-Site Interpretive Display. The Project shall include an
onsite interpretive display commemorating the history of the Pasadena YWCA
and its historic significance. This display may include historic photos, drawings
and text. The content and design of the interpretive display shall be reviewed
and approved by the Design Commission prior to installation and installation
shall occur prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.
COA-CULTURAL-2: Pasadena YWCA Documentation. The Pasadena YWCA
building shall be photographed to document the existing condition for the
historic record prior to issuance of a building permit for any demolition,
abatement or rehabilitation work. Documentation shall include large format (4” x
5” negative or larger) photographs in accordance with Historic American
Buildings Survey (HABS) guidelines (both prints and digital files). Views shall
include all exterior elevations for each building, important interior features, key
spatial relationships among buildings, and exterior hardscape features. Building
plans and a photo key shall accompany the photographs.
One original copy of the documentation as specified above shall be assembled
and sent to the Southern California Information Center at California State
University Fullerton. One set shall be provided to the City of Pasadena Design &
Historic Preservation archive. One additional set shall be offered to and, if
accepted, deposited in the archives of the Pasadena Museum of History. One
additional set shall be offered to and, if accepted, deposited in the Pasadena
Public Library.

Less than
significant impact

Impact CULTURAL-2: Although there are no known prehistoric or
historic archaeological resources on the project site, the proposed
project has the potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a previously undiscovered archaeological resource
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. This would be a
potentially significant impact.

MM-CULTURAL-2: Protection of Archaeological Resources. If archaeological

Less than
significant impact
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resources are encountered during project construction, all construction
activities in the vicinity of the find shall halt until an archaeologist certified
by the Society of Professional Archaeologists examines the site, identifies
the archaeological significance of the find, and recommends a course of
action. Construction shall not resume until the site archaeologist states in
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Proposed Project Impacts

Mitigation Measures and Conditions of Approval

Residual Impact

writing that the proposed construction activities will not significantly
damage archaeological resources.
Cumulative Impacts: With mitigation, the Pasadena YWCA building
and the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District would retain sufficient
integrity to convey their significance and remain eligible for listing in
the National Register and the California Register, and as a City of
Pasadena historic monument. As a result, the project’s contribution to
a potentially significant cumulative impact on historic resources would
not be cumulatively considerable.

Implementation of MM-CULTURAL-1, presented above, would address the
project’s potential contribution to cumulative historic resource impacts.

Less than
significant impact

Impact ENERGY-1: Construction and operation of the proposed project
would not conflict with adopted energy conservation plans. The
project would be consistent with the City’s General Plan Energy
Element, would be built in compliance with the CALGreen Ordinance
and the City’s Green Building Ordinance, and would meet the intent of
LEED© Silver standards.

No mitigation is required.

Less than
significant impact

Impact ENERGY-2: Through project design and the project site’s
proximity to a variety of travel modes, the proposed project would not
use energy resources in a wasteful and inefficient manner.

No mitigation is required.

Less than
significant impact

Impact ENERGY-3: The proposed project would not require or result in
the construction of new energy facilities or expansion of existing
facilities.

No mitigation is required.

Less than
significant impact

Cumulative Impacts: Energy usage, including electricity and natural
gas, associated with buildout of the General Plan, which represents the
cumulative condition, would be less than significant. Although there
would be a cumulative increase in the consumption of petroleumbased fuels, because future supplies would be adequate to meet
projected demand, cumulative impacts relating to transportation fuels
would be less than significant.

No mitigation is required.

Less than
significant impact

Impact LAND-1: The proposed project would not conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect.

No mitigation is required.

Less than
significant impact

Cumulative Impacts: The proposed project, in combination with other
planned projects, would not result in a significant cumulative loss of
open space in the downtown area or of landscaped areas, mature
trees, or tree lawns in the Civic Center/Midtown Sub-district. As
indicated above, impacts to land use policies from the proposed

No mitigation is required.

Less than
significant impact

Energy

Land Use and Planning
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Residual Impact

project would be less than significant. Overall, there would be no
cumulative land use impacts in the Civic Center/Midtown Sub-district.
Noise and Vibration
Impact NOISE-1: The proposed project would not cause a substantial
temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project.

No mitigation is required.
COA-NOISE-1: Noise-Generating Construction Hours. Prior to issuance of
grading and/or building permits, contractor specifications shall include a note
indicating that noise-generating construction activities shall be limited to the
hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and 8:00 a.m. to 5:00
p.m. Saturday. On Sundays and holidays, no noise-generating construction
activities shall be permitted.
COA-NOISE-2: Construction Noise Reduction Measures. Prior to approval of
grading plans and/or prior to issuance of demolition, grading and building
permits, the following noise-reduction measures shall be included in the
construction plans or specifications:
The construction contractor shall equip all construction equipment, fixed
or mobile, with properly operating and maintained mufflers, consistent
with manufacturer’s standards.
The construction contractor shall place all stationary construction
equipment so that the equipment is as far as reasonably feasible from
noise-sensitive receptors and so emitted noise is directed away from
noise-sensitive receptors.
The construction contractor shall locate equipment staging in areas that
will create the greatest distance between staging area noise sources and
noise-sensitive receptors.

Less than
significant impact

Impact NOISE-2: The proposed project would not result in a
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project. Sources of noise
associated with the proposed project would be controlled through
compliance with the City’s Noise Ordinance.

No mitigation is required.

Less than
significant impact

Impact NOISE-3: The proposed project would not expose persons to,
or generate, noise levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies. Sources of noise associated with the proposed project would
be controlled through compliance with the City’s Noise Ordinance.
Similarly, the California Building Standards Code would ensure that
interior noise levels for hotel guest rooms would meet allowable noise
levels.

No mitigation is required.
COA-NOISE-1 and COA-NOISE-2, presented above, would also apply.

Less than
significant impact

Impact NOISE-4: The proposed project could expose persons to, or
generate, excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels. Specifically, construction activities could result in vibrationrelated structural impacts to the YWCA building and could exceed the

MM-NOISE-1: Consult with Structural Engineer and Project Historical Architect.
Prior to approval of grading plans and/or prior to issuance of demolition, grading
and building permits, the Applicant shall retain a team to include a Professional
Structural Engineer with experience in structural vibration analysis and

Less than
significant impact
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threshold for human annoyance resulting from vibration at the
Loweman building. These impacts would be significant.

Mitigation Measures and Conditions of Approval

Residual Impact

monitoring for historic buildings and a Project Historical Architect (PHA) to
perform the following tasks:
Review the project plans for demolition and construction;
Survey the project site and the existing YWCA building, including
geological testing, if required; and
Prepare and submit a report to the Director of Planning and Community
Development to include, but not be limited to, the following:
o

Any survey information obtained from the survey identified
above;

o

Any modifications to the estimated vibration level limits
based on building conditions, soil conditions, and planned
demolition and construction methods to ensure that
vibration levels would remain below the potential for
damage to the existing YWCA building;

o

Specific measures to be taken during construction to ensure
the vibration level limits identified by the Professional
Structural Engineer (or 0.12 ppv in/sec in lieu of such
specified limits) are not exceeded, including modeling
calculations that demonstrate the vibration levels following
implementation of the identified measures; and

o

A monitoring plan to be implemented during demolition and
construction that includes post-construction and postdemolition surveys of the existing YWCA building.

Examples of measures that may be specified for implementation during
demolition or construction include, but are not limited to, the following:
Prohibition of certain types of construction equipment;
Requirement for lighter tracked or wheeled equipment;
Specifying demolition by non-impact methods, such as sawing concrete;
Phasing operations to avoid simultaneous vibration sources; and
Installation of vibration measuring devices to guide decision making for
subsequent activities.

YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project Final EIR
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MM-NOISE-2: Post-Construction Survey and Repairs. At the conclusion of
vibration-causing activities, in the unanticipated event of discovery of vibrationcaused damage, the Structural Engineer and the PHA shall document any
damage to the existing YWCA building and shall recommend necessary repairs.
The Applicant shall be responsible for any repairs associated with vibrationcaused damage. Repairs shall be undertaken and completed, as required, to
conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for the Treatment of
Historic Properties (36 Code of Federal Regulations Part 68) and any other codes,
if applicable, such as the California Historical Building Code (24 CFR Part 8).
Cumulative Impacts: Due to the proximity of the proposed project and
the Union Street Condominiums Project to the YWCA building and the
Loweman building, and the fact that the two projects could be under
construction within a similar timeframe, cumulative vibration impacts
could exceed the thresholds of significance for structural damage at
the two buildings. In addition, cumulative vibration constructionrelated impacts could exceed the threshold for human annoyance
resulting from vibration at the Loweman building. These impacts
would be significant.

MM-NOISE-3: Coordination of Scheduled Construction Activities. The City of
Pasadena will coordinate with developers of the YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project
and the Union Street Condominiums Project to ensure that construction
activities that have the potential to generate cumulatively significant vibration,
namely excavation and grading/compaction, would be scheduled so as not to
occur simultaneously.

Less than
significant impact

Impact TRAFFIC-1: The proposed project would not conflict with an
applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass transit and nonmotorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit. The
proposed project would not exceed the City’s thresholds pertaining to
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per Capita, vehicle trips (VT) per Capita,
proximity and quality of the bicycle or transit networks, or pedestrian
accessibility.

No mitigation is required.

Less than
significant impact

Impact TRAFFIC-2: The proposed project would not conflict with
adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle,
or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities.

No mitigation is required.

Less than
significant impact

Impact TRAFFIC-3: The proposed project would not conflict with an
applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited
to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion management agency
for designated roads or highways.

No mitigation is required.

Less than
significant impact

Impact TRAFFIC-4: The proposed project could substantially increase
hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses. Specifically, if

MM-TRAFFIC-1: Loading Zone Design. All loading spaces shall be designed and
maintained so that the maneuvering, loading, or unloading of vehicles does not

Less than
significant impact

Transportation and Traffic
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the design of the loading zone required service vehicles to back out
from the loading/access zone onto a public street, or to be stopped in
a travel lane, this would create unsafe conditions on Union Street. This
would be a significant impact.

require backing movements onto or from any public street. If the applicant is
unable to provide an on-site loading zone which does not prevent backing onto
or from a public street, or an on-street loading area is unavoidable, the applicant
is limited to the following:
If an on-street commercial loading zone is proposed, the hours of
operation for the on-street loading zone shall be limited to 2:00 a.m to
5:00 a.m. every day of the week.
If proposed, the on-street commercial loading zone along Union Street
shall provide and maintain a lane closure throughout the hours of
operation.
Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the applicant shall provide a
traffic control plan to the Department of Transportation for review and
approval of the lane closure associated with the on-street commercial
loading zone. The plan shall identify measures to direct oncoming traffic
onto remaining traffic lanes that would not be blocked by loading
activity.
The above-mentioned traffic management plan shall be prepared by a
registered professional engineer in California.
An occupancy permit shall be obtained from the Department of Public
Works for the occupation of any traffic lane, parking lane, parkway, or
any other public right-of-way.
All lane closures shall be implemented in accordance with the WATCH
Manual, 2012 Edition.

Cumulative Impacts: No significant cumulative impacts would occur to
any transportation mode. Additionally, the proposed project would
not contribute to significant cumulative impacts to arterial monitoring
intersections or freeway segments studied under the Congestion
Management Program.

No mitigation is required.
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Table 1-3 Alternatives Comparison Matrix
Proposed
Project

Alt 1

Alt 2A

Alt 2B

Alt 2C

Alt 2D

Alt 2E

Alt 2F

Alt 2G

Alt 3

Cultural
Resources

SM

PSU

SM

SM

SU

SU

SM

SU

SU

SM

Energy

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

Land Use and
Planning

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

Noise and
Vibration

SM

LS

SM

SM

SM

SM

SM

SM

SM

SM

Transportation

SM

LS

SM

SM

SM

SM

SM

SM

SM

LS

Topic

NA = Not Applicable
NI = No Impact
LS = Less Than Significant Impact
PSU = Potentially Significant Unavoidable Impact
SM = Significant Impact (but mitigable to a level that is Less Than Significant)
SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact
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Section 2.0
CLARIFICATIONS, REVISIONS AND CORRECTIONS
The following clarifications, revisions, and corrections are set forth to update the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project
(proposed project) in response to the comments received during the public review period for the
document.
Changes to the Draft EIR are identified below by the corresponding Draft EIR section and
subsection, if applicable, and the page number. Additions are shown in underline and deletions in
strikeout format.

Executive Summary
In Table ES-1 on page ES-15 of the Draft EIR, the third bullet, fourth sub-bullet of Mitigation
Measure MM-NOISE-1 has been revised as follows:
o

A monitoring plan to be implemented during demolition and construction that
includes post-construction and post-demolition surveys of the existing YWCA
building and documentation demonstrating that the measures identified in the
report have been implemented.

In Table ES-1 on page ES-17 of the Draft EIR, the fifth bullet of Mitigation Measure MM-TRAFFIC-1
has been deleted as follows:
o

An occupancy permit shall be obtained from the Department of Public Works for the
occupation of any traffic lane, parking lane, parkway, or any other public right-ofway.

Table ES-2 on page ES-19 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:
Table ES-2 Comparison Matrix of the Proposed Project and Alternative 2 Variations
Project Alternative

Proposed Project
Alternative 2A
Alternative 2B
Alternative 2C
Alternative 2D
Alternative 2E
Alternative 2F
Alternative 2G

Setback from
Garfield Ave.
(feet)

Total
Number of
Rooms

Maximum
Height
(stories/feet)

Retention of
Pool Wing

Size of New
Building (square
feet)

20.25
30/40 (variable)
70
70
70
107
107
107

179
180 185
143
185
185
106
185
185

6/60
6/60
6/60
9/90
6/60
6/60
12/120
6/60

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No

87,342
91,000
85,000
112,000
119,000
59,000
100,000
116,000

YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project Final EIR

2-1

Section 2.0 • Clarifications, Revisions and Corrections

Section 2 Project Description
2.7.1.3 Landscaping
The second paragraph of Section 2.7.1.3 on page 2-49 of the Draft EIR has been revised to add the
following sentences referencing a map showing the location of the trees in the project area,
including the Sister City trees.
A total of 61 trees are located on the project site. Because the property is city-owned, the
Parks and Natural Resources division of the Public Works Department has determined
that all of the trees are public trees and, therefore, meet the criteria for protection under
the City’s Trees and Tree Protection Ordinance. Information regarding each tree is
provided in Table 2-2. As shown in the table, following implementation of the proposed
project, 27 trees would remain onsite; the remaining 34 trees would be removed and
either relocated or replaced. The five Sister City trees would be among the trees to be
removed. Figure 2-22 shows the location of the trees within the project area, including the
Sister City trees, and identifies the trees that would be removed or retained under the
proposed project. The numbers for the trees in Figure 2-22 correspond to the numbers
for the trees in Table 2-2. Impacts associated with removal of the tress are discussed
within the Initial Study prepared for the project, which is included as Appendix A to this
EIR. The existing Robinson Memorial public art installation would not be affected by the
project.
To accompany this text, a new figure, Figure 2-22, has been added after Table 2-2 in the Draft EIR.
The new figure is presented on the following page.
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Source: Carlberg Associates, 2014

Note: Tree designations correspond to the listing of trees provided in Table 2-2.

Figure 2-22
Tree Location Map
YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project Final EIR
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Section 3.3 Land Use and Planning
The last sentence in the first paragraph under the heading Enhancement of the Urban Landscape
on page 3.3-28 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:
The proposed project would include enhanced landscaping along Marengo Avenue, an
outdoor patio along Holly Street, and a central courtyard that would provide open space
on the project site.

Section 3.4 Noise and Vibration
Table 3.4-11 on page 3.4-23 of the Draft EIR has been revised to correct the vibration analysis for
human annoyance at Loweman Building to reflect the correct distance between the Loweman
Building and the closest sources of equipment that could result in construction-related vibration.
The revisions to the table are as follows:
Table 3.4-11 Human Annoyance Assessment (VdB)
VdB at
Reference
Distance
(25 feet)

VdB at First Baptist
Church of Pasadena
(125 feet)1

VdB at
Centennial
Place
(210 feet)

VdB at City
Hall
(205 feet)

VdB at
Loweman
Building
(50 100 feet) 2

Rollers

94

73

66

67

85 76

Rubber Tired Dozers

87

66

59

60

78 69

Skid Steer Loaders

58

37

30

31

49 40

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

58

37

30

31

49 40

Equipment Description

Total3

95

74

67

67

86 77

Threshold

N/A

75

72

75

75

Significant?

N/A

No

No

No

Yes

Source: CDM Smith 2015.
Notes:
1. Although the First Baptist Church of Pasadena is approximately 110 feet west of the project site, the distance to the
closest source of construction-related vibration is estimated to be 125 feet.
2. Although the Loweman Building is approximately 50 feet south of the project site, the distance to the closest sources
of construction-related vibration is estimated to be 100 feet.
2.3. Total VdB is logarithmically derived.
Key:
N/A = not applicable
ft = feet
VdB = vibration decibels

The discussion of effects to the Loweman Building on page 3.4-24 of the Draft EIR has been
revised as follows.

Loweman Building
The Loweman Building is located approximately 50 feet south of the proposed project site
across Union Street, although the distance to the closest source of construction-related
vibration is approximately 100 feet. The potential for vibration impacts resulting in
structural damage to the Loweman Building is similar to that for the First Baptist Church
of Pasadena; construction activities would not occur within 40 feet of the building.
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Therefore, impacts associated with vibration-related structural damage would be less
than significant. However, due to its proximity to the proposed project site, construction
activities could potentially exceed the 75 VdB threshold for human annoyance at
commercial land uses (see Table 3.4-11). This would be a potentially significant impact.
The first paragraph under the heading Residual Impacts on page 3.4-25 of the Draft EIR has been
revised as follows:
With implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-NOISE-41 and MM-NOISE-52, vibration
impacts would be 0.12 ppv in/sec or lower. As a result, vibration-related structural
impacts to the YWCA building would be reduced to a level that is less than significant.
The third paragraph in Section 3.4.7, Cumulative Impacts, on page 3.4-26 of the Draft EIR has been
revised as follows
Another nearby vibration-sensitive receptor is the Loweman Building, which is located at
the southeast corner of Marengo Avenue and Union Street. The Loweman Building is
located approximately 50 feet from the project site (approximately 65 100 feet from the
closest point on the project site where construction activities would occur that would
generate vibration), and is adjacent to the Union Street Condominiums Project.

Section 4 Alternatives
Table 4-1 on page 4-8 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:
Table 4-1 Comparison Matrix of the Proposed Project and Alternative 2 Variations
Project Alternative

Proposed Project
Alternative 2A
Alternative 2B
Alternative 2C
Alternative 2D
Alternative 2E
Alternative 2F
Alternative 2G

Setback from
Garfield Ave.
(feet)
20.25
30/40 (variable)
70
70
70
107
107
107

Total
Number of
Rooms
179
180 185
143
185
185
106
185
185

Maximum
Height
(stories/feet)
6/60
6/60
6/60
9/90
6/60
6/60
12/120
6/60

Retention of
Pool Wing
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No

Size of New
Building (square
feet)
87,342
91,000
85,000
112,000
119,000
59,000
100,000
116,000

In response to a request for additional information received during the Draft EIR public comment
period, the following sentence is added at the end of the first paragraph in Section 4.6.2.1.3, Land
Use and Planning (Alternative 2A – 30/40 Foot Setback), on page 4-14 of the Draft EIR:
Alternative 2A would result in the same land uses and a similar number of hotel rooms as
the proposed project, but the amount of development, in terms of added building area,
would be slightly greater. Under Alternative 2A, the new building would be set back from
Garfield Avenue between 30 and 40 feet, which would exceed the minimum setback
requirements per the zoning code. The larger setback would retain a greater portion of
the landscaped area on the eastern side of the project site, but the new building would be
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in closer proximity to the Robinson Memorial, whereas the proposed project would
provide a greater separation between the new structure and the memorial. The Sister City
trees would be removed under this alternative.
In response to a request for additional information received during the Draft EIR public comment
period, the first paragraph in Section 4.6.2.2.3, Land Use and Planning (Alternative 2B – 70 Foot
Setback with No Increased Height and Reduced Room Count), on page 4-22 of the Draft EIR has
been revised as follows:
Alternative 2B would result in the same land uses as the proposed project and, although
the alternative would feature fewer hotel rooms, the amount of development, in terms of
added building area, would be only slightly less than the proposed project. Under
Alternative 2B, the new building would have a 70-foot setback from Garfield Avenue and
would retain the majority of the landscaped area on the eastern side of the project site.
This would be consistent with land use policies to preserve tree lawns within the Civic
Center. The Sister City trees would be removed under this alternative.
In response to a request for additional information received during the Draft EIR public comment
period, the first paragraph in Section 4.6.2.3.3, Land Use and Planning (Alternative 2C – 70 Foot
Setback with Increased Building Height), on page 4-33 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:
Alternative 2C would result in the same land uses and a similar number of hotel rooms as
the proposed project, but the amount of development, in terms of added building area,
would be greater. Under this alternative, the new building would have a 70-foot setback
from Garfield Avenue and would retain a large portion of the landscaped area on the
eastern side of the project site. This would be consistent with land use policies to preserve
tree lawns within the city. The Sister City trees would be removed under this alternative.
In response to a request for additional information received during the Draft EIR public comment
period, the first paragraph in Section 4.6.2.4.3, Land Use and Planning (Alternative 2D – 70 Foot
Setback with Construction on Pool Wing), on page 4-43 of the Draft EIR has been revised as
follows:
Alternative 2D would result in the same land uses and a similar number of hotel rooms as
the proposed project, but the amount of development, in terms of added building area,
would be greater. Under this alternative, the new building would have a 70-foot setback
from Garfield Avenue and would retain a large portion of the landscaped area on the
eastern side of the project site. This would be consistent with land use policies to preserve
tree lawns within the Civic Center. The Sister City trees would be removed under this
alternative.
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Appendix D Noise and Vibration Calculations
Table 9 in Appendix D of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:
Table 9. Estimated Vibration Levels (Annoyance Assessment)

Equipment Description
Air Compressors
Cement and Mortar Mixers
Cranes
Forklifts
Generator Sets
Graders
Pavers
Paving Equipment
Rollers
Rough Terrain Forklifts
Rubber Tired Dozers
Skid Steer Loaders
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
Welders

Distance (ft)
Equivalent Equipment
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
Vibratory Roller
n/a
Large Bulldozer
Small bulldozer
Small bulldozer
n/a
Total
Significance Threshold
Significant?
Mitigated Vibration
Levels
Significant?

Reference
Distance
25
Lv (VdB)
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
94
n/a
87
58
58
n/a
95

90

First
Baptist
Church
125

Centennial
Place
210

City
Hall
205

Loweman
Building
50 100

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
73
n/a
66
37
37
n/a
74
75
no

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
66
n/a
59
30
30
n/a
67
72
no

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
67
n/a
60
31
31
n/a
67
75
no

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
85 76
n/a
78 69
49 40
49 40
n/a
86 77
75
yes

69
no

62
no

63
no

81 72
yes no

Appendix F Land Use Plan Consistency Analysis
The second sentence of the second paragraph in the discussion of Goal 5 in Table 1 in Appendix F
of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:
The landscaped areas along Holly Street and Marengo Avenue would be preserved, and
enhanced, and the proposed project would be consistent with the overall goal of creating
pedestrian-oriented places.
The fifth sentence in the discussion of Objective 4 in Table 2 in Appendix F of the Draft EIR has
been revised as follows:
The proposed project would include enhanced landscaping along Marengo Avenue, an
outdoor patio along Holly Street, and a central courtyard that would provide open space
on the project site.
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Section 3.0
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
According to Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Final EIR shall include comments
and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary; a list of persons,
organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR; and responses of the Lead
Agency to significant environmental points raised in the comments. In accordance with Section
15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City prepared responses to all comments received on the
Draft EIR. As required by the State CEQA Guidelines, the focus of the responses to comments is on
the “disposition of significant environmental issues raised.” Detailed responses are not required
to be provided to comments on the merits of the project or on other topics that do not relate to
environmental issues. This chapter of the Final EIR presents the City’s written responses to
comments received on the Draft EIR. The format for the responses to the Draft EIR comments
presents, on letter-by-letter basis, each comment letter, which is then followed immediately by
responses to the comments contained in that letter. A number of comment letters included
attachments. The attachments that accompany these comment letters are provided in Appendix A
of this Final EIR.
The responses to comments consist of both topical responses and individual response. Within the
individual comments submitted on the Draft EIR, many of the same issues were raised by
multiple commenters, and many comments pertained to a general theme that was common to
multiple commenters. To respond to these comments, topical responses were prepared that
provide a single comprehensive discussion of the issue of concern. Each topical response (“TR”)
has an alphanumeric designation related to its general subject matter.

3.1 List of Commenters
The following agencies, organizations, and individuals provided written comments on the
Draft EIR:
Letter No. 1

State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse
and Planning Unit (April 6, 2016)

Letter No. 2

State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) (April 4, 2016)

Letter No. 3

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (April 4, 2016)

Letter No. 4

Dale Brown (undated)

Letter No. 5

John R. Byram (March 1, 2016)

Letter No. 6

John R. Byram (March 14, 2016)

Letter No. 7

Nina Chomsky (April 4, 2016)

Letter No. 8

Darrell Cozen (March 1, 2016)
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Letter No. 9

Darrell Cozen (March 9, 2016)

Letter No. 10 Darrell Cozen (April 3, 2016)
Letter No. 11 Matthew G. Dillhoefer (March 8, 2016)
Letter No. 12 Jonathan Edewards (March 9, 2016)
Letter No. 13 Lambert M. Giessinger (March 1, 2016)
Letter No. 14 Lambert M. Giessinger (March 9, 2016)
Letter No. 15 Amy C. Minteer, Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP (February 29, 2016)
Letter No. 16 Amy C. Minteer, Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP (February 29, 2016)
Letter No. 17 Amy C. Minteer, Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP (April 4, 2016)
Letter No. 18 Susan N. Mossman and Jesse Lattig, Pasadena Heritage (February 29, 2016)
Letter No. 19 Susan N. Mossman and Jesse Lattig, Pasadena Heritage (March 7, 2016)
Letter No. 20 Susan N. Mossman and Jesse Lattig, Pasadena Heritage (March 9, 2016)
Letter No. 21 Susan N. Mossman and Jesse Lattig, Pasadena Heritage (April 5, 2016)
Letter No. 22 Mena Pennington (March 9, 2016)
Letter No. 23 Steven A. Preston (March 7, 2016)
Letter No. 24 Laura Rodríguez (undated; received March 15, 2016)
Letter No. 25 Marsha V. Rood (March 1, 2016)
Letter No. 26 Marsha V. Rood (March 8, 2016)
Letter No. 27 Marsha V. Rood (March 9, 2016)
Letter No. 28 Ann Scheid (March 1, 2016)
Letter No. 29 Ann Scheid (March 8, 2016)
Letter No. 30 Ann Scheid (March 9, 2016)
Letter No. 31 Ann Scheid (March 15, 2016)
Letter No. 32 Ann Scheid (April 5, 2016)
Letter No. 33 Jill Shook (April 4, 2016)
Letter No. 34 Ana Whitaker (March 6, 2016)
Letter No. 35 David Whitehead (March 8, 2016)
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3.2 Responses to Comments
3.2.1 Topical Responses to Comments of the Draft EIR
TR-GEN-1: Business/Economic Aspects of the Proposed Project
Several comments were received regarding business or economic aspects of the proposed project,
including concerns that since the first project objective, which states “Restore and rehabilitate the
historic YWCA building into an economically sustainable, long-term use as an integral part of the
Civic Center area that will allow the City to recoup its investment in the property within a
reasonable amount of time by way of a market-rate ground lease,” focused on economic viability,
therefore the City must provide additional information regarding economic feasibility in order to
reject an alternative; that the City’s Exclusive Negotiating Agreement (ENA) with Kimpton must
be disclosed in order for the public to fully understand the economic considerations of the
project; that terms such as “economically sustainable,” “the City’s investment in the property,”
“reasonable amount of time for recouping the City’s investment,” and “operational capacity” be
defined; and that lease terms, targeted investment returns, due diligence performed by the City,
financial capacity of the developer, and effect of the merger between International Hotel Group
and Kimpton Hotels and Restaurants, LLC be disclosed. Several comments also allege that the City
has rejected particular alternatives due to financial infeasibility, that the City has pre-committed
to a particular project prior to CEQA review by virtue of entering into an ENA with Kimpton, and
that there is a conflict of interest due to the City potentially benefitting financially from the
project and also preparing the environmental documentation for the project.
Page 2-2 of the Draft EIR describes the process by which the City acquired the YWCA property
and selected Kimpton as the developer for the project. The selection process involved issuing a
Request for Proposals (RFP) in which the City did not dictate the proposed use of the building;
receiving proposals from developers; and ranking the proposals by an advisory review panel of
City staff and community members, including members of Pasadena Heritage and the Pasadena
Center Operating Company. Page 20 of the RFP specifically states that the City’s acceptance of a
proposal “does not constitute an agreement by the City of Pasadena that any contract will actually
be entered into by the City of Pasadena.” Further, the RFP does not provide for any deviations
from the City’s development review process, including the CEQA process. The City’s clearly stated
primary interest in the project is to ensure that the historic integrity of the YWCA is preserved,
that its exterior facade and significant interior spaces are restored, and that the building is
returned to a functioning use.
It is not uncommon or prohibited for an EIR to include an economic feasibility project objective.
An EIR process is not required to disclose the details of a project’s economic feasibility unless a
project alternative that would reduce or eliminate significant impacts is rejected for purely
economic reasons or such details are needed to support adoption of a Statement of Overriding
Considerations if a project is approved after an EIR finds that it would have significant
unavoidable impacts.
The Draft EIR found that the proposed project would not have significant unavoidable impacts;
therefore, a Statement of Overriding Considerations is not required for the project. Those impacts
that were identified were found to be mitigable to a less than significant level. The Draft EIR
evaluated nine project alternatives, which had varying levels of impacts when compared to the
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proposed project, and identified an Environmentally Superior Alternative among the studied
alternatives. None of the alternatives is rejected in the Draft EIR. The selection or rejection of the
project or any of the alternatives will be made by the City Council when it reviews the Final EIR
and required project entitlements and makes a decision regarding the proposed project. Further,
CEQA does not require the lead agency to select the Environmentally Superior Alternative for
approval and does not require special findings if the Environmentally Superior Alternative is not
selected. As such, there is no requirement under CEQA for disclosure of financial/economic terms
of the City’s agreement with Kimpton. Moreover, that agreement is not yet final, and will not be
finalized unless and until the City Council certifies the EIR, grants the land use approvals, and
directs staff to finalize and enter into the lease agreement with Kimpton.
The City’s ENA with Kimpton is different from the “Conditional Agreement for Conveyance and
Development of Property” between the City of West Hollywood and Community Housing
Corporation, which is cited in Save Tara v. City of W. Hollywood (2008) 45 Cal. 4th 116, and is a
case that is cited by commenters, in that the City did not provide any financial assistance to
Kimpton to prepare applications or complete environmental review, and the City further
reserved every right it had to reject the project, adopt any feasible mitigation measures, and even
adopt an alternative to the project. In addition, although City staff is committed to the
rehabilitation of the YWCA, no City staff member has expressed public support for this specific
project proposed by Kimpton. City staff has expressed its commitment to ensuring a fair and legal
development review process, including CEQA review, before multiple appointed City
Commissions and the City Council, all with public hearings and public involvement in excess of
minimum requirements.

TR-GEN-2: Bennett Plan, Voter Propositions, and Landscaped Areas/Approaches to
City Hall
Several public comments were received regarding the validity of the various iterations of plans
for the Civic Center by the planning firm of Bennett, Parsons and Frost (Bennett Plan), the
relationship of the Bennett Plan to 1923 voter propositions for acquisition of property and
development of the Civic Center, and the significance and importance of the existing landscaped
areas along Garfield Avenue as approaches to City Hall. In association with the proposed project,
City staff prepared a Summary & Analysis Memorandum of “Report on a Plan for the City of
Pasadena” by Bennett, Parsons and Frost 1925 (March 26, 2015) which addressed many of the
issues raised in these comments. The information contained in this memorandum was used as
reference material during preparation of the Draft EIR (see Section 6, References, of the Draft
EIR), and is included as Appendix B-1 of this Final EIR. The discussion below incorporates
information from this summary.
The Bennett Plan is a lasting vision for the Civic Center and the City, but is not an adopted
regulatory plan that governs development in the City and, as such, the project is not required to
be consistent with it. There is no record of the plan being adopted by the voters, Planning
Commission, or Board of Directors (City Council) as a regulatory land use plan that would govern
development in the City or Civic Center.
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In 1922, the City engaged the planning firm of Bennett, Parsons and Frost to develop a “city plan”
and the firm developed a conceptual drawing for the Civic Center area in January 1923
(see Appendix B-2). This plan was published in the June 6, 1923 edition of the Pasadena
Star-News accompanied by an article noting that the Planning Commission had presented a
report to the Board of City Directors that included the “tentative plan for the civic center.” In June
1923, two propositions were placed on the ballot to ask voters: 1. Whether the City should “incur
a bonded debt of $3.5 million for the purpose of the acquisition, construction and completion of
certain municipal improvements in one group heretofore approved by the City Planning
Commission of the City of Pasadena as constituting a City Plan…” which included “a building,
together with suitable appurtenances, grounds and approaches” for City Hall, Public Library and
Municipal Auditorium and assembly and convention hall purposes; and 2. Whether the City Plan
approved by the City Planning Commission as Resolution 2 on May 11, 1923 should be approved
(the Ordinance authorizing the special election, which includes the ballot language, is provided in
Appendix B-3).
Planning Commission Resolution 2 (also in Appendix B-3) that is referenced in the ballot
language includes a legal description of specific properties to be acquired for the purposes
described in the propositions (as quoted in the previous paragraph, above); the currently
landscaped parcels at the corner of Holly Street and North Garfield Avenue were included in this
legal description and were acquired following approval of the propositions. The January 1923
drawing of the Civic Center by Bennett, Parsons and Frost was not part of the City Plan set forth
in Resolution 2 by the Planning Commission, was not part of Ordinance 2116 adopted by the
Board of Directors (City Council) on May 24, 1923 authorizing the propositions to be placed on
the ballot, and was not on the official ballot in that ordinance or the sample ballot published in the
June 5, 1923 edition of the Pasadena Star-News. On June 7, 1923, Pasadenans passed the
propositions with a 76 percent majority for Proposition 1 and a 74 percent majority for
Proposition 2, as noted in City records as being certified by the Board of Directors on June 11,
1923.
The January 1923 conceptual drawing for the Civic Center area prepared by Bennett, Parsons and
Frost depicts a 50- to 55-foot deep landscaped area along Garfield Avenue, measured from the
back (west side) of the sidewalk, based on a scalable Bennett Plan architectural drawing in City
records. This dimension is nearly half of the existing depth of the landscaped area, which totals
107 feet from the back of the Garfield Avenue sidewalk to the eastern edge of the parking lot. This
area is not identified or labeled as a park (or any other specific use) on the 1923 drawing.
Subsequent to the passage of the propositions, the land specified in the legal descriptions in
Planning Commission Resolution 2 was purchased and a competition was held to design the three
buildings authorized by the propositions to be constructed. Upon the completion of the
competition and selection of the building designs in March 1924, Bennett, Parsons and Frost
revised the 1923 drawing for the Civic Center area to reflect the selected designs (which, in all
three cases, were different than shown on the 1923 conceptual drawing) and to modify the
spatial relationships of the surrounding properties and rights of way accordingly. Records
(a newspaper article and Bennett’s diaries, both provided in Appendix B-4) show that Bennett
visited the City in December 1924 to meet with the Planning Commission and the architects of the
three buildings. This visit resulted in Bennett’s more detailed March 1925 drawing for the Civic
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Center area, which more closely matches the civic improvements built to implement the
propositions (and is reflected in the existing conditions) and identifies the landscaped parcels as
“automobile space (future bldg site)” behind a dimensioned 25-foot setback from the back of the
North Garfield Avenue sidewalk (see drawings provided in Appendix B-5; a portion of the second
drawing in this appendix is also provided in Figure 2-4 of the Draft EIR, and the drawing in its
entirety is provided in Figure C-6 of Appendix B of the Draft EIR). Identifying these areas as future
building sites suggests that the City Council either intended to build additional City buildings on
this land or to declare it surplus property for private development in the future. The plan was
further refined, with the final revision occurring in April 1926. Between the 1923 and 1926
versions of Bennett’s drawings for the Civic Center area, the amount of landscaped area shown
along Garfield Avenue was between 51 percent and 77 percent shallower than what exists today
(specifically, the 1923 drawing showed an approximately 50- to 55-foot deep landscaped area,
and the 1925-1926 drawings showed a 25-foot-deep landscaped area; the depth of the existing
landscaped area in this location is 107 feet, which is significantly deeper than indicated by
Bennett in all of the drawings he prepared for the Civic Center). The reason that the current depth
of the landscaped area is 107 feet is simply because the City purchased a series of residential
properties along Worcester (now Garfield) Avenue, the rear property lines of which are
coterminous with the westerly property line of the existing landscaped area. Rather than
purchasing only the amount of land needed to develop City Hall and its appurtenances, grounds
and approaches as shown in the January 1923 drawing by Bennett, Parsons and Frost, which
would have left unusable remnants of private property within the Civic Center, the City
purchased the entire properties as they were configured at that time and those properties have
been left undeveloped since the establishment of the Civic Center in this area. Appendix B-6
provides a figure of an aerial photograph of the existing conditions in this area, superimposed
with the configuration of properties and streets at the time of the vote as well as the limits of
properties that were outlined in the legal description in Resolution 2. Also included in this
appendix are two Sanborn Maps from 1910, which also depict the configuration of the properties
at the time of the vote. It is clear from both the 1923 and 1925 versions of Bennett’s drawings for
the Civic Center that new buildings were intended to be built on a portion of this land and that the
approaches to City Hall were intended to be shallower than what currently exists today, as
described and quantified above.
While it is true that there are no records indicating that the Planning Commission, voters, or
Board of Directors ever adopted the 1925 drawing for the Civic Center, the same is true for the
1923 drawing and no substantial evidence has been submitted to indicate otherwise. The 1925
drawing more accurately reflects civic improvements actually built to implement the
Propositions (and is reflected in the existing conditions of the Civic Center) and is a more precise
drawing of the plan as envisioned by Bennett. Following development of this drawing, on
April 30, 1925, Bennett, Parsons and Frost submitted a report entitled “Report on a Plan for the
City of Pasadena, California,” which included recommendations on Citywide future development
and planning, beyond the Civic Center. As described on pp. 3.3-18 through 3.3-20 of the Draft EIR,
while many of the recommendations and ideas contained in this report have been carried out,
various other recommendations and ideas have not been realized, intentionally or otherwise. One
such example is the east-west axis along Holly Street, which currently terminates at Fair Oaks
Avenue at approximately half of the length envisioned in the Bennett Plan and without the focal

3-6

YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project Final EIR

Section 3.0 • Comments and Responses

“Carmelita gardens” western terminus envisioned in the Bennett Plan. Please see Appendix B-1
for a detailed analysis of this 1925 report.
The absence of the January 1923 plan from the official ballot for the two propositions described
above indicates that no specific regulatory requirements for development of the Civic Center
were established by the vote. The Central District Specific Plan (CDSP) is the regulatory land use
plan that applies to development on this site and the project is consistent with the land use
designation and zoning of the site as established in the CDSP. The CDSP includes Table 8:
Document Status as an appendix. This table lists documents that had previously been adopted as
regulatory plans for the Central District and indicates each document’s status following adoption
of the CDSP (i.e., whether the document is superseded by the CDSP or still applicable and
referenced in the CDSP). The Bennett Plan is not listed in Table 8. As stated previously, the
Bennett Plan was not an adopted regulatory land use plan and, therefore, its absence from
Table 8 in the appendices to the CDSP does not imply that it is still in effect. The Bennett Plan is
referenced in the CDSP six times in support of the policy directives in the CDSP, but not as an
elevated and controlling document, as follows:
Section 2: Contextual Background; Historical Context: This section describes the 1925
Bennett Plan and the Beaux Arts framework it created in the Civic Center (no policy
directives indicated).
Section 6: District-Wide Urban Design Concept; Downtown Linkages; Civic Heart: This
section mentions the Bennett Plan in the context of ensuring that the axial arrangement is
reinforced by new public improvements.
Section 6: District-Wide Urban Design Concept; Downtown Linkages; Civic Promenade:
This section recommends treating Holly Street and Garfield Avenue as Civic Promenades
with tree-lined streets to uphold the significance of these axes created by the Bennett Plan.
Section 7: Sub-District Concept; Civic Center/Mid-Town; Precinct Character; B-1 Civic
Center Core: “The design of all buildings and public spaces in this precinct should…
reinforce the vision of the Bennett Plan.”
Section 7: Sub-District Concept; Civic Center/Mid-Town; Civic Center/Mid-Town Proposal:
This section recommends “realization of the 1920’s ‘City Beautiful’ vision through 1)
preservation of historically significant buildings; 2) requirements for new buildings that
are complimentary to existing landmarks; and 3) reintegration of the Beaux Arts axial
plan.” This section goes on to state, “The Garfield Avenue/Holly Street Promenade,
Centennial Square, the Central Library Forecourt and the Civic Auditorium forecourt will
provide dignified spaces in front of the major civic buildings and reinforce the grand axis
envisioned by the Beaux Arts Bennett Plan.”
Section 10: Sub-District Design Guidelines; Civic Center/Midtown Design Guidelines; Street
Environment; Guidelines 2: “Reinforce the Bennett Plan: The Bennett Plan identified grand,
public streets in keeping with the monumentality of its building layout. Streetscape
improvements should uphold this vision.”
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The project does not conflict with these policies or portions of the CDSP that mention the
Bennett Plan because the project does not result in a disruption of the axial arrangement of the
Bennett Plan (i.e., the views north and south along Garfield Avenue between the public library
and Civic Auditorium and the views east along Holly Street to City Hall). These views would still
be available and uninterrupted following construction of the proposed project. The project would
reinforce the vision of the Bennett Plan by constructing a new building in an area specifically
identified in the Plan for future development.

TR-CR-1: Impacts to the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District
A number of comments were received on the Draft EIR regarding the proposed project’s potential
impacts to the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District (the “District” or “Historic District”) and the
adequacy of the analysis with respect to the Historic District. The Draft EIR provides a detailed
analysis of the proposed project’s potential impacts to the District on pages 3.1-23 through
3.1-24. A Historical Resources Technical Report prepared by Historic Resources Group supports
the analysis in the Draft EIR and was included in the Draft EIR as Appendix B. Ultimately, the
Draft EIR concludes that the project’s impacts to the District would be less than significant. This
conclusion stands because overall the District would retain all of its contributing buildings, its
contributing park (Memorial Park), and the majority of its character-defining features after
project development and would therefore retain sufficient integrity to convey its historic
significance and remain eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (“National
Register”) and the California Register of Historic Resources (“California Register”).
As noted in the Draft EIR and Historical Resources Technical Report, the District is historically
significant as an excellent example of Beaux-Arts planning and urban design associated with the
American “City Beautiful Movement” during the first decades of the 20th century. Beaux-Arts
planning principles were introduced in Pasadena by the firm of Bennett, Parsons & Frost, in their
1923-1926 plan for Pasadena (the Bennett Plan) which featured a Beaux-Arts Civic Center as its
central component. The District also contains an important record of the evolution of
architectural design in southern California as well as the work of many prominent regional
architects.
As defined when nominated to the National Register, the District contained fifteen contributing
buildings, all of which remain contributing today. The National Register nomination also
identifies Memorial Park, located at the far western portion of the District, as a contributing site.
Memorial Park also remains intact and contributing today. In addition, the District nomination
describes a configuration of streets, sidewalks, parkways and landscaped areas that embody key
tenets of the City Beautiful Movement and define important spatial relationships within the
District.
All of the contributing buildings and important features were noted in the Historical Resources
Technical Report, and were considered to be character-defining features of the District for the
purposes of CEQA analysis. In addition to the contributing buildings and park, features important
to the historic character of the District include the two, intersecting street axes of Holly Street and
Garfield Avenue. Holly Street is the central east-west axis through the District, terminated at its
eastern end by Pasadena City Hall. Garfield Avenue traverses the District from north to south,
terminated by the Main Public Library on its north end and Pasadena Civic Auditorium on the
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south end. A large circular plaza at the intersection of Holly Street and Garfield Avenue sits to the
west of City Hall. Between Marengo Avenue and Garfield Avenue, Holly Street is distinguished by
wide sidewalks. The sidewalks are flanked on both sides by a row of street trees. The wide,
decoratively paved sidewalks continue on Garfield Avenue between Walnut Avenue on the north
and Union Street on the south. Bordered by the sidewalk and street trees, two L-shaped
landscaped areas wrap one block to the north and south from Holly Street onto the west sides of
Garfield Avenue. On a more modest scale, Union Street and Thurgood Marshall Street between
Garfield Avenue and Euclid Avenue are also lined with street trees set in linear parkways. The
axial configuration of Holly Street and Garfield Avenue terminated by monumental civic buildings,
the central plaza, the wide sidewalks, flanking street trees, and landscape areas between the
sidewalks and buildings all represent important aspects of Beaux-Arts planning and design
during the era of the City Beautiful movement and together convey important aspects of the
historic significance of the District. These features were described by the Bennett Plan and
implemented in accordance with Bennett Plan principles.
As discussed in the Historical Resources Technical Report, a number of alterations have occurred
within the District since it was listed in the National Register in 1980. These include the
construction of the Robinson Memorial on land that was otherwise landscaped until its opening
in 1997; re-opening of the Garfield Avenue corridor to pedestrians between Colorado Boulevard
and Green Street in 2002, which had previously been closed off by the construction of the Plaza
Pasadena shopping center; construction of a Police Department Building on the southwest corner
of Garfield Avenue and Walnut Street in 1990 on a location previously occupied by a surface
parking lot; and the construction of the Memorial Park Metro station and Holly Street Village
apartment complex east of Memorial Park in 1993. Most of the new construction occurred on
vacant and surface parking lots, and is generally compatible with the historic architecture of the
District.
As analyzed in the Draft EIR, the new construction proposed by the project would remove a
portion of the landscape area fronting Garfield Avenue between Holly and Union Streets. The
Project would remove 3,650 square feet of wood chips on the sloped surface between the surface
parking lot and concrete walkway, 1,490 square feet of non-decorative concrete walkway, and
8,240 square feet of grass and trees between the concrete walkway and decorative brick
sidewalk. The corner section of the landscape area containing the Robinson Memorial sculpture
and plaza and 35 percent (2,880 square feet) of the grass west of the Garfield Avenue sidewalk
would be retained. This would alter the District by removing a portion of landscape area that was
considered character-defining in the analysis.
For this alteration to be considered a “substantial adverse change” to the Historic District under
CEQA, however, it must be shown that the project would result in the physical demolition,
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that it
would no longer convey its historical significance and would no longer be eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources. The Draft EIR and supporting Historical Resources
Technical Report determined that this loss of landscape area would not result in a loss of integrity
such that the significance of the District and its eligibility for the National Register and California
Register would be threatened.
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The National Park Service identifies historic integrity as the ability of a property to convey its
significance and is defined as the “authenticity of a property’s historic identity, evidenced by the
survival of physical characteristics that existed during the property’s historic period.”1
The National Park Service defines seven aspects of integrity: location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, and association. 2 To retain historic integrity, a property will always possess
several, and usually most, of the aspects. Analysis in the Draft EIR found that the Historic District
would retain sufficient integrity to convey its historic significance and remain eligible for historic
listing. This analysis is amplified below using the seven aspects of integrity.
Location is defined as the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where
the historic event took place. All contributing buildings, Memorial Park, and the majority of
character-defining features would remain in their original location after project implementation.
The District would retain integrity of location.
Design is defined as the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and
style of a property. The project would remove a portion of the landscape area flanking the
sidewalk on the west side of Garfield Avenue. Removal of this landscape would alter one of two
L-shaped landscape areas that flank Holly Street and the western side of Garfield Avenue. These
landscape areas symmetrically frame the important intersection of Holly Street and Garfield
Avenue, setting off the central plaza fronting City Hall. Together they are a key component of
Beaux-Arts planning as represented by the Bennett Plan. Integrity of design would be reduced by
removing a portion of landscape that has been extant since construction of the Civic Center.
The design of the Historic District, however, is also expressed through the axial configuration of
Holly Street and Garfield Avenue, the location of City Hall, the Central Library, and the Civic
Auditorium at the termini of those streets, the distinctive architectural forms and styles of the
contributing buildings, their arrangement in relationship to the street pattern and each other, and
the wide sidewalks, flanking street trees, and landscape areas. Together, all of these elements
represent important aspects of Beaux-Arts planning and design. Other than the landscape area, all
of the character-defining features that contribute to the design integrity of the District would
remain unaffected by the proposed project (see table of contributing resources and character
defining features below). Furthermore, only a portion of one of the character-defining landscape
features in the District would be affected by the project. Therefore, although the integrity of
design would be somewhat diminished by the removal of a portion of character-defining
landscape area, overall the Historic District would retain integrity of design.

1 Ibid., p. 3.
2 National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation (Washington D.C.: National Park
Service, United States Department of the Interior, 2002). Accessed online at:
http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/
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Contributing Resources and Character-Defining Features
Resource
Pasadena City Hall
Central Library
Civic Auditorium
U.S. Post Office

YMCA

YWCA

Turner and Stevens Co.
American Legion
First Baptist Church
Southern California Gas Co.
(Permit Center)
Hall of Justice
County Courts
All Saints Episcopal Church
Maryland Hotel Apartments
Memorial Park

Garfield Avenue right-ofway with the Central Library
as north terminus and Civic
Auditorium as south
terminus
Holly Street right-of-way
with City Hall as east
terminus
Civic Plaza (aka “Centennial
Plaza”)
Holly Street sidewalks and
street trees
Garfield Avenue Sidewalks
and street trees
L-shaped landscape area
flanking north Holly Street
sidewalk and west Garfield
Avenue sidewalk north of
Holly Street
L-shaped landscape area
flanking south Holly Street
sidewalk and west Garfield

Location
Alteration
National Register Listed Contributing Resources
100 North Garfield Avenue
No physical alteration to building. Some views
blocked from Union Street.
285 East Walnut Street
No alteration.
300 East Green Street
No alteration.
281 Colorado Boulevard
No physical alteration to building. Partial
blocking of views from Garfield Avenue
looking south.
235 East Holly Street
No physical alteration of building.
Immediate setting altered by new
construction and removal of portions of
landscape areas.
28 North Marengo Avenue
Building would be rehabilitated following the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. Some
views blocked from Union Street looking south
and from Garfield Avenue looking southeast.
95 North Marengo Avenue
No alteration.
125-37 North Marengo Avenue
No alteration.
75 North Marengo Avenue
No alteration.
281 Ramona Street
No physical alteration to building. Partial
blocking of views looking north from Garfield
Avenue south of Union Street.
142 North Arroyo Parkway
No alteration.
200-02 North Garfield Avenue
No alteration.
132 North Euclid Avenue
No alteration.
80 N. Euclid Avenue
No alteration.
Bounded by East Walnut Street, North
No alteration.
Raymond Avenue,
East Holly Street and the Metro Gold Line
Character-Defining Features
Garfield Avenue including intersection of
No alteration.
Garfield and East Walnut Street and
intersection of Garfield and East Green
Street
Holly Street including intersection with
Garfield Avenue and intersection with
Marengo Avenue
Intersection of Holly Street and Garfield
Avenue
Flanking Holly Street between Union
Street and Garfield Avenue
Flanking Garfield Avenue between Walnut
Street and Colorado Boulevard
North side of Holly Street between
Marengo Avenue and Garfield Avenue;
wrapping north on the west side of
Garfield Avenue between Holly Street and
Ramona Street
South side of Holly Street between
Marengo Avenue and Garfield Avenue;
wrapping south on the west side of

No alteration.

Existing spatial configuration altered at
southwest end by new construction and
removal of landscape area.
No alteration.
No alteration.
No alteration.

South portion partially removed. Symmetry
with north landscape altered.
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Resource
Avenue sidewalk south of
Holly Street
City Hall landscape

Union Street sidewalks,
parkways and street trees
Thurgood Marshall Street
sidewalks, parkways and
street trees
Small landscaped area
Maryland Hotel Wall
Rectangular landscaped
areas
Marengo Avenue street
trees and parkways

Location
Garfield Avenue between Holly Street and
Union Street
Landscape areas surrounding City Hall
along Garfield Avenue, Thurgood Marshall
Street, Euclid Avenue, and Union Street
Union Street between Garfield Avenue and
North Los Robles Avenue
Thurgood Marshall Street between
Garfield Avenue and Euclid Avenue
Northwest corner of Thurgood Marshall
Street and Euclid Avenue
East side of Euclid Avenue north of
Thurgood Marshall Street
West side of Garfield Avenue north of
Ramona Street
Street trees and parkways on Marengo
Avenue between Walnut Street and Union
Street

Alteration

No alteration.

No alteration.
No alteration.

No alteration.
No alteration.
No alteration.
Removal of street trees on east side of
Marengo Avenue between Union Street and
Holly Street.

Setting is defined as the physical environment of a historic property. In this case, the historic
property is the Historic District including all of its contributing properties and character-defining
features. The Historic District is located in central Pasadena, surrounded largely by commercial
development, some mixed commercial and residential areas, and Interstate 210. The proposed
project would not alter or effect anything in the areas surrounding the Historic District, and the
Historic District would retain its integrity of setting.
Materials are defined as the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a
particular period of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property.
The project would remove a portion of character-defining landscape area on the west side of
Garfield Avenue. A landscape area fronting the YWCA building on Marengo Avenue would also be
removed. It is also anticipated that a small portion of historic fabric would be removed from the
YWCA building as part of its rehabilitation although the majority of character-defining features
would be retained in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. Removal of
original materials would be minor in comparison to all the contributing properties and characterdefining features that would remain and would not be altered or removed by the project. The
Historic District would retain integrity of materials after implementation of the project.
Workmanship is defined as the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people
during any given period in history or prehistory. Workmanship in the Historic District is largely
expressed through the architecture and design features of the contributing buildings as they
contain the original fabric whereby the workmanship of the early 20th century is contained. A
small portion of historic fabric would be removed from the YWCA building as part of its
rehabilitation, with the majority of original features and fabric retained in accordance with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. No other contributing building would be physically altered
by the project. The Historic District would retain integrity of workmanship after implementation
of the project.

3-12

YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project Final EIR

Section 3.0 • Comments and Responses

Feeling is defined a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period
of time. The Historic District would retain all of its contributing buildings, contributing park, and
majority of its character-defining features after implementation of the Project. The axial
configuration of Holly Street and Garfield Avenue terminated by monumental civic buildings, the
central plaza, and the wide sidewalks, flanking street trees, and landscape areas between the
sidewalks and buildings would continue to evoke the formal, stately atmosphere of a Beaux-Arts
civic center as realized during the era of the City Beautiful movement. The Historic District would
retain integrity of feeling.
Association is defined as the direct link between an important historic event or person and a
historic property. Because the Historic District would retain all of its contributing buildings,
contributing park, and majority of its character-defining features after implementation of the
project, its association with the early 20th century civic development and the City Beautiful
Movement would remain discernible and understandable. The Historic District would retain
integrity of association.
After implementation of the Project, all fifteen contributing buildings and contributing Memorial
Park would remain intact and unaltered. The District would also retain the axial configuration of
Holly Street and Garfield Avenue terminated by monumental civic buildings, the central plaza,
and the wide sidewalks, flanking street trees, and the majority of the landscape areas between the
sidewalks and buildings along Holly Street and Garfield Avenue. The District would retain all of its
contributing buildings, contributing park, and the majority of its character-defining features and
would, therefore, retain sufficient integrity to convey its historic significance.

TR-CR-2: Compatibility with Historic Resources
Several comments were received on the Draft EIR questioning whether new construction
associated with the proposed project was compatible with, and sufficiently subordinate to, the
YWCA building, City Hall, and the Historic District. Because the analysis of potentially significant
environmental impacts under CEQA is primarily focused on “substantial adverse change” when it
comes to impacts to historic resources, issues such as compatibility and subordination are
generally not determinative under CEQA. The Draft EIR and supporting Historical Resources
Technical Report, however, include discussion and analysis of the compatibility of the proposed
new construction with historic resources based in part on guidance from the National Park
Service, including the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Rehabilitation, and
National Park Service Preservation Brief 14. The Draft EIR concluded that the proposed project is
generally compatible with, and its construction would not result in a significant impact to, the
YWCA, City Hall or the Historic District.
Pursuant to Section 15064.5(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, “A project with an effect that may
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource is a project that
may have a significant effect on the environment.” Substantial adverse change is defined in this
section as “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its
immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially
impaired.” This section further states that “The significance of an historical resource is materially
impaired when a project demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its
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inclusion in, or eligibility for, the California Register of Historical Resources…or a local register of
historical resources.” Based on this language from the State CEQA Guidelines, compatibility of
new construction, including the issue of subordination, is not a threshold by which to determine
significant impacts under CEQA. Although the Draft EIR and this response clearly demonstrate
that the project has been determined to be compatible with the historic YWCA building and the
Historic District, the fact remains that the project would not result in the physical demolition,
destruction, relocation or alteration of the YWCA or its immediate surroundings such that YWCA
or the Historic District would no longer convey their significance or be eligible for listing in the
National, California or local registers.
As discussed in the Historic Resources Technical Report included in Appendix B of the Draft EIR,
Preservation Brief 14 and Standards 9 and 10 of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards are
useful as guidance when analyzing potential impacts of related new construction to a historic
resource. These documents establish important principles by which the effects of related new
construction can be determined. It needs to be stressed, however, that Preservation Brief 14 is
largely concerned with new construction that is physically attached to historic buildings. The
examples of building additions used in Preservation Brief 14 share walls and internal
communication with the subject historic building and are conceived as a continuous extension of
the historic building. In this context, guidance stating that “the new addition should be smaller
than the historic building” reflects the concern that a much larger physical extension of a historic
building would alter and obscure its distinctive shape and form.
After implementation of the proposed project, the distinctive shape and form of the YWCA
building would remain intact and its architectural features would remain viewable and
understandable by the public. While not an “addition” as delineated in Preservation Brief 14, the
proposed new construction does adhere to many important principles identified in Preservation
Brief 14, including the preservation of the significant historic materials, features and form of the
YWCA, and differentiation from the historic building. Further, contrary to comments made on the
Draft EIR, the analysis conducted in the Draft EIR considers the new building as an addition to the
YWCA and, in fact, the building could be designed as an addition, connecting to portions of the
existing building, and could still be designed to meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and
Preservation Brief 14.
As discussed in the Draft EIR and Historical Resources Technical Report included as Appendix B
to the Draft EIR, the proposed new construction would be substantially taller than the YWCA
building. However, new construction would be sufficiently subordinate to protect the historic
character and significance of the YWCA building for the following reasons:
1. Location of New Construction at the Rear of the YWCA Building
In deference to the YWCA building, the proposed new construction would be located at
the rear of the YWCA building where it would not interfere with or detract from
viewing and fully experiencing the YWCA building’s primary western facades. The
YWCA building was designed with a clear western orientation facing Marengo Avenue.
The west (primary) facade includes a central three-story volume with an arched main
entry and full width porch accessed by stairs. Symmetrical, two-story volumes with
front-facing gables flank the central three-story volume. It is from Marengo Avenue, or
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from Union or Holly streets near their intersection with Marengo, where the YWCA
building’s original massing, configuration, and its important architectural features are
best perceived and experienced. In contrast, the eastern portions of the YWCA building
facing Garfield Avenue are treated in a much simpler and straightforward manner,
largely devoid of the articulation and detailing present on the west. The east facing
facades are clearly secondary, and not designed for direct public engagement from the
street. The new building would also be lower in height than the office wing of City Hall
to the east. See Response to Comment 8-15 for further information about the height of
City Hall.
2. Modulation of Height with Setbacks
The YWCA includes multiple volumes of varying heights rising approximately 34 feet to
the roof ridge on two-story volumes and topping out at 44-feet 6-inches on the
three-story volume facing Marengo Avenue. In contrast, the proposed new construction
would rise to 60 feet at its highest point.
The full height of the new building would be pulled away from the YWCA building
through setbacks to moderate the difference in heights. The fourth floor would be set
back over 32 feet where the western edge of the new building approaches the YWCA
building so that the adjoining volume is approximately the same height as the YWCA
building. A similar setback would occur on the new building’s north facade where a
foot bridge would connect a new terrace to a pool deck constructed on top of the
YWCA building.
Setbacks at the fifth and sixth floors would further reduce the perception of height. The
fifth floor would be set back to create guestroom balconies on the south, east, and north
facades. The sixth floor would affect an implied half story with a false mansard roof
along the south and east facades, which would effectively step back the sixth floor.
3. Simple Design Articulation and Massing
New construction associated with the proposed project would be designed with simple
rectangular massing and quiet, uncomplicated articulation of the facades so that it
would not compete with the YWCA building’s varied arrangement of volumes and
rooflines.
In order to protect the intended hierarchy of buildings in the Historic District, the height of the
new building would be 60 feet at its maximum and would not exceed the height of the office
portion of City Hall. This would ensure that the west facade of City Hall and its striking rotunda
remain the central focal point in the Civic Center. Located to the west of City Hall across
Marengo Avenue, the majority of the new building’s mass would be located south of City Hall so
that the presence of City Hall facing the plaza would remain dominant and views looking east
from Holly Street to City Hall would remain unimpeded.
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TR-CR-3: Marengo Landscaping
Several comments were received on the Draft EIR questioning whether the Draft EIR adequately
analyzed the removal of sidewalk and landscape area fronting Marengo Avenue to create a
passenger drop-off/valet parking area for the proposed new hotel. The commenters are correct
that the proposed alterations would remove a landscape area that is an original feature of the
YWCA building. This alteration, however, would not result in a significant impact to the YWCA
building as defined by CEQA.
As originally designed, the YWCA building was set back from the sidewalk on Marengo Avenue to
allow for a strip of landscape in front of the building. A raised concrete terrace and steps between
the YWCA building and the landscape area provide access to the YWCA building. The proposed
project would remove the existing sidewalk and landscape area to create a pull-out space for cars
to access valet drop-off. A new sidewalk would be installed closer to the raised terrace and steps
of the YWCA building. These changes would alter the setting of the YWCA building by removing a
landscape area that is original to the design of the YWCA and has been present since its
construction. Its removal would eliminate an area for planting that served as a narrow “front
yard” for the YWCA and would change the spatial relationship between the YWCA building and
Marengo Avenue.
As explained in the Draft EIR, Section 15064.5(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines indicates that a
project would have a significant impact on a historical resource if the project involves “physical
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings
such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.” Section
15064.5(b)(2) of the Guidelines goes on to state that “[t]he significance of an historic resource is
materially impaired when a project… [d]emolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner
those physical characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance and
that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical
Resources… local register of historic resources… or its identification in a historic resources
survey.”
The YWCA building is historically significant as a representative work of master architect Julia
Morgan, and for its association with the YWCA as an important social institution in American
history. Its significance is conveyed primarily through the plan, massing, spatial configuration,
architecture and design features of the building itself as described in the Draft EIR, pages 3.1-2
through 3.1-6. It is through the experience of the building that its historic significance as a work
of architecture, and the historic mission of the YWCA is understood. The landscape area along
Marengo Avenue, although original to the construction of the YWCA building, is less important in
understanding the building’s architectural and social significance. The YWCA building would
continue to convey its historic significance and would remain eligible for listing in the National,
California and local registers after removal of the landscape area. For these reasons, construction
of the valet drop-off would not result in a significant impact to the YWCA building.
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TR-CR-4: Cultural Landscape Report
Several comments were received on the Draft EIR stating that a Cultural Landscape Report (CLR)
for the Civic Center is necessary in order to adequately assess impacts to the landscape and
setting of the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District. The Draft EIR and supporting Historic
Resources Technical Report (which is included in Appendix B to the Draft EIR) includes
discussion and analysis of the potential impacts to the Historic District, including the loss of
landscape area. The Draft EIR concluded that the loss of landscape area would not result in a
significant impact to the District.
A cultural landscape is defined by the National Park Service (NPS) as “a geographic area,
including both cultural and natural resources and the wildlife or domestic animals therein,
associated with a historic event, activity, or person or exhibiting other cultural or aesthetic
values.”3 The NPS states that “a historic property consists of all its cultural
resources - landscapes, buildings, archeological sites and collections,” and “most historic
properties have a cultural landscape component that is integral to the significance of the
resource.”4
The principal method of documentation for cultural landscapes is through the development of a
cultural landscape report (CLR). A CLR documents the history, significance, and treatment of a
cultural landscape.5 The NPS developed guidelines for this specialized field of study, which state
that a CLR “serves two important functions: it is the principle treatment document for cultural
landscapes and the primary tool for long-term management of those landscapes. A CLR guides
management and treatment decisions about a landscape’s physical attributes, biotic systems, and
use when that use contributes to historic significance.”6
A CLR is generally produced to guide the long-term management of a historic landscape or other
historic resource with a substantial landscape component. A parallel report – the Historic
Structure Report or HSR – serves the same purpose for historic buildings and structures.
While widely recognized as effective tools in preservation planning, HSRs and CLRs are not
required for impacts analysis under CEQA. Because CLRs are developed to effectively treat and
manage a historic landscape over the long-term, they generally contain a level of detail that is not
necessary to a determination of “substantial adverse change” in CEQA review.
Pursuant to Section 15064.5(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, “A project with an effect that may
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource is a project that
may have a significant effect on the environment.” Substantial adverse change is defined in this
section as “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its
immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially
3 Charles A. Birnbaum, Protecting Cultural Landscapes: Planning, Treatment and Management of Historic Landscapes,
Preservation Briefs 36 (Washington, DC: National Park Service, 1996), page 1.
4 Charles A. Birnbaum, Protecting Cultural Landscapes: Planning, Treatment and Management of Historic Landscapes,
Preservation Briefs 36 (Washington, DC: National Park Service, 1996), page 2.
5 Charles A. Birnbaum, Protecting Cultural Landscapes: Planning, Treatment and Management of Historic Landscapes,
Preservation Briefs 36 (Washington, DC: National Park Service, 1996), page 3.
6 Robert R. Page, Cathy A. Gilbert, and Susan A. Dolan, A Guide to Cultural Landscape Reports: Contents, Process, and
Techniques (Washington, DC: National Park Service, 1998), 3.
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impaired.” This section further states that “The significance of an historical resource is materially
impaired when a project demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its
inclusion in, or eligibility for, the California Register of Historical Resources…or a local register of
historical resources.”
The Pasadena Civic Center Historic District is listed in the National Register of Historic Places and
the California Register of Historical Resources and has been identified as a historic resource in the
Draft EIR (page 3.1-11, first paragraph). Landscape areas, including the L-shaped landscape areas
that border Holly Street and Garfield Avenue, are recognized and discussed in the Draft EIR as
features of the Historic District. Removal of a portion of the existing landscape area by the project
is analyzed in the Draft EIR on page 3.1-23 and it determined that “the street pattern, sidewalks
and majority of landscaped areas that characterize the District would remain intact.”
The landscape area being affected by the proposed project is not a historic resource individually,
but a feature of a Historic District. The Historic District is the resource that is being affected by
the project. After removal of the landscape area, all fifteen contributing buildings and
contributing Memorial Park would remain intact and unaltered. The District would also retain the
axial configuration of Holly Street and Garfield Avenue terminated by monumental civic buildings,
the central plaza, the wide sidewalks, flanking street trees, and the majority of the landscape
areas between the sidewalks and buildings along Holly Street and Garfield Avenue. The District
would retain all of its contributing buildings, contributing park, and the majority of its
character-defining features, including landscaped areas and axial relationships between primary
civic buildings. This conclusion remains the same even if the change proposed by the project on
the south side of Holly Street eventually results in the same change on the north side of Holly
Street. As such, the project would not demolish or materially alter in an adverse manner those
physical characteristics of the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District that convey its historical
significance and that justify its inclusion in California Register of Historical Resources and would,
therefore, not result in a significant adverse impact on a historic resource as defined in the State
CEQA Guidelines.

TR-CR-5: Robinson Memorial
Several comments were received on the Draft EIR regarding the proposed project’s potential
impact to the Robinson Memorial and called into question the Draft EIR findings that the
Robinson Memorial does not meet criteria for eligibility as a historic resource as defined by
CEQA.
The Draft EIR provides a detailed analysis of the potential eligibility of the Robinson Memorial as
a historic resource. The Historical Resources Technical Report, prepared by highly qualified
experts at Historic Resources Group and accepted by highly qualified City staff (see relevant
curriculum vitae in Appendix C of this Final EIR), and included in Appendix B to the Draft EIR,
supports the analysis in the Draft EIR. Ultimately, the Draft EIR concludes that the Robinson
Memorial is not eligible for listing as a historic resource for two reasons:
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1. The Robinson Memorial is a commemorative property that does not meet special
criteria for commemorative properties as delineated by “Criteria Consideration F:
Commemorative Properties,” in National Register Bulletin 15, How to Apply the National
Register Criteria for Evaluation, published by the National Park Service; and
2. The Robinson Memorial was dedicated in 1997 and has not been in existence long
enough to develop the necessary historic perspective to evaluate historic significance.
It is important to understand that finding the Robinson Memorial not currently eligible for
historic designation in no way diminishes the Robinson brothers and their achievements, or the
importance of the memorial object that commemorates the brothers’ legacy. It simply points out
that the Robinson Memorial does not itself as an object currently meet the definition of a historic
resource as defined by CEQA, because it is not yet eligible for listing in the California Register.
As explained in the Historical Resources Technical Report that supports historic resources
analysis in the Draft EIR, the Robinson Memorial is a commemorative object designed and
installed to memorialize two local citizens who went on to national and international renown as
athletes. The National Park Service has created a special criterion for commemorative properties,
Criteria Consideration F, as a guide to evaluating their potential historic significance. According to
Criteria Consideration F, “a commemorative property generally must be over fifty years old and
must possess significance based on its own value, not on the value of the event or person being
memorialized.” In other words, a commemorative object would need to possess historic
significance outside of the value of the person or event memorialized in order to be considered
historically significant and therefore eligible for listing as a historic resource.
Several commenters have correctly pointed out that Criteria Consideration F includes two
exceptions whereby a commemorative property would not necessarily need to meet Criteria
Consideration F requirements:
A resource that has a non-commemorative primary function or significance.
A single marker that is a component of a district (whether contributing or noncontributing).
The first exception would not apply in this instance as the Robinson Memorial does not have a
non-commemorative primary function or significance. For the second exception, the Robinson
Memorial is a non-contributing element of the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District. However,
this exception is not intended to mean that any non-contributing element of a historic district that
is also a commemorative property is automatically eligible for listing as a historic resource. The
Robinson Memorial would still need to meet basic criteria for historic significance in order to be
eligible.
As detailed in the Draft EIR and Historical Resources Technical Report, the Robinson Memorial is
only 19 years old, which is generally not old enough to be eligible for consideration as a historic
resource. According to guidance provided by the National Park Service for applying National
Register criteria, “50 years is a general estimate of the time needed to develop historical
perspective and to evaluate significance.” Criteria for listing in the California Register does not
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include a specific age requirement but does state that “sufficient time must have passed to obtain
a scholarly perspective on the events or individuals associated with the resource.”
Properties less than 50 years of age can be eligible for listing in the National Register, however,
this is generally the case only if they meet National Register Criteria Consideration G, which
addresses resources constructed in the recent past, and states that “the National Register Criteria
for Evaluation exclude properties that achieved significance within the last fifty years unless they
are of exceptional importance. The phrase ‘exceptional importance’ may be applied to the
extraordinary importance of an event or to an entire category of resources so fragile that
survivors of any age are unusual.” For properties achieving significance within the past 50 years,
the California Register contains a Special (Criteria) Consideration that states that “a resource less
than 50 years old may be considered for listing in the California Register if it can be demonstrated
that sufficient time has passed to understand its historical importance.”
As a commemorative art piece, the Robinson Memorial’s primary value is its association with the
Robinson brothers, and sufficient time has not passed for the development of important
associations beyond its commemorative value. Having been dedicated less than twenty years ago,
more time is required to gain the necessary perspective on its potential historic significance
beyond its commemorative value.
Regardless of any argument as to the historic significance of the Robinson Memorial, the
proposed project does not propose the demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the
Robinson Memorial. All new construction proposed by the proposed project would be located a
minimum of 15 feet to the south of the sidewalk that defines the Robinson Memorial area. The
two bronze portrait sculptures of Jackie and Mack Robinson, the commemorative ring of granite
tiles etched with donor’s names, lighting, inscribed benches, and landscaping that comprise the
Robinson Memorial would all remain unaltered and in their original locations after
implementation of the proposed project. Furthermore, protection of the Robinson Memorial as an
important commemorative object in the City of Pasadena is a stated objective of the project.
Therefore, the Robinson Memorial would continue to be experienced and understood by the
public as it has been since its dedication in 1997 and completion in 2002, after implementation of
the proposed project, and the project would not adversely affect the Robinson Memorial.

TR-ALT-1: Range of Alternatives Studied in the Draft EIR
Comments on the Draft EIR were received regarding the range of alternatives considered in the
Draft EIR and whether additional alternatives should be considered.
As indicated in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR, Section 15126.6 of the State California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires an environmental impact report (EIR) to describe a range
of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, “which would feasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparable merits of the alternatives.” The
analysis of alternatives shall focus on alternatives “which are capable of avoiding or substantially
lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some
degree the attainment of project objectives, or would be more costly.”
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Alternatives Studied in the Draft EIR
Twelve alternatives were considered for the proposed project, three of which were determined to
be infeasible, as described in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR. The remaining nine alternatives were
evaluated in Section 4.6 of the Draft EIR. The three alternatives determined to be infeasible are
discussed in the Draft EIR (pages 4-2 and 4-3), and included an alternative site, a Maximum
Development Standards Compliant Alternative, and a Rehabilitation Only Alternative, which
assumed that the use of the building would be for a community-based organization similar to the
original use of the building.
The nine alternatives that were carried forth in the comparative impacts evaluation in Section 4.6
included the following:

Alternative 1 – No Project Alternative
As required by Section 15126.6(e) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR included evaluation
of the No Project Alternative. The No Project Alternative assumes no development of the
proposed project site. The YWCA building would remain vacant. It is assumed that the City would
allocate funding to conduct minimal maintenance on the building; the amount of funding that
would be allocated is not known at this time. The parking lot would continue to operate for public
parking and the landscaped area would remain the same as the existing condition.

Alternative 2 – Increased Setback Alternatives
Under the series of alternatives presented as Alternative 2, the project site would also be
redeveloped as a hotel, but the new hotel building would be set back farther from Garfield Avenue
than the proposed project. There are seven variations for Alternative 2, as follows:
Alternative 2A – 30/40 Foot Setback: Under Alternative 2A, the eastern facade of the new hotel
building would have a varying setback of between 30 and 40 feet from Garfield Avenue, have a
new building maximum height of 60 feet (or six stories, the same as the proposed project), and
have a total of approximately 185 rooms. The 30- to 40-foot setback would retain more of the
existing landscaped area along Garfield Avenue relative to the proposed project. The square
footage of the new building would be greater than the proposed project, at approximately
91,000 square feet. The new building would have a slightly different footprint than the proposed
project in order to allow for the additional setback, maintain the same maximum building height
and similar number of hotel rooms, and incorporate an open loggia space. To accommodate this,
there would be a smaller interior courtyard area than is included under the proposed project and
the building would extend to cover the eastern facade of the pool wing of the YWCA building, with
articulated physical separation of portions of this connection to preserve the single existing
window on this facade. The new building would also include physical connections to the
south-facing courtyard facade of the existing gymnasium and pool wing of the YWCA and
construction on top of an existing portion of the building that extends south from the pool wing.
Other than the interface of the new and existing buildings, the changes to the YWCA building
under Alternative 2A would be the same as the proposed project and the operational capacity of
the hotel would be similar.
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Alternative 2B – 70 Foot Setback with No Increased Height and Reduced Room Count: Under
Alternative 2B, the eastern facade of the new hotel building would be set back 70 feet from
Garfield Avenue, have a new building maximum height of 60 feet (i.e., the same height as the
proposed project), and have a total of approximately 143 rooms. The 70-foot setback would
preserve much of the existing landscaped area along Garfield Avenue. To maintain the same
maximum building height as the proposed project, while providing a 70-foot setback, the new
building under Alternative 2B would have approximately 36 fewer hotel rooms than the
proposed project. The square footage of the new building would be less than the proposed
project, at approximately 85,000 square feet. The new building would include physical
connections to the south-facing courtyard facade and east-facing rear facade of the existing
gymnasium and pool wing of the YWCA, and construction on top of an existing portion of the
building that extends south from the pool wing. Other than the interface of the new and existing
buildings, the changes to the YWCA building under Alternative 2B would be the same as the
proposed project, but the operational capacity of the hotel would be reduced.
Alternative 2C – 70 Foot Setback with Increased Building Height: Under Alternative 2C, the
eastern facade of the new hotel building would be set back 70 feet from Garfield Avenue, have a
new building maximum height of 90 feet, and have a total of approximately 185 rooms. The
70-foot setback would preserve much of the existing landscaped area along Garfield Avenue. To
maintain the same number of rooms as the proposed project, while providing a 70-foot setback,
the new building under Alternative 2C would be nine stories. The square footage of the new
building would be greater than the proposed project, at approximately 112,000 square feet. The
new building would include physical connections to the south-facing courtyard facade and
east-facing rear facade of the existing gymnasium and pool wing of the YWCA, and construction
on top of an existing portion of the building that extends south from the pool wing. Other than the
interface of the new and existing buildings, the changes to the YWCA building under Alternative
2C would be the same as the proposed project, and the operational capacity of the hotel would be
similar.
Alternative 2D – 70 Foot Setback with Construction on Pool Wing: Under Alternative 2D, the
eastern facade of the new hotel building would be set back 70 feet from Garfield Avenue, have
new building maximum heights of 60 feet (i.e., the same height as the proposed project), and have
a total of approximately 185 rooms. The 70-foot setback would preserve much of the existing
landscaped area along Garfield Avenue. To maintain the same maximum building height and
number of rooms as the proposed project, while providing a 70-foot setback, the gymnasium and
pool wing of the YWCA building would be demolished and replaced with additional hotel rooms.
The square footage of the new building would be greater than the proposed project, at
approximately 119,000 square feet. Other changes to the YWCA building under Alternative 2D
would be the same as the proposed project and the operational capacity would be similar.
Alternative 2E – 107 Foot Setback with No Increased Height and Reduced Room Count: Under
Alternative 2E, the eastern facade of the new hotel building would be set back 107 feet from
Garfield Avenue, have a new building maximum height of 60 feet (i.e., the same height as the
proposed project), and have a total of approximately 106 rooms. The 107-foot setback would
preserve all of the existing landscaped area along Garfield Avenue. To maintain the same
maximum building height as the proposed project, while providing a 107-foot setback, the new
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building under Alternative 2E would have approximately 73 fewer hotel rooms than the proposed
project. The square footage of the new building would be less than the proposed project, at
approximately 59,000 square feet. The new building would include physical connections to the
south-facing courtyard facade of the existing gymnasium and pool wing of the YWCA and
construction on top of an existing portion of the building that extends south from the pool wing.
Other than the interface of the new and existing buildings, changes to the YWCA building under
Alternative 2E would be the same as the proposed project but the operational capacity would be
reduced.
Alternative 2F – 107 Foot Setback with Increased Building Height: Under Alternative 2F, the
eastern facade of the new hotel building would be set back 107 feet from Garfield Avenue, have a
new building maximum height of 120 feet, and have a total of approximately 185 rooms. The
107-foot setback would preserve all of the existing landscaped area along Garfield Avenue. To
maintain a similar number of rooms as the proposed project, while providing a 107-foot setback,
the new building under Alternative 2F would be 12 stories. The square footage of the new
building would be greater than the proposed project, at approximately 100,000 square feet. The
changes to the YWCA building under Alternative 2F would be the same as the proposed project
and the operational capacity would be similar.
Alternative 2G – 107 Foot Setback with Construction on Pool Wing: Under Alternative 2G, the
eastern facade of the new hotel building would be set back 107 feet from Garfield Avenue, have a
new building maximum height of 60 feet, and have a total of approximately 185 rooms. The
107-foot setback would preserve all of the existing landscaped area along Garfield Avenue. To
maintain the same maximum building height and number of rooms as the proposed project, while
providing a 107-foot setback, the gymnasium and pool wing of the YWCA building would be
demolished and replaced with additional hotel rooms. The square footage of the new building
would be larger than the proposed project, at approximately 116,000 square feet. Other changes
to the YWCA building under Alternative 2G would be the same as the proposed project and the
operational capacity would be similar.

Alternative 3 – Alternate Land Use
Under Alternative 3, the project site would be used for commercial office space. The existing
YWCA building would be rehabilitated to include the office lobby, conference and meeting rooms,
and offices. A new building would be constructed within the same building envelope
(i.e., setbacks and height) as the proposed project, and would also be used for commercial office
space. This building would be separate from and adjacent to the YWCA building and would be a
maximum of six stories. The total square footage of the office space, including the YWCA building
and new building, would be similar to the proposed project, at approximately 135,000 square
feet. This alternative would support approximately 540 employees. This alternative would
require onsite parking, which would be assumed to be provided in a new subterranean parking
garage with 304 parking spaces.
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Comments Pertaining to the Range of Alternatives
Several of the comments on the Draft EIR suggested that variations to the alternatives be
considered. These variations include an alternative than does not require variances; a 150-room
hotel alternative; an alternative that preserves the landscaped areas on the project site; an
alternative that provides a second story addition above the gym and pool wing; a smaller project,
specifically a modification to Alternative 2A that would have lower massing along Union Street; a
variation to Alternative 2B with a greater setback than the current Alternative 2B (which has a
70-foot setback) and reduced impact to the original building facades; a revised version of
Alternative 2E that would modify the massing of the building on the project site; a revised version
of Alternative 2E that would not require changes to the south-facing facades or construction on
top of the original gym and pool areas; a combination of Alternatives 2A and 2E; and an office
one-half the size of the hotel or of a size that would result in a similar economic gain based on a
study by an economist. Other comments suggested that alternative land uses be considered,
including a community use, a civic-oriented use, City office space, permanent supportive housing
for the homeless, housing for low income women, a residential alternative, an office alternative,
and a conference center alternative. One comment suggested the Draft EIR consider investment
alternatives other than redevelopment of the project site.

Evaluation of the Range of Alternatives
As noted above, comments were received that suggested that a community-oriented use, a
residential use, and an office use be considered. A civic-oriented use was considered but rejected
for reasons explained in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR. An office use was included in the Draft EIR as
Alternative 3.
Many of the comments suggested variations of the alternatives that were evaluated in the Draft
EIR. However, CEQA does not require that multiple variations of the project alternatives be
evaluated. Rather, “[w]hat is required is the production of information sufficient to permit a
reasonable choice of alternatives so far as environmental aspects are concerned.” (Village Laguna
of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors of Orange County (1982) 134 Cal.App.3d 1022.) As
discussed in the Village Laguna case, “there are literally thousands of ‘reasonable alternatives’ to
the proposed project…But, no one would argue that the EIR is insufficient for failure to describe
the alternative [suggested in the comment letters].” (Village Laguna (supra) 134 Cal.App3d at
1028.) Instead, the consideration of alternatives must permit informed agency decision-making
and informed public participation, and the information presented in this EIR accomplishes that
objective. (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6 (a).) An EIR that discusses a range of
alternatives to a proposed project does not need to separately discuss reduced sizes of the
alternatives analyzed, since construction of a reduced project is inherent in the analysis of the
alternative. (City of Rancho Palos Verdes v. City Council (1976) 59 Cal.App.3d 869, 892-893;
Sequoyah Hills Homeowners’ Association v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 713-714
[EIR that analyzed one reduced density alternative with a revised site plan to mitigate significant
effects, and a second further “decreased density alternative,” was not required to analyze yet
another alternative that would be an “exercise in futility” because it would not eliminate a
significant impact].)

3-24

YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project Final EIR

Section 3.0 • Comments and Responses

The proposed project would not have any significant, unavoidable impacts. Impacts that would be
significant but mitigable include cultural resources (potential impacts to the historic YWCA
building, potential to encounter previously unknown archaeological resources), noise and
vibration (project and cumulative construction-related vibration), and transportation and traffic
(potential hazards related to the proposed loading zone). The commenters who suggested new
alternatives did not provide any substantial evidence that the suggested alternatives would avoid
or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.
The Draft EIR considered twelve alternatives and fully analyzed nine alternatives. The
alternatives considered included different land uses and different configurations of the proposed
land use. The Draft EIR for the proposed project has already considered a reasonable range of
project alternatives in compliance with CEQA requirements.

3.2.2 Written Comments on the Draft EIR
The following provides individual responses to written comments received on the Draft EIR, with
a copy of each comment letter bracketed to identify the individual comments for which the
attendant written responses are then presented. A number of comment letters included
attachments. The attachments that accompany these comment letters are provided in Appendix A
of this Final EIR.
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Letter No. 1 State of California, Governor's Office of Planning and Research,
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
Scott Morgan, Director
State of California, Governor's Office of Planning and Research,
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
1400 10th Street
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812
March 6, 2016

Responses
Response 1-1
The comment is noted. No further response is required because the comment does not raise any
new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis
included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15204(a)).

Response 1-2
This attachment to Letter 1 is a copy of Letter 2 that was submitted separately by the
California Department of Transportation; please refer to the responses to Letter 2.
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Letter No. 2 Caltrans District 7, Community Planning & LD IGR Review
Dianna Watson, Branch Chief
Caltrans District 7, Community Planning & LD IGR Review
100 South Main Street, MS 16
Los Angeles, California 90012
April 4, 2016

Responses
Response 2-1
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR. No further response is required
because the comment does not raise any new significant environmental issues or address the
adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section
21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).

Response 2-2
This discussion provides general information and recommendations for the City to consider and
are not specific to the YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project Draft EIR. With regards to the promotion of
Transportation Demand Management (TDM), the project is subject to the City’s TDM/ Trip
Reduction Ordinance (TRO) requirements. The City of Pasadena appreciates the comments made
by Caltrans regarding the partnership of the City and Caltrans to work together to find traffic
solutions for the public, as well as their future collaboration on a list of improvements to be
included when the City updates its traffic impact fee.
The traffic analysis completed for the proposed YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project was prepared in
accordance with the City of Pasadena’s current requirements, which, consistent with the intent of
SB 743, focus on impact metrics such as vehicle miles traveled per capita, vehicle trips per capita,
proximity and quality of the bicycle and transit network, and pedestrian accessibility, rather than
the traditional Level of Service (LOS) impacts. Appendix E of the Draft EIR presents the project’s
Traffic Impact Study. This traffic study, along with Section 3.5, Transportation and Traffic, of the
Draft EIR, analyzes all of the project’s transportation-related CEQA impacts in accordance with
the City of Pasadena’s Transportation Impact Analysis Current Practice & Guidelines manual
(City of Pasadena 2015) approved by City Council.

Response 2-3
The request to discharge only clean run off is acknowledged. The Draft EIR evaluates hydrology
and water quality impacts in Appendix A, Initial Study and Scoping Comments. The evaluation
determined that effects to hydrology and water quality, including stormwater, would be less than
significant. As noted in the Initial Study, and as requested by the comment, the project would be
required to comply with the Countywide municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) permit,
including the County’s low impact development (LID) ordinance, and the State’s Construction
General Permit, both of which address stormwater discharges.
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Response 2-4
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. While
at this time it is not anticipated that oversized equipment will be necessary, should that change,
then the applicant will comply with the permitting requirements noted in the comment. In
addition, consistent with the City’s standard practice, the project’s Construction Staging and
Traffic Management Plan will include a condition that restricts the use of on-street construction
trucks to off-peak hours. Impacts to the state freeway system are addressed in Section 3.5.7.2 of
the Draft EIR. As indicated in that discussion, the proposed project would not have a cumulatively
considerable contribution to any CMP mainline freeway monitoring locations.
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Letter No. 3 County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, Facilities Planning
Department
Adriana Raza, Customer Service Specialist
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, Facilities Planning Department
P.O. Box 4998
Whittier, CA 90607
April 4, 2016

Responses
Response 3-1
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR. Please see the responses to the letter’s
substantive comment below.

Response 3-2
The comment regarding the wastewater generation estimate is noted and is hereby part of the
Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking
any action on the proposed project. The estimate of potential wastewater flow of the proposed
project (34,128 gallons per day) in Appendix A of the Draft EIR is a preliminary estimate for
planning purposes and was determined to result in a less than significant impact on utilities and
service systems. The estimate of 26,126 gallons per day of wastewater flow provided in the
comment is less than the estimated flow in the Draft EIR; therefore, this level would also result in
a less than significant impact on utilities and service systems.
The comment regarding the applicable connection fees is noted and is hereby part of the Final
EIR. The Applicant will comply with the Districts’ connection fee application procedures and fees.
The comment stating that the remaining information concerning the Districts’ facilities and
sewerage service contained in the Draft EIR is current is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR.
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Letter No. 4
Dale Brown AIA
316 North Sierra Madre Boulevard
Pasadena, CA 91107
7 March 2016
PLANNING COMMISSION
DESIGN COMMISSION
C | o Mr. Kevin Johnson
City of Pasadena Planning and Community Development Department
175 North Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91101
SUBJECT:

JULIA MORGAN YWCA BUILDING | PROPOSED KIMPTON HOTEL
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT | CUP Case No. CUP 6279

Dear Mr. Johnson:
I am writing this letter as a local architect and Pasadena Heritage Vice-Chair for Advocacy. The letter is to provide brief comments
related to the Julia Morgan Building/Kimpton Hotel application and the related Draft EIR.
I am in support of the project in general and as further clarified by recommendations by Pasadena Heritage. Pasadena Heritage has
maintained its goals for this proposed project and represents the best method to preserve a critical historic structure, provide a new
hotel while respecting the character of Pasadena’s Civic Center.
The former YWCA building must be carefully restored | rehabilitated and the project’s proposed uses for the building and its various
spaces must be compatible with the original design.
Any new project must be worthy of the Civic Center and respect the Bennett Plan.
A new building must be both compatible with the Julia Morgan building and complement City Hall. It must of the highest quality in
both design and materials.
The project should enliven the Civic Center and contribute to its civic and public nature.
The City of Pasadena should realize a reasonable return on its investment to acquire the building, and the success of the project for
the long-term is important not only for the developer and the city’s finances, but for the Julia Morgan building, the civic Center
and the city as a whole.
The Treatment and Use of the former YWCA building is critical to retaining the historic character of the building. The proposed use
must be compatible with the original configuration of the building and new uses must sensitively be inserted in the spaces without
significant alternations.
The DEIR must reinforce that all rehabilitation and restoration are to be done in accordance with the Secretary’s Standards.
Preservation of key, character Defining Elements is critical to the project.
The Location of the Hotel main entrance should remain on Marengo Avenue in order to retain the historic entrance to the YWCA.
The Bennett Plan was based on strong urban design principles, inherent with Beaux Arts City Planning. Conformance with the Bennett
Plan is critical and the new structure should respect and reinforce Beaux Arts design principles of scale, massing, alignments and
symmetry. The 1925 Bennett Plan defines the intent for a building at this location and reinforces appropriate Beaux Arts planning.
While there are many points of views, preservation of the YWCA and new development that adheres to the Bennett Plan are the
critical issues.
Respectfully,

Dale W. Brown AIA
M:\Final_M Files\M 2012\M12019 - Pasadena Heritage Board\ADVOCACY\YWCA\PH_DRC Kimpton Hotel_2016_03_07.docx
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Letter No. 4 Dale Brown, AIA
Dale W. Brown, AIA
Vice-Chair for Advocacy, Pasadena Heritage
316 North Sierra Madre Boulevard
Pasadena, California 91107
March 7, 2016

Responses
Response 4-1
The commenter’s statement of objectives for the proposed project, and related observations, are
noted, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any
action on the proposed project. The City of Pasadena has collaborated with Pasadena Heritage
throughout the history of this project, from the Request for Proposals process all the way through
recent discussions regarding alternatives. Pasadena Heritage has been an important partner
throughout, and its thoughts on its objective for the Project were considered when the Project
Objectives were drafted for inclusion in the DEIR. The comments herein are general in nature, but
are noted as a summary of the close collaboration of the City and Pasadena Heritage to this point.
The Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure MM-CULTURAL-1, which would ensure compliance
with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Please see Topical Response
TR-CR-1 regarding the relationship of the project to Beaux Arts City Planning concepts and a
discussion of character-defining features. Regarding the comment that preservation of the YWCA
is a critical issue, the preservation of the YWCA building is addressed in Section 3.1, Cultural
Resources, of the Draft EIR. Regarding the comment that the hotel entrance should remain on
Marengo Avenue, as described in Section 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the primary hotel
entrance is proposed to be located on Marengo Avenue.
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Letter No. 5

John R. Byram ARCHITECT
792 East California Boulevard  Pasadena, California 91106  Telephone 626 792 2557  Facsimile 626 584 0470

March 1, 2016
Kevin Johnson, Senior Planner
City of Pasadena – Planning and Community Development
175 North Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91101
RE: YWCA/KIMPTON HOTEL PROJECT
Dear Mr. Johnson:
The following comments respond to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the
proposed hotel project to be developed by Kimpton Hotel & Restaurant Group, LLC (“Developer”) at the
Julia Morgan designed YWCA at 78 North Marengo Avenue (“Project”).

1

Issue: Significant Adverse Impacts
“A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource is
a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. […] Substantial adverse change in the significance
of an historical resource means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its
immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.” 1

The Pasadena YWCA Historic Resources Technical Report in the DEIR (“Historic Report”) on
page 31 reads, “The design of the buildings, grounds and approaches was not specified in the ballot
language, nor was the 1923 map prepared by Bennett, Parsons & Frost, […] referenced in the ballot
measure language or in actions by the Planning Commission or City Council [sic] leading up to the vote.”
But, in fact, the scaled City Plan drawing prepared by Bennett, Parsons and Frost and dated
January 1923 does show the City Hall approaches. And this City Plan WAS approved by the City Planning
Commission on May 11, 1923 and they published the drawing in the Pasadena Star News on June 6,
1923 to be seen by the voters (see attached Exhibit A). The image was titled “Commission’s Proposals
for Public Buildings and Approaches. Map Showing Proposed Location Of Public Buildings With Street
Openings Necessary to Provide Approaches and To Unify the Group.” Note the caption specifically cites
the drawing as a [Planning] Commission proposal and the approaches as being important to the overall
City Plan.
Moreover, the City Hall approaches were also an identified component of the City Plan
approved by Pasadena voters on June 7th 1923 (Exhibit B). Proposition No. 1 was a bond measure, which
asked voters whether the City should incur a bonded indebtedness of $3,500,000. Proposition No. 2
was a local land use initiative2 and asked voters to approve the City Plan, which referenced Ordinance
2116 (Select pages, Exhibit C). Ordinance 2116 had been published in the Pasadena Evening Post from
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May 25th to June 4th 1923 and cited the same approved City Plan, setting forth not only the metes and
bounds of the properties to be acquired, but also, the specific use of that property for “construction and
completion thereon of a building together with suitable appurtenances, grounds and approaches for
City Hall purposes” (Exhibit D). While it may be true that the final design for the architecture of the City
Hall building was not yet complete – as it was contemplated to be designed through a competition – the
assertion that the grounds and approaches were not referenced in the ballot measure or in actions by
the Planning Commission or by City Directors leading up to the vote is patently false. This fallacy is
repeated in the Executive Summary, on page ES‐5.

2

The Historic Report on page 36 and 37 describes the contributing resource: H. 100 North
Garfield Avenue (Pasadena City Hall). But, in a glaring omission, it makes no mention of the associated
approaches – land which was purchased simultaneously with the property for the building and which
forms an integral part of the resource’s character defining Beaux‐Arts setting. Indeed, throughout the
Historic Report there is no discussion of the rarity of extant City‐Beautiful plans in the United States or
the importance of preserving examples that convey the legacy of compositional techniques from the
Ecole des Beaux‐Arts.3
“Generally, a project that follows the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (1995), Weeks and
Grimmer, shall be considered as mitigated to a level of less than a significant impact on the historical resource.” 4

3

But the Project does NOT follow the Weeks and Grimmer Guidelines5, which recommend
“Retaining the historic relationship between buildings and the landscape.” The Guidelines state that
“removing landscape features, thus destroying the historic relationship between buildings and
landscape,” is NOT recommended. The Project, in most of the alternatives, specifically destroys the
southern forecourt approach and its historic relationship to City Hall such that an appreciation of the
resource as a City‐Beautiful, Beaux Arts complex is no longer conveyed. The failure to identify the City
Hall Beaux‐Arts approach as part of the National Register Listed City Hall resource, and to not list its
destruction as a significant adverse impact, is a prejudicial defect in the DEIR.

Issue: Reasonable Alternatives
“Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project may have on the
environment […], the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project […] which are capable of
avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to
some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly. The alternatives shall be limited to
ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” 6

Since the DEIR fails to even identify the destruction of the southern City Hall approach as
an adverse significant impact, either under Cultural Resources or Land Use and Planning, what impacts
are being avoided or lessened from this collection of alternatives? The Lead Agency confusingly wants
it both ways: on one hand, they don’t want to identify this encroachment as a significant adverse
impact; on the other hand, it is evident the alternatives are directed to mitigate the adverse impact
from encroachment into the City Hall approach. Alternatives should be limited to those required by
CEQA, not to community palliation.
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Such confusion is only magnified when looking at the individual alternatives. The YWCA and
its parking lot occupy properties identified as parcel 1 and parcel 2; with the southern City Hall approach
identified as parcel 3. Alternative 2E starts building mass some 107 feet west of the eastern property
line of parcel 3. Since the width of parcel 3 is only 98.03 feet, potential buildable area is left UNUSED on
parcel 2 without going into the historic City Hall approach. In addition, Alternative 2E leaves forty feet
seven inches of potential buildable area above the third floor, and somewhat less area from there down
to grade, UNUSED between the Project and the eastern wall of the existing YWCA building. Constructing
near or against a resource’s secondary façade is an accepted practice per the many successful examples
that do so as shown in Preservation Brief 14.7 By not exploiting this unused area, the DEIR is failing to
explore obvious alternatives that would potentially satisfy the Project’s objectives while not requiring
the destruction of the historic City Hall approach.

4

The remaining alternatives in the DEIR either have substantial adverse impacts – by
destroying the City Hall approach or destroying portions of the existing YWCA resource itself – or they
exceed the current zoning height limits and would require a variance. The failure to provide reasonable
and obvious alternatives, in which the substantial adverse impact of destroying the City Hall approach
can be avoided while still meeting the Project objectives, is fatal to finding this DEIR sufficient.

Issue: Consistency with the Central District Specific Plan
“The EIR shall discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans, specific
plans, and regional plans.” 8

Although the DEIR correctly identifies a hotel as requiring a conditional use permit in the
Central District Specific Plan (“CDSP”) CD-2 zone, it does not identify the loss of the City Hall approach as
in conflict with Policy Framework Objective 7 and 9. Furthermore, in the CDSP, the City Hall approaches
were identified for preservation in its call to “reinforce the vision of the Bennett Plan.” The CDSP
stipulates that “the setting for these buildings is no less important; and, therefore, realization of the
1920s ‘City Beautiful’ vision should be advocated through […] reintegration of the Beaux-Arts axial plan.”
Since the specific plan is focused only on building and landscape development, not streets, the axial plan
must be speaking to the preservation of the approaches from the 1923 City Plan. The Failure to discuss
and find the Project inconsistent with the Central District Specific Plan is also fatal to finding this DEIR
sufficient.

5

Issue: Assessment of Feasibility
“Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site
suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory
limitations, jurisdictional boundaries […].” 9

Because the project objectives guide the City of Pasadena Design and Historic Preservation
Section (“Lead Agency”) in its selection of alternatives, a clearly written statement of objectives is
necessary to ensure that feasible alternatives can be identified. During a Preliminary Review before the
Design Commission on December 10, 2013, the Developer stipulated the reason for the bump from 150
keys (rooms) contained in the RFP proposal to the 192 keys in the current submittal: “Of course you
need a Viable Program, which started with 150 keys and then after our due diligence process – with
further investigation of the deteriorated building, structural assessment, condition report, and various
things you do along the way – we evaluated that we needed to increase the key count.” So, the
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7

Note: This letter includes attachments. The attachments to this letter are
provided in Appendix A of this Final EIR.
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Sources
1

2014 CEQA (Public Resources Code 21000–21177) and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of
Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15000–15387), Section 15064.5 (b) (1).

2

Pasadena as a charter city had implemented municipal “home rule” initiative by 1910; and, following
the 1911 election of Hiram Johnson, the California Constitution was amended extending the initiative
to all remaining cities. Ordinances adopted through the initiative process may be repealed or
amended only by a popular vote. See Tracy M. Gordon, The Local Initiative in California (Public Policy
Institute of California, 2004).

3

For an analysis of compositional techniques at the Ecole Des Beaux-Arts, see Lawerence B. Anderson,
Rereading Gromort (Journal of Architectural Education, Vol. XXXIII, No. 2, November 1979) page 20.

4

2014 CEQA, op. cit., Section 15064.5 (b) (3).

5

Kay D. Weeks and Anne E. Grimmer, The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring & Reconstructing Historic
Buildings (National Parks Service, US Department of the Interior, 1995) Building Site, page 51.

6

2014 CEQA, op. cit., Section 15126.6. (a) (b).

7

Kay D. Weeks and Anne E. Grimmer, New Exterior Additions to Historic Building: Preservation
Concerns, Preservation Brief 14 (National Parks Service, US Department of the Interior, August 2010).

8

2014 CEQA, op. cit., Section 15125 (d).

9

2014 CEQA, op. cit., Section 15125.6 (f) (1).

10

David Klug, Redevelopment Manager, Request for Proposals, YWCA Adaptive Reuse and New
Construction Opportunities (Economic Development Division, City of Pasadena, July 16, 2012).
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Letter No. 5 John Byram, Architect
John Byram
Member, City of Pasadena Design Commission
792 East California Boulevard
Pasadena, California 91106
March 1, 2016

Responses
Response 5-1
The comment is noted. Please see Responses to Comments 5-2 through 5-7 below.

Response 5-2
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Topical Response TR-GEN-2 for a discussion of the Bennett Plan and ballot propositions for
acquisition of land and development of the Civic Center, and their relationships to the approaches
referenced in this comment.

Response 5-3
The approaches referenced by the commenter are discussed on pages 50 and 51 of the Historic
Resources Technical Report, which is included in Appendix B of the Draft EIR, where they are
referred to as “L-shaped landscape areas.” The approaches are treated as character-defining
features for the purposes of impact analysis.
The Historic District is formally listed in the National Register, and is listed in the California
Register, and is therefore considered a historic resource for the purposes of CEQA. Discussion of
the relative rarity of extant Beaux-Arts planning in the United States or the importance of
preserving remaining examples may expand advocacy for these resources but is not necessary for
CEQA analysis.
As explained in the Historic Resources Technical Report, the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
and Guidelines are not part of the CEQA process and are not a required threshold for analyzing
impacts under CEQA. CEQA discusses the Standards and Guidelines as a reference for mitigation
of potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.
As demonstrated on pages 3.1-23 and 3.1-24 in the Draft EIR, removal of a portion of the
southern landscape approach along the west side of Garfield Avenue would not eliminate all
features of the Historic District that convey the original planning and design of the Civic Center
under Beaux-Arts principles. The axial configuration of Holly Street and Garfield Avenue
terminated by monumental civic buildings, the central plaza, the wide sidewalks, street trees, and
remaining landscape areas all represent important aspects of Beaux-Arts planning and design and
would continue to do so after removal of the portion of the southern approach. As such, the
project would not materially impair the significance of a historical resource as defined by Section
15064.5(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines because it would not demolish or materially alter in an
adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical
significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, the California Register of Historical
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Resources or a local register of historical resources. For further discussion regarding potential
impacts to the Historic District, which includes a discussion of Beaux Arts planning as referenced
in this comment, please see Topical Response TR-CR-1. For further discussion regarding the
voter-approved bond measure and the significance and importance of the existing landscape
areas along Garfield Avenue as approaches to City Hall, please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2.

Response 5-4
The commenter’s opinion that the proposed project would have an adverse impact on the
southern City Hall approach is noted. The commenter does not provide substantial evidence to
support this claim. As described in the Draft EIR, the reduction of landscaped area in the eastern
portion of the site (referred to by the commenter as “the southern City Hall approach”) would not
result in any significant impacts related to cultural resources, land use, or any other
environmental resources. Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2 for a discussion of the
Bennett Plan and ballot propositions for acquisition of land and development of the Civic Center,
and their relationships to the approaches referenced in this comment. The alternatives evaluated
in the EIR represent a range of alternatives with different methods for addressing various aspects
of the proposed project. Please also see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 regarding the need to
evaluate additional alternatives in the EIR.
Regarding the comment that construction near or against a resource’s secondary facade is an
accepted practice is noted. This issue may be relevant to the Design Commission in their review of
the proposed project. To facilitate their consideration, this comment will be forwarded to the
Design Commission.

Response 5-5
Section 3.3.4 of the Draft EIR identifies CDSP objectives applicable to the proposed project,
including Objectives 7 and 9, and evaluates project impacts relative to consistency with City
planning documents, including the CDSP. As stated in in Section 3.3.6 of the Draft EIR, the
proposed project would be consistent with the goals of the CDSP. Appendix F, Land Use Plan
Consistency Analysis, of the Draft EIR includes a more detailed evaluation of the proposed
project’s consistency with the individual goals and objectives of the CDSP, including Objectives 7
and 9. The analysis concluded that the proposed project would be consistent with Objective 7 and
partially consistent with Objective 9 (see Table 2 in Appendix F of the Draft EIR). Moreover, there
is no requirement in CEQA or in state law that there must be perfect conformity between a
proposed project and any applicable planning policies. “It is enough that the proposed project will
be compatible with the objectives, policies, general land uses and programs specified in the
applicable plan.” (Sierra Club v. County of Napa (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1490, 1510-1511.)

Response 5-6
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. This
comment pertains to economic issues. Per Section 15131(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines,
“economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment.” Nevertheless, “economic viability” of an alternative is a relevant consideration in
evaluating the feasibility of the alternative pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6(f)(1), and the City Council will consider, at the time it evaluates the proposed project,
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whether to adopt the project or an alternative thereto, as required by CEQA, and whether any
reduced profitability is sufficiently severe as to render it impractical to proceed with the project.
Please also see Topical Response TR-GEN-1 regarding the business aspects of the proposed
project.

Response 5-7
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Response to Comment 5-4 regarding the commenter’s proposed alternative. Regarding the
statement that the City is required to recirculate the Draft EIR, Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA
Guidelines requires a lead agency to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added
to the EIR, which can include changes in the project or environmental setting, as well as
additional data or other information. Per Section 15088.5(a), “[n]ew information added to an EIR
is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a
feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the
project’s proponents have declined to implement.” With respect to a feasible alternative, Section
15088.5(a)(3) states that significant new information requiring recirculation includes a
disclosure showing that “[a] feasible project alternative… considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the
project’s proponents decline to adopt it.” As discussed in Response to Comment 5-6, the
alternative proposed by the commenter is not considerably different from others previously
analyzed and the alternative would not clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the proposed
project. Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1, which explains why the Draft EIR does not need
to evaluate additional alternatives, or permutations of alternatives already analyzed in the EIR.
For the reasons stated in Response to Comment 5-6 and Topical Response TR-ALT-1, revisions to
the Draft EIR’s alternatives analysis are not necessary and recirculation of the Draft EIR is not
required.
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Letter No. 6 John Byram, Architect
John Byram
Member, City of Pasadena Design Commission
792 East California Boulevard
Pasadena, California 91106
March 1, 2016

Responses
Response 6-1
The comment is noted. Please see the responses to Comment Letter 5 regarding the commenter’s
March 1, 2016 letter. Please see Responses to Comments 6-2 through 6-4 below.

Response 6-2
In reference to the City completing a portion of the historic resources analysis, State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15084(d) states “The Lead Agency may choose one of the following
arrangements or a combination of them for preparing a Draft EIR. (1) Preparing the draft EIR
directly with its own staff. (2) Contracting with another entity, public or private, to prepare the
draft EIR.” The City selected a combination of the above to complete the draft EIR, in accordance
with the State CEQA Guidelines. Specifically, as referenced in the comment, the City completed an
analysis of the proposed project’s consistency with the Bennett Plan, which is included in the
Final EIR as Appendix B-1. The Bennett Plan is a City document and City staff is qualified to
evaluate consistency of the proposed project with a City document. The City contracted with
Historic Resources Group (HRG), a historic preservation consulting firm, to complete the historic
resources analysis of the proposed project. Appendix B, Historic Resources Technical Report,
documents the evaluation completed independently by HRG. As noted above, this approach is
fully in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines. It is not unusual to have a lead agency
conduct an analysis contained within any portion of a CEQA document, nor does a lead agency’s
analysis constitute a substitution of the independent analysis of a qualified professional. Resumes
of City staff and HRG staff who contributed to these analyses are provided in Appendix C of this
Final EIR.

Response 6-3
The objectives of the proposed project are identified in Section 2.6 of the Draft EIR. As stated in
this section, one of the objectives of the project is to enable the City to recoup its investment in
the property within a reasonable amount of time. Regarding the comment that the City has a
conflict of interest due to its financial interest in the project it is common for a public agency to
act as the lead agency for its own projects, particularly where the only discretionary approvals
necessary are those of the public agency. A public agency must prepare an environmental impact
report on any project the agency proposes to “carry out or approve” if that project may have
significant environmental effects (Public Resources Code Section 21100(a), and Section
21151(a).) As a matter of fact, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15051(a) provides that, if a project
is to be carried out by a public agency, that agency “shall be” the lead agency, even if the project is
located in another jurisdiction. The commenter has made no other suggestion for alternative lead
agencies, because there are no other discretionary approvals necessary that would trigger the
jurisdiction of any other agency that could serve in that role. Irrespective of the City’s ownership
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of the YWCA and adjacent parcels, the Draft EIR carefully evaluates the potential impacts of the
proposed project and identifies mitigation measures that would be required to reduce potential
impacts to a level that is less than significant. The commenter’s opinion that the “Lead Agency’s
‘interest’… brings into question the validity of any conclusions drawn in the Historic Report as
well as the veracity of the entire DEIR” is noted. The comment provides no substantial evidence
supporting this opinion or the need for different analysis or conclusions from those in the Draft
EIR. Therefore, there is no basis for additional analysis (State CEQA Guidelines, Sections
15204(c)) or for recirculation of the Draft EIR. Please also see Topical Response TR-GEN1regarding the pre-commitment of the City to the proposed project. Please also see Topical
Response TR-GEN-1, which demonstrates that the City is not committed to accepting the
applicant’s proposal for this project.

Response 6-4
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project.
Regarding the issues raised in the commenter’s letter, please see Responses to Comments 6-2 and
6-3 above. Regarding the issues mentioned in the commenter’s previous letter, please see the
responses to Comment Letter 5. Regarding the need to recirculate the Draft EIR, please see
Response to Comment 5-7.
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Letter No. 7

NINA CHOMSKY
1500 Lancashire St.
Pasadena, CA 91103
(626) 795-1967
nrchomsky@aol.com
April 4, 2016
Kevin Johnson, Senior Planner
City of Pasadena
via email: kevinjohnson@cityofpasadena.net
Re: YWCA/Kimpton Hotel Project -- Draft EIR Comments
Mr. Johnson,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the above-referenced project. I
have the following comments.

1

Alternatives Analyses. The proposed Project and all Alternatives included and analyzed in
2
the Draft EIR are inadequate in that the proposed Project and all the Alternatives do not
comply with all applicable Design and Urban Design principles, Guidelines and rules which
apply to Pasadena's Civic Center such as the Bennett Plan. Further, the proposed Project and
3
all the Alternatives are out of scale and proportion with Pasadena's City Hall, the YWCA
building itself, and the "green space" between the Project and City Hall.
Although the Draft EIR is replete with "Alternatives", one more is called for -- a hybrid
combination of Alternatives 2A (30/40 Foot Setback) and Alternative 2E (107Foot Setback with
No Increased Height and Reduced Room Count). Alternative 2A is a superior architectural
concept design and urban design, including respect for both the YWCA building and the City
Hall and the Civic Center, but is out of scale and proportion (i.e. just too massive), and does
not preserve a sufficient amount of the "green space" referred to above. Alternative 2E is in
scale and proportion, and preserves most of the "green space", but lacks the distinctive and
superior architectural concept design and urban design quality of Alternative 2A.

4

In my opinion, these two Alternatives should be combined in a manner that yields a superior
architectural concept design and urban design, but also yields a Project that is in scale and
proportion with the YWCA building, the City Hall, and the rest of the Civic Center, and, and
also preserves most of the "green space".
City/Project Agreement; Transportation and Traffic. Since the proposed Project provides
no on-site parking, "trade-offs" are clearly appropriate in reaching a Project that can be
approved and does not undermine and degrade the Civic Center, the City Hall, the YWCA
building, and the "green space". Obviously, one such trade off is the preservation of the
YWCA building and its inclusion in the Project.
Page 1 of 2
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Another legitimate trade-off should be the combining of Alternatives 2A and 2E as discussed
above, including a renegotiation of the deal/agreement between Kimpton and the City as
required. The goal of the renegotiation should be to facilitate arriving at an appropriately
scaled and proportioned Project with the highest quality design and architecture and
preservation of the "green space", and, therefore, a Project that will be appropriate and
acceptable for this highly sensitive and challenging Civic Center site. All contracts are subject
to renegotiation when appropriate, and this contract calls out for renegotiation, including, but
not limited to, revising the financial structure of the "deal" so that the City defers or delays
sufficient economic return to achieve the best designed and highest quality Project.

5

Land Use and Planning. Due to the sensitivity of the proposed Civic Center site, it is
essential in order to comply with the Bennett Plan and all other applicable principles,
guidelines and rules, to provide a mitigation or other appropriate provision in the Land Use and
Planning section of the Draft EIR requiring that any future development on the site on the north 6
side of Centennial Plaza across from the Hale Building and adjacent to the prior YMCA
building, and which "mirrors" the Project site, must, in fact, "mirror" this Project, as finally
approved and entitled, in all urban design and development respects, including, but not limited
to, massing, scale, proportion, architecture and materials.

Sincerely,
s/s Nina Chomsky
Nina Chomsky
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Letter No. 7 Nina Chomsky
Nina Chomsky
1500 Lancashire Street
Pasadena, California 91103
March 4, 2016

Responses
Response 7-1
The comment is noted. Please see Responses to Comments 7-2 through 7-6 below.

Response 7-2
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Section 3.3, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR for a discussion of impacts regarding the
proposed project’s consistency with applicable land use plans and principles and Chapter 4,
Alternatives, of the Draft EIR for a discussion of impacts regarding the alternatives’ consistency
with applicable land use plans and principles. Please also see Response to Comment 17-22. The
comment provides no substantial evidence supporting the need for different analysis or
conclusions from those in the Draft EIR. Therefore, there is no basis for additional analysis and no
further response is required (State CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15204(c)).

Response 7-3
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding potential impacts to the Historic District; Topical
Response TR-CR-2 regarding compatibility with the Historic Resources; and Topical Response
TR-CR-3 regarding the YWCA landscape area fronting Marengo Avenue.

Response 7-4
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 regarding the need to evaluate additional alternatives in the EIR.

Response 7-5
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Topical Response TR-ALT-1, which explains why the Draft EIR does not need to evaluate
additional alternatives, particularly permutations of alternatives already analyzed in the EIR. The
remainder of this comment concerns the agreement between the City and Kimpton Hotel and
Restaurant Group LLC. These comments do not raise any new significant environmental issues or
address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources
Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)), therefore no further response
is required.
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Response 7-6
The proposed project does not propose any development of the site on northwest corner of
Garfield Avenue and Holly Street. Planning objectives and mitigation measures pertaining to
potential future development of this site will be determined when and if future development of
that site is proposed.
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Letter No. 8
Kimpton YWCA Draft EIR Comments
For Consideration of the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) and the DEIR writers
By Darrell Cozen, 232 Avenue 64, Pasadena 91105 on March 1, 2016

I have reviewed the DEIR and think it is impressive. It is commendable that there are some eight or nine
alternatives provided. In response, I have prepared these comments as input to the HPC’s deliberations
and for responses by the authors of the Draft EIR. Other comments on other DEIR topics will follow at a
later date.

1

General Comments:
1. The DEIR states that one of the objectives is to “allow the City to recoup its investment in
the property within a reasonable amount of time.” Without significant financial
information, the public is in no position to evaluate how well the various alternatives,
especially those with less hotel rooms, meet the stated objectives. I agree the City should
get its money back. But what is a reasonable time period? Five years, ten years, twenty
years, forty years? Without more data, the public cannot adequately offer comments on
the environmental losses vs. meeting the objectives. For instance, would Alternative 2B
allow returns in ten years, but Alternative 2E take 20 years? How can the public
informatively advise the decision makers if the public is sitting in the dark?

2

The economic objectives are so nebulous that there is no way for the public to be able to
understand the accuracy of the DEIR when it says that one alternative or the other does not
meet that objective. This is a critical flaw in the DEIR. The City has withheld information
about the financing of the deal with Kimpton. This information needs to be released to the
public in the EIR for meaninglul discussion to occur.
2. The Kimpton group won the chance to propose this project by saying that they would need
to build a 150-room hotel to recoup their investment. Then their project upped that
number to 179 rooms, which increased several impacts. That sounds like bait and switch.
3
Now, most of the DEIR’s alternatives have even more rooms, 185. Every time we hear from
them, the project gets bigger and has more impacts. Why did none of the alternatives have
150 hotel rooms, which was the number that originally seemed to make the project feasible
to the applicants?
Cultural Resources:
1. Page 3.1-9 shows two parks called out in the Civic Center Historic District near the Plaza in
front of City Hall. The impact of their removal is not adequately discussed. If one is
removed by this project, the cumulative impact is that two will be removed. This will
jeopardize the Civic Center National Register district and seems to be a significant impact.
Our Civic Center is touted for its exemplification of the City Beautiful movement (see, for
example pages 29-30 of the HRG report). The bond that bought land for City Hall, the
Library and the Auditorium also bought land to provide a beautiful approach to the City Hall
on a new street (Holly Street) and other “approaches,” including these two parks. My belief
1
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is that before the City can sell the landscaped approaches or develop them with buildings, a
vote of the public is needed because they were purchased upon the approval of a vote of
the people.

5

On the front page of the Pasadena Heritage magazine of September, 2011, there is a
perspective view “from the 1925 Bennett Plan for Pasadnea’s Civic Center” that shows allees
of trees along both sides of Holly Avenue and along the west side of Garfield from Walnut to 6
Union. I could not find this significant drawing in the DEIR. It very well shows the impact of
the loss of the park-like open space on the historic district. Is this drawing incorrect, is it in
the DEIR where I did not see it, or was its omission from the DEIR an oversight?
2. The DEIR sets up a dichotomy wherein all of the alternatives are more impactful to the
YWCA than the project is because the alternatives are “additions” attached to the building
and the project is a new building “connected on the second floor level by a bridge” (page ES5). Since the “new building” is part of the same hotel as the original Y and since it is
attached by a bridge, it can certainly be considered an addition as well. The DEIR does not
provide a definition of “addition”; it just assumes the reader will agree that the project is
not an addition. This dichotomy appears to be set up in the DEIR because Preservation
Brief 14 states (page 3.1-24): “Inherent in all of the guidance is the concept that an addition
needs to be subordinate to the historic building,” whereas by some stretch of the
imagination “new construction” that is attached only by a bridge (in one place) or a canopy
(in another place) is allowed to overwhelm the original historic building. The new
construction is right on the same property, part of the same use, only ten or 15 feet from
the historic building and is attached in two places.
Neither the project, nor any of the alternatives meets the standard of being subordinate to
the historic YWCA. The bulk of most of the proposals is six stories tall standing next to the
bulk of the Y, which is three stories at the other end, but only two stories where they are
attached or connected. The project is over twice the size of the historic building that is
being rehabilitated with its income.
The analysis of Alternative 2C, the one with the nine story wing, says on page 4-31 that the
“increased height of the new construction… would result in a significant and unavoidable
impact to historic resources.” That is true, but the six story wings of all the others also
overwhelm the YWCA. The YWCA has the highest individual status of any building in
Pasadena. It is a Historic Monument, not just a contributor to a district. It will be
overwhelmed and subordinated by a six story addition, just like it would be from a ninestory addition. This is a significant and unavoidable impact that is not mitigated by any
measures in the DEIR. Yes, the project has better separation from the historic building than
the alternatives, but it is still significantly impacting the historic monument that it is saving.
Why would we not scrutinize impacts to our historic monuments, our most treasured
resources, as carefully as possible? How does the fact that the project, which is connected
to the building, but is 15 feet away, mean that it is not subject to the “inherent guidance” of
the Secretary’s Standards, which says new construction shall be subordinate.
2
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Pasadena Heritage in their winter 2016 bulletin (p. 7) talks about the Union Street
condominiums west of the Post Office, which are not inside the Civic Center District, but
outside of it. They state, “Our policy emphasizes the need for infill development to respond
to and complement the distinctive character and historic integrity of the surrounding built
environment. This is achieved through careful attention to how the massing, scale,
orientation, detailing, and materials of the proposed construction relate to those of the
surrounding buildings.” That is a great way to put it, and I agree. How much more so
should this project’s massing and scale respect the character of our historic monument, the
YWCA.
In a historic district, we would not allow a new building of six stories in a block of two and
three story historic buildings because it is not subordinate to the historic buildings. Why
would we allow this on the property of a historic monument without recognizing that truth,
that it is a significant impact.

7

In the Ambassador College redevelopment, the height of the Ambassador Auditorium was a
controlling factor over a new building 100 feet away. Here, a six story structure next to a
mostly-two story historic monument is considered not significant. If we approve this project
with no qualms, will a developer be able to come to Old Pasadena and point to this decision
as a reason they can build a new building there five or six stories tall on Green Street or
Union Street? This DEIR is proposing to create a terrible precedent for the whole City. It
seems pretty clear the project is creating a significant impact on the very building it is meant
to save. Be honest. Bite the bullet. Recognize the impact, and make a statement of
overriding considerations if you have to approve it.
3. Although the DEIR does not mention it, there is a full-width landscaped strip of about 11 to
15 feet in width in front of the YWCA on Marengo Avenue (visible in plan view on Figure 23). It has been abandoned over the years and is now mostly dirt and low-cut weeds. Why
do you think the YWCA board and Julia Morgan set the building back from the sidewalk 15
feet and put landscaping in front of the new Y? Perhaps to make a gracious statement
instead of just placing the building right next to the sidewalk. It is worth noting, as one
drives north on Marengo Avenue how Colorado Blvd. and the block just north of Colorado
Blvd. have buildings right up to the sidewalk. Then north of Union Street, the YWCA is set
back from the street with a substantial landscape buffer which symbolizes that one has left
the commercial district and entered a new part of town, the civic center. The landscape
buffer continues north alongside the YMCA and then a parking garage.
Now, instead of restoring the gracious landscaping that Julia Morgan planned, the proposed
project removes the whole sidewalk along Marengo, including three nice Ficus street trees
and one street light so that the Kimpton hotel can have valet parking where the sidewalk is
currently. The project then, according to Figure 2-8, paves the 11-15 foot wide area that
Julia Morgan provided for landscaping in order to have a new sidewalk closer to the
building. (It seems that the DEIR authors tacitly understand this concern when they show
new landscaping in front of the Y in Appendix G models. However, the models do this at the
3
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expense of the sidewalk, with a very narrow sidewalk as a result, much narrower than the
minimum for a sidewalk in the Civic Center.) The DEIR fails to mention any of this change to
the setting. Changing the front yard of a historic monument so dramatically deserve some
consideration. It is worth noting that Julia Morgan’s YWCA designs for Fresno, San Pedro,
Hollywood, Riverside, and others have landscaped front yards. The removal of the
landscaped strip and all of the street trees appears to be a significant negative impact that
has not been considered.

8

4. There should be a photograph or index of every character-defining feature. Photos should
call out each character-defining feature in the caption or with arrows, for example on page
3.1-4. Otherwise it is hard for the public to understand the magnitude of impacts, especially 9
impacts on interior features. There are no photos of interior features that will be
demolished in two of the alternatives. It is difficult to weigh in on whether we believe the
project is the best alternative when we only have a brief description of the features and no
photos.
5. The Sister City trees are discussed in several places. Photos of the five Sister City Trees
should be provided, and the precise locations of these trees should be plotted on at least
10
one of the exhibits. I could not find any discussion of whether Alternatives 2A, 2B, 2C, or 2D
protect and preserve any of these trees.
6. Alternatives 2D and 2G remove the pool and gym wing to show how 185 rooms can be
developed by removing these parts of the YWCA. Why were these alternatives chosen?
Why is there no provision, explanation or evaluation of a similar alternative that builds over 11
these wings, thus preserving their significant interiors, but still creating lots of hotel rooms.
Sure it would be more difficult; but it is not technically impossible. What would be the extra
cost? If a more considerate approach were taken, how much revenue would be lost and
how many more years would it take the City to recoup its investment?

7. The Project cuts into the roof of the north wing to provide a pool on the roof deck. What
historic materials and interior features will be lost due to this alteration?

12

8. Mitigation Measure Needed: Among the stated duties of the Historic Preservation
Commission in the Municipal Code is 2.75.045(b): “Participate in the review of projects
affecting City-owned historic resources.” Yet, I have been told this will be the last time the
Commission will meet on the subject of the YWCA/ Kimpton Hotel. In order to protect the
character of the YWCA and the Civic Center, the DEIR should include a mitigation measure
13
clearly requiring that the Historic Preservation Commission provide its expertise and advice
to the Planning Commission and the City Council on whether the project or an alternative
should be selected. After that the Commission should review plans and make
recommendations to the Design Commission, Planning Commission, and City Council, as the
project moves forward.

4
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Land Use and Planning:
1. The DEIR reports that 34 of 61 protected trees will be removed (including all of the street trees
on Marengo and all five Sister City trees). It goes on to imply that we should not worry because
the applicant will have to comply with the City’s Tree Protection Plan in order to move forward.
EIR’s are supposed to explain in some detail how an impact on the environment, in this case
important trees, will be mitigated. It cannot just say, “Trust us.” First of all, there is not much
14
space left on the property for replacement trees. The DEIR is totally inadequate in this regard.
Postponing a mitigation plan until later is not the way EIR’s work. Basically the DEIR says (p.
3.3-25), the impact is mitigated because the City Manager will approve something that complies
with the City’s Tree Protection Ordinance. The public should not be expected to trust such an
opaque process.
2. An Urban Design Issue: The HRG Appendix correctly states (page 30) that the Beaux Arts style
emphasizes design of buildings with a uniform cornice height. The DEIR reports on pages 2-9
and 2-10 the “eave heights” (which are similar to the “cornice heights”) of several nearby
buildings including two that are outside of the Civic Center Historic District, but only reports the
total height of the south wing of the City Hall, which is the most important nearby building. The
reader has to go to the drawings by the applicant to find out that City Hall’s eave height is
reportedly 54’-6”. However, there are two prominent, large-scale elevations of City Hall on
walls in the City Manager’s office that say the eave height of City Hall is approximately 52’-6”,
two feet less than that stated in the DEIR. The DEIR should be corrected, and the height of the
eave of the new building should be approximately 52’-6” along Garfield Avenue if Beaux Arts
planning is the guide.

5
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Letter No. 8 Darrell Cozen
Darrell Cozen
Member, Pasadena Historic Preservation Commission
232 Avenue 64
Pasadena, California 91105
March 1, 2016

Responses
Response 8-1
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project.
No further response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the
Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
Please see responses to comments below.

Response 8-2
Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-1 regarding business aspects of the proposed project. As
noted in that response, an EIR is not required to disclose the details of a project’s economic
feasibility unless a project alternative that would reduce or eliminate significant impacts is
rejected for purely economic reasons or if needed to support adoption of a Statement of
Overriding Considerations if a project is approved after an EIR finds that it would have significant
unavoidable impacts. The Draft EIR found that the project would not have significant unavoidable
impacts; therefore, a Statement of Overriding Considerations is not required for the project.
Because an EIR is not required to address a project’s economic feasibility, the first listed project
objective is not too nebulous for purposes of CEQA.

Response 8-3
Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 regarding the need to evaluate additional alternatives in
the EIR.

Response 8-4
With respect to Figure 3.1-6 of the Draft EIR, this figure was prepared as part of the National
Register of Historic Places Inventory Nomination Form in 1980. Despite the fact that the map
identifies the landscaped areas that face Garfield Avenue to the north and south of Holly Street as
parks, the General Plan land use designation for the project site, including this portion of the site,
is Medium Mixed Use, and the site is zoned CD-2 (Central District Specific Plan, Civic
Center/Midtown Sub-District). Moreover, no portion of the project site is identified as open space
or as parks in the City’s Green Space, Recreation and Parks Master Plan.
With respect to the potential for cumulative impacts as a result of the removal of a portion of the
landscape area on the project site, there are currently no development plans for the northern
landscape approach facing Garfield Avenue. If a development project were to be proposed for that
location, a building configuration that mirrors or approximates what is ultimately built on the
project site is plausible. The current proposed project on the south side of Holly Street would

YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project Final EIR

3-61

Section 3.0 • Comments and Responses

leave the landscape area along Holly Street, the landscaped area including the Robinson Memorial
on the southwest corner of Holly Street and Garfield Avenue, and a 20-foot wide strip of the
existing landscape area on the west side of Garfield Avenue south of Holly Street. The Draft EIR
has found this would not result in a significant impact as defined by CEQA. It should be noted that
the Central District Specific Plan currently would allow for a smaller setback than that proposed
by the project. While no new development project is currently proposed or pending on the
northerly site, if a development with similar setbacks and massing were to be implemented to the
north, the Historic District would still retain sufficient integrity to convey its historic significance
and remain eligible for historic listing. Therefore, in consideration of past, pending, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects, the proposed project would not cause a considerable
contribution to any significant cumulative impacts on historic resources. For further discussion of
impacts associated with the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District, please also see Topical
Response TR-CR-1.

Response 8-5
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Topical Response TR-GEN-2 regarding the Bennett Plan, and voter propositions and their
relationship to the landscaped areas along Garfield Avenue. No further response is required
because the comment does not raise any new significant environmental issues or address the
adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section
21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).

Response 8-6
The 1925 perspective view drawing referenced by the commenter was included in the Summary
& Analysis Memorandum of “Report on a Plan for the City of Pasadena” by Bennett, Parsons
& Frost 1925, prepared by the City of Pasadena on March 26, 2015. The drawing is identified as
“BP-6” in the City’s memorandum. This memorandum was evaluated as background information
during preparation of the Draft EIR (see Section 6, References, of the Draft EIR), and is included as
Appendix B-1 of this Final EIR.
As noted in the City’s memorandum, the 1925 perspective drawing is a conceptual illustration of
the Civic Center created prior to its construction. Few of the Civic Center buildings were
constructed as shown in the drawing but the general layout of streets and landscape areas is
generally consistent with the current condition. Please see Section 3.1, Cultural Resources, of the
Draft EIR for a discussion of impacts associated with the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District.
Please also see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding impacts to the Historic District.

Response 8-7
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. For a
discussion of the compatibility of the proposed project to historic resources, please see
Topical Response TR-CR-2.
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Response 8-8
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Topical Response TR-CR-3 regarding the YWCA landscape area fronting Marengo Avenue.

Response 8-9
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. A
complete photographic inventory of character-defining features is not necessary for a
determination of “substantial adverse change” in CEQA review.
As discussed in the Section 3.1, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR and the Historic Resources
Technical Report (Appendix B of the Draft EIR), rehabilitation of the YWCA building does have the
potential to result in a significant impact to the YWCA building, precisely because
character-defining features may be lost in the process. Rehabilitation of the YWCA building in
compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation would be required to
mitigate potential significant impacts. In addition, a rehabilitation study for the Pasadena YWCA
building (“Pasadena YWCA Rehabilitation Study,” which is included as Appendix D of this Final
EIR) was prepared by Architectural Resources Group for the City of Pasadena in 2011. This study
includes a photographic record of the YWCA building features and spaces, and the study would be
used to guide the proposed rehabilitation. Pages 3.1-2 and 3.1-3 of the Draft EIR also includes
lists of interior and exterior character-defining features of the YWCA building.

Response 8-10
The content of this comment regarding photos and a map of the Sister City trees is similar to, and
raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment 9-21; please refer to Response to Comment
9-21.
Text has been added to the land use and planning evaluation of Alternatives 2A, 2B, 2C, and 2D to
clarify the effects to the Sister City trees associated with these alternatives. Please see Section 2,
Clarifications, Revisions and Corrections. These additions do not provide substantial new
information or alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.

Response 8-11
The alternatives evaluated in the EIR represent a range of alternatives with different methods for
addressing various aspects of the proposed project. Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1, which
explains why the Draft EIR does not need to evaluate additional alternatives, or permutations of
alternatives already analyzed in the EIR.

Response 8-12
The commenter is correct that a small loss of historic fabric would be required to install a rooftop
deck and pool on the north wing of the Pasadena YWCA, but preliminary assessment has
concluded that the majority of the removed fabric would involve roof structure and cladding not
readily viewable or considered character-defining. Please refer to Response to Comment 8-9 for
additional discussion on the mitigation of potential impacts from the rehabilitation of the
Pasadena YWCA.
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Response 8-13
This comment pertains to the City’s entitlement process and is not a comment on the Draft EIR.
The suggested mitigation measure does not address a significant impact of the proposed project
to historic resources. Section 3.1, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR identifies mitigation
measures to reduce potentially significant impacts of the proposed project to historic resources.
The Historic Preservation Commission reviewed the Draft EIR at a public hearing on
March 15, 2016 and provided comments, which are summarized and responded to in the
Final EIR (see Section 3.2.2). The members of the Historic Preservation Commission will have an
opportunity to provide comments to the Planning Commission and City Council regarding
whether the project or an alternative should be selected by attending the meetings of those
bodies during which the project is considered. The Historic Preservation Commission will also
review the design of the project in an advisory capacity during the design review process.

Response 8-14
Please see Response to Comment 17-17 regarding the removal of the Sister City trees and other
trees on the project site.

Response 8-15
For a discussion of the compatibility of the proposed project to historic resources, see Topical
Response TR-CR-2. The height of City Hall, as shown on Figure 2-15 of the Draft EIR, was derived
using topographic surveys prepared by licensed surveyors to determine the floor plate height of
the building, combined with architectural drawings prepared in 2004 by the project architect for
the City Hall Restoration Project. These drawings more accurately reflect the existing conditions
than the drawing that was developed prior to construction of the building and with unknown
base parameters.
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Letter No. 9
DEIR QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS FOR PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
Darrell Cozen, March 9, 2016

Cultural Resources:
1. The proposed addition to the YWCA will have six stories next to the two-story wings of the
YWCA. It will have twice the square footage of the historic building. How is that not
considered a significant impact? How does that meet the Secretary’s Standards not to
subordinate the historic building to an addition or an adjacent new building? How does that
comply with the subordination required by Preservation Brief 14 (page 3.1-14 and 3.1-24)?
2. Regarding the Garfield open space, how can removal of such a large part of landscaping in
the heart of the Civic Center not result in a cumulative effect of the removal of the parallel
open space to the north? How can their loss not be considered a significant impact on the
historic district, the significance of which is based on Beaux Arts planning and of being an
example of the City Beautiful movement?
3. HRG page 31 says the L-shaped landscaped areas are of “particular note.” Why is the
elimination of 66% to 81% of the Garfield portion of the L not considered a significant
effect?
4. Julia Morgan’s design provided a gracious 11 to 15-foot wide landscape strip in front of the
YWCA, although it has not been maintained well. All three street trees, as well as this
landscaping strip are being removed. Why are these drastic changes to the landscaping in
the front yard of a historic resource (in this case, a historic monument) not considered and
found to be a significant impact?
5. Why is the perspective drawing of the Bennett Plan from 1925 (Pasadena Heritage
magazine, September, 2011) not evaluated or included in the DEIR? Why does it contradict
the 1925 plan contained in the DEIR? It clearly shows how important the “approaches”
were to the civic center plan. An adequate EIR would show the clearest drawings that show
the intention of the open space in the Bennett Plan.
6. Objective 6 calls for the project to allow the City to “recoup its investment” in a “reasonable
amount of time.” Will the public be allowed to give input into what is a reasonable amount
of time? What does the City consider to be a reasonable amount of time to recoup its
investment? How much time would it take the City if “the project” is selected? How much
time would it take if Alternative 2E is selected? How much for Alternative 2B? The DEIR is
inadequate if the public cannot tell what increased time frames would be required to reduce
the impacts of the project.
7. Alternative 2D and 2G have significant environmental impacts much worse than the project?
Why did the authors not review an alternative that provides construction OVER the gym and
pool wing by providing post supports through or outside that wing without demolishing the
wing? This might provide sufficient hotel rooms and would not have such a negative effect
on the environment.
8. Why is the exterior of the Holly Street wing of the YWCA considered a character-defining
feature of the building (HRG page 27) when it is so undistinguished? It was originally facing
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9.
10.

11.

12.

a rear yard of the property, and the DEIR states that this is not a primary or a secondary
façade.
Why do four of the alternatives have 185 rooms when the project only has 179? This seems
to make the alternatives more impactful.
Why does the DEIR not have photos and call-outs of every character-defining feature of the
YWCA, especially interior features that the public may have difficulty understanding? An
adequate EIR would inform the decision-makers better than this DEIR.
There is no mention that I could find of the fact that the project will block the view of almost
50% of the post office façade for pedestrians heading south on Garfield. This seems like
ignoring one of the reasons why the “approaches” were provided in this City Beautiful plan.
The National Register nomination of the Civic Center specifically commends this view of the
post office façade in the Statement of Significance of the district. This should be evaluated.
The project does not comply with all zoning codes and requires two variances. An
alternative should be studied that shows the proposed hotel with a conforming 15’ first
floor height and inclusion of all loading spaces (five or six?) that the code requires and
preservation of all or the great majority of the Garfield open space.

8
9
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11
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Traffic:
1. The City does not allow private developers to conduct their own traffic studies. Why did the
City employ its own Department of Transportation to study a City project? This seems like a
conflict of interest that makes the DEIR questionable.
2. Why was there no discussion of how many valet parking spaces are needed for a valet-only
hotel of this size? If five is not enough, cars will circle the streets waiting to get in the
queue, creating more traffic and perhaps blocking Union Street or Marengo Avenue. The
DEIR appears to be inadequate.
3. In terms of determining the numbers of valet parking spaces needed, was a comparison with
the Huntington Hotel in Pasadena considered? If so, what were the results? If not, why
not?
4. Why are there no mitigation measures to make sure there are always enough valets to
prevent cars from staying too long in the valet parking? It might take ten minutes for a valet
to park a car and run back to the hotel.
5. This is a Four-star hotel with no parking except by valets. Marengo is a Class 3 bike route
(page 3.5-2) that has a narrow 11’ curb lane that is shared by cars and bikes. Cars do not
park right next to the curb in valet pull-outs. Valets will be opening car doors into a traffic
lane and standing in traffic to help guests out of their cars. Why is this not considered a
safety hazard that must be studied and mitigated? The impact on the bike route needs to
be considered, as well as the safety of valets and hotel guests.
6. The parking study has no provisions for parking for the hotel’s 241 employees or the
unstated numbers of restaurant and ballroom guests. They have to find their own parking.
Why is this burden on existing parking facilities not discussed? The DEIR appears to be
inadequate.
7. How can the City enforce the mitigation measure requiring loading only from 2 to 5 AM?
Why is there not a backup plan if enforcement fails? An unenforceable mitigation measure
would make the DEIR inadequate.
2
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8. How does the mitigation measure of blocking off a lane of traffic for loading on Union Street
fit with the City’s other plan to eliminate a lane for a two-way bike lane on Union?
9. Because there is no operable loading zone during 21 hours of the day, where will delivery
trucks park when they arrive during normal delivery hours? In the middle of Holly Street
(over the yellow line), in the angle parking on Holly Street? If handtrucks are used to carry
goods quite a distance, will that have a negative effect on the character of the Civic Center?
10. Regarding the loading zone limitations of 2AM to 5AM, the DEIR should calculate how many
trucks will be arriving per hour in the middle of the night for a hotel of this size. The zoning
code requires five or six loading spaces, which means there could be five or six at a time in a
normal all-day operation.

17

Land Use and Planning:
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

3

If the Sister City trees were approved in the two Garfield Avenue open spaces in the 1990’s,
does not that designation admit that the City determined then that these areas would remain as
open space as long as we have relationships with these Sister Cities?
Is it fair to the public not to say anything about how the loss of over half of the protected trees
will be mitigated? There is nothing stated at all other than a process. Postponing the analysis of
the effects until a later process is completed is usually considered segmenting a project, which is
not allowed by CEQA. Putting the end result of the mitigation totally in the hands of the City
Manager, who is a project applicant, is not defensible. This process will not even be visible to
the public. The DEIR is inadequate.
The DEIR says (HRG Appendix page 30) that Beaux Arts planning emphasizes the design of
buildings with a uniform cornice height. What is the cornice height of the south office wing of
City Hall? A drawing by the applicant says City Hall’s is 54’ 6”. The elevation in the City
Manager’s office says it is about 52’ 6”. The DEIR does not say either explicitly. If the Beaux Arts
plan is important, there should be a mitigation measure to set the east elevation cornice height
to that of City Hall.
Where are the Sister City trees located? How many will be preserved by each of the
alternatives? How many protected trees will be spared by each of the alternatives? The DEIR
should provide a map showing the location of all trees, all trees to be removed, and all Sister
City trees. The map should be keyed to a matrix that tells what species the trees are and how
tall they are, how large is their trunk diameter, how much their canopy spreads, etc., so that the
decision-makers have a decent picture of the impacts.
Will a 10’ first floor height be compatible aesthetically with the 18’ high first floor of City Hall?
Will the first floor height of the addition be compatible with the first floor height of the historic
YWCA? Are there other buildings within sight of the proposal that have such a short first floor?
Does this difference in first floor height have a negative effect on the Beaux Arts Bennett Plan?
A principle of Beaux Arts design is a raised first story with upper stories being lower. The
proposed project is inherently incompatible with the YWCA and with the entire Civic Center
Historic District because it fails to express this basic principle.
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Noise:
1. What will be the noise impacts on the sleep of hotel guests staying near the early morning
loading zone that will likely be required by the mitigation measure for traffic? This seems like a
noise impact that needs evaluation.
2. What will be the noise impacts on the sleep of residents in the soon-to-be-built Union Street
Condominiums right across the street from the early morning loading zone for the project? If
complaints are received, what options will the hotel and the City have? There needs to be a
back-up mitigation measure in case the one proposed in this DEIR does not work effectively.
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General Questions:
1. Who is paying for the EIR, the City or Kimpton? What is the consultant cost?
2. What is the official legal name of the applicant? I couldn’t find the applicant’s name anywhere
in the DEIR.
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Letter No. 9 Darrell Cozen
Darrell Cozen
Member, Pasadena Historic Preservation Commission
232 Avenue 64
Pasadena, California 91105
March 9, 2016

Responses
Response 9-1
The commenter raises questions concerning whether the proposed new building would meet the
Secretary of the Interior’s standards pertaining to subordination. For a discussion of the
compatibility of the proposed project with historic resources, including the issue of
subordination, please see Topical Response TR-CR-2.

Response 9-2
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
8-4; please refer to Response to Comment 8-4 and Topical Response TR-CR-1 for a discussion of
the project’s potential impacts on the Historic District.

Response 9-3
The commenter raises questions pertaining to landscape areas on the project site. Please see
Topical Response TR-CR-1 for a discussion of the project’s potential impacts on the Historic
District, including impacts associated with the loss of landscape area on the project site. Please
also see Topical Response TR-CR-4.

Response 9-4
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Topical Response TR-CR-3 for a discussion of the YWCA landscape area fronting
Marengo Avenue.

Response 9-5
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in Comment
8-6; please refer to Response to Comment 8-6.

Response 9-6
These comments concern economic issues. These comments do not pertain to significant
environmental issues or the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR
(Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).Please see
Topical Response TR-GEN-1 regarding business aspects of the proposed project.
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Response 9-7
The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR should consider an alternative that provides
construction over the gymnasium and pool wing, as an option to Alternatives 2D and 2G, which
would require demolition of the pool wing. The gymnasium and pool wing have a number of
exterior character-defining features, including steel sash divided light windows and ceramic tile
vents, cement plaster cladding, gabled roofs, mission barrel roof tiles, a skylight, and open eaves
with exposed rafters. In addition, the gymnasium wood plank floor, the swimming pool, and the
exposed wood truss ceilings in both the gymnasium and the pool area are identified as interior
character-defining features of the YWCA building.
Under the proposed project, the existing YWCA gymnasium and pool spaces would become the
hotel ballrooms. The roof level above the southeastern portion of the gymnasium and pool wing
would be structurally strengthened and converted into an outdoor, rooftop pool area. However,
as shown in Figure 2-18 of the Draft EIR, under the proposed project, the north-facing facade of
the YWCA building would remain intact. Specifically, relative to exterior features, the gabled, red
tile roof over the gymnasium would be retained, as would the skylight over the pool. The interior
wood truss ceilings would also be retained.
An alternative that would build above the gymnasium and pool wing would have an impact on
this portion of the historic YWCA building. Construction on top of the existing building would
result in a loss of historic material, including character-defining features. At a minimum,
construction above the gymnasium and pool wing would result in the demolition of the gabled
roof, mission barrel roof tiles, open wood truss ceilings, and the skylight over the pool. Depending
on the design of the alternative, other character-defining features may also be affected. In
particular, the post supports through or outside the wing that are mentioned by the commenter
may not be a compatible addition to the historic building. An alternative that builds above the
gymnasium and pool wing would result in impacts to the YWCA building that would be greater
than the impacts under the proposed project.
Please also see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 regarding the need to evaluate additional alternatives
in the EIR.

Response 9-8
The commenter is correct that the gymnasium and pool wing was constructed prior to the
extension of Holly Street and was not designed to function as a primary facade of the YWCA
building. That said, the gymnasium and swimming pool wing is included as a character-defining
feature because it was designed by Julia Morgan as a second phase of the YWCA, constructed one
year after the 1922 completion of the main administrative portion of the building. As such, the
gym and pool wing is an integral part of the design by Julia Morgan as realized. Containing
recreational facilities provided to improve and maintain the physical health of young women, the
gym and pool wing is also representative of the mission and goals of the YWCA as an institution.
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Response 9-9
Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1, which explains why the Draft EIR does not need to
evaluate additional alternatives, or permutations of alternatives already analyzed in the EIR. It
should be noted that the minor difference in the number of rooms between the proposed project
and four of the alternatives does not have any implications in terms of the environmental impacts
of those alternatives.

Response 9-10
The content of this comment is identical to Comment 8-9; please refer to Response to
Comment 8-9.

Response 9-11
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Partial
blocking of the existing views of the U.S. Post Office looking south from Garfield Avenue is
discussed on page 51 of the Historic Resources Technical Report included as Appendix B of the
Draft EIR. It was concluded, however, that because the U.S. Post Office would continue to be
viewable from most vantage points, the interruption of the existing views would not reduce the
significance or integrity of the U.S. Post Office building or the Historic District. Figure 2-19 of the
Draft EIR depicts before- and after-project views of the southwest facing view from Garfield
Avenue towards the project site with the U.S. Post Office building in view. As shown in this Figure,
the south/southwest facing view of the U.S. Post Office building is currently partially obstructed
by trees/foliage. The proposed new hotel building would obstruct slightly more of the view of the
building’s north facade, however, the majority of this facade remains visible from this vantage
point. Furthermore, the entire facade would become visible to motorists and pedestrians as they
travel south from the vantage point depicted in Figure 2-19. On page 35 of the Historic Resources
Technical Report, it is also noted that the rear portion of the U.S. Post Office building, which has
frontage along Union Street, was constructed in 1939, several years after the Beaux Arts plans for
the Civic Center were developed between 1923 and 1926 and, as such, views of this building were
likely not considered important in those planning efforts. Please also see Topical Response
TR-CR-1 regarding impacts to the Historic District.

Response 9-12
Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1, which explains why the Draft EIR does not need to
evaluate additional alternatives, or permutations of alternatives already analyzed in the EIR.

Response 9-13
Response to Comment 6-2 discusses the options available to a lead agency in the preparation of
an EIR. As noted in that response, Section 15084(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states, “The
draft EIR shall be prepared directly by or under contract to the Lead Agency.” Section 15084(d)
of the State CEQA Guidelines further states:
The Lead Agency may choose one of the following arrangements or a combination of them for
preparing a draft EIR.
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1. Preparing the draft EIR directly with its own staff.
2. Contracting with another entity, public or private, to prepare the draft EIR.
3. Accepting a draft prepared by the applicant, a consultant retained by the applicant,
or any other person.
4. Executing a third party contract or Memorandum of Understanding with the
applicant to govern the preparation of a draft EIR by an independent contractor.
5. Using a previously prepared EIR.
The City used a combination of approaches for the preparation of the Draft EIR and its technical
analyses: the City prepared portions of the analysis (e.g., the traffic analysis) directly with its own
staff (Item 1 in the list above) and contracted with a private entity (Item 2 in the list above) to
prepare the EIR and other supporting technical analyses. The Guidelines also clearly allow
preparation of an EIR by an applicant (Item 3 in the list above). Per the State CEQA Guidelines, it
is not a conflict of interest for the City to engage its own qualified professional staff in the
preparation of an EIR. The City has prepared many EIRs for projects in which it has an interest,
including for the recent Arroyo Seco Music and Arts Festival and Glenarm Repowering Project.

Response 9-14
Valet parking is regulated through the Pasadena Municipal Code Chapter 12.14. In accordance
with Pasadena Municipal Code Section 12.14.090, all operators or sponsors must submit a valet
parking plan to DOT for review and approval. The proposed project would be required to comply
with this requirement. Section 12.14.090 further requires that the sponsor or operator be
responsible for providing safe valet operations, and provide adequate automobile storage to
accommodate all valet parked vehicles, without using streets or other public property for
automobile storage. As this project would encroach onto a public street, a valet parking plan
would be required, which would identify specific procedures pertaining to the proposed valet
parking. This plan, and any modifications thereto, must be approved in advance and in writing by
the director. The valet procedures that would be specified in the plan do not pertain to any
CEQA-related traffic considerations. Valet operations would be monitored regularly and remedies
would be required, if warranted. In addition, per Pasadena Municipal Code Chapter 12.14, the
director may temporarily suspend any operator's or sponsor's permit, without a hearing,
whenever the continued valet parking operation by the permittee would, in the director's
discretion, constitute a danger to public health, safety, welfare, or public morale.
The plan would be required to include valet operation strategies for typical day-to-day operations
as well as strategies for special events. As an example, these strategies may including increasing
staff during special events and directing guests to self-park at the designated parking garages.
Valet parking in the City is monitored regularly by City staff to ensure that any disruption to city
streets is reduced.
Regarding the commenter’s question about the Huntington Hotel, valet operation plans are
reviewed based on the planned use and expected demand based on the event as described by the
operator, and conditions within the immediate vicinity of the facility. A comparison of other
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projects would not add any meaningful information to the environmental impact analysis for this
project.

Response 9-15
California Vehicle Code Section 21200 states that bicyclists have the same rights as motorists and
can "take the lane" where there is not an existing Class II bike lane. Given that, bicyclists would be
expected to move out into the lane when safe to do so, just as a car would. The proposed valet
drop-off/pick-up turnout on Marengo Avenue would function similar to the west side of
Marengo Avenue where on-street parallel parking is permitted. The turnout along
Marengo Avenue would be as wide as a parallel parking space of about eight feet. For these
reasons, the proposed valet turnout would not pose a significant safety hazard to bicyclists,
valets, or hotel guests.

Response 9-16
Pursuant to Section 21099(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines, parking impacts of an employment
center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant
impacts on the environment. Moreover, the City’s thresholds of significance for traffic impacts
under CEQA do not include provision of vehicular parking. Therefore, the fact that parking was
not addressed in the Draft EIR does not make the EIR inadequate. Although parking was not
required to be addressed for purposes of CEQA, a parking study has been prepared for the
project, as indicated in the comment, to support the Applicant’s request for shared and reduced
parking. Provision of vehicular parking will be evaluated by decision-makers as part of the
requested project approvals, but, as noted above, it is not an environmental impact under CEQA.

Response 9-17
Loading requirements are governed by Pasadena Municipal Code Chapter 17.46. As such, they are
enforceable through Code Enforcement efforts (and the Code Enforcement Commission if
necessary) by the municipality. The proposed project includes a commercial loading/access zone
for service vehicles along Union Street. As discussed in Section 3.5, Transportation and Traffic, of
the Draft EIR, the Pasadena Department of Transportation determined that a standard
loading/access zone in this location would result in a significant impact if it would require service
vehicles to back into, or back out from, the loading/access zone onto a public street or to stop in
the travel lane. Mitigation Measure MM-TRAFFIC-1 is proposed to address this impact, should it
occur. It should be noted that the provisions of Mitigation Measure MM-TRAFFIC-1, including the
restriction of the operating hours of the proposed loading zone, would only be required if the
loading spaces could not be designed to prevent backing movements onto or from any public
street. The provision of restricting loading to between the hours of 2:00 a.m. to 5:00 a.m. for
larger vehicles at the curb has been used successfully on other projects within the City. Mitigation
Measure MM-TRAFFIC-1 would be enforced by DOT. Pursuant to Section 15126.4 of the State
CEQA Guidelines, an EIR is required to describe feasible measures that could minimize significant
adverse impacts of a proposed project. The EIR is not required to identify back-up mitigation
measures unless it is determined that the proposed measure would not be feasible.
In addition to limiting the hours of operation for the on-street loading zone to 2:00 a.m. to
5:00 a.m. every day of the week, the mitigation measure, if it is required to be implemented,
includes provision and maintenance of a lane closure throughout the hours of operation;
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preparation of a traffic control plan by a registered professional engineer in California that
addresses any proposed lane closures associated with the on-street commercial loading zone, and
submittal of the plan to the Department of Transportation for review and approval; and
compliance of all lane closures with the WATCH Manual, 2012 Edition.
Although the mitigation measure, if it is required to be implemented, would limit the hotel
loading hours to between 2:00 a.m. and 5:00 a.m. for those deliveries that require backing
movements onto or from a public street, commercial vehicles are not prohibited from delivering
goods and services outside of those hours as long as they use the legally designated loading
spaces. Loading violations would be enforced by the City’s Parking Enforcement staff. The use of
hand trucks to carry goods would be consistent with other regular activities in the Civic Center
(e.g., regular filming operations, robust pedestrian activity, etc.) and would not have a negative
effect on the character of the Civic Center. Moreover, as detailed in the discussion of aesthetics in
the project’s Initial Study (Appendix A of the Draft EIR), the aesthetic impacts of the project are
not be considered to be significant impacts on the environmental pursuant to Section 21099 of
CEQA.
Regarding the commenter’s question regarding the number of trucks anticipated to use the
loading zone, the project site has approximately 200 feet of available curb length for loading with
the closure of one westbound traffic lane on Union Street, which is equivalent to more than code
required loading spaces. Although it is not expected that there would be five or six trucks at a
time, there is adequate space along the street to accommodate this number.
The proposed commercial loading/access zone would be located on the north side of
Union Street. The planned protected bicycle lane will be located on the south side of Union Street.
Therefore, the proposed commercial loading/access zone would not affect the performance or
safety of the planned bicycle lane. Mitigation measure MM-TRAFFIC-1 also includes provisions to
reduce potential safety hazards associated with on-street loading, which would ensure that any
bicycles or vehicles that may be traveling along the north side of Union Street between the hours
of 2:00 a.m. and 5:00 a.m. would be adequately protected from on-street loading activities that
may occur during those hours.

Response 9-18
The use of a portion of the project site as the location for the Sister City trees did not confer open
space status on the landscaped area. Further, it would take an affirmative act of the City Council
to set aside land as dedicated open space, which did not take place in this instance. The General
Plan land use designation for the project site, including the portion of the site that contains the
Sister City trees, is Medium Mixed Use, and the site is zoned CD-2 (Central District Specific Plan,
Civic Center/Midtown Sub-District). Moreover, the site is not identified as open space or as a park
in the City’s Green Space, Recreation and Parks Master Plan.

Response 9-19
Please see Response to Comment 17-17 regarding the removal of trees on the project site. As
noted in that response, mitigation is not required to address the removal of trees. As a result, the
Draft EIR is not inadequate. It should be noted that the City is not the project applicant, even
though it is the site owner. The project applicant is Kimpton Hotel and Restaurant Group, LLC.

3-74

YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project Final EIR

Section 3.0 • Comments and Responses

Response 9-20
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please see
Response to Comment 8-15 for explanation of the measurement of the height of City Hall. For a
discussion of the compatibility of the proposed project with historic resources, please see Topical
Response TR-CR-3.

Response 9-21
Table 2-2 in Section 2 of the Draft EIR includes a list of existing trees that would be retained or
removed under the proposed project. The table includes the scientific name, common name, and
diameter of each tree, and identifies the Sister City trees. In response to this comment, a map
showing the location of the existing trees has been added to Section 2, Project Description, of the
Draft EIR as Figure 2-22. The map includes tree numbers that correspond to Table 2-2 of the
Draft EIR. Use of the map, in conjunction with the table, allows the reader to identify the location
of the Sister City trees and the trees that would be removed or retained under the proposed
project. Please see Section 2, Clarifications, Corrections, and Additions for the map. This addition
does not provide substantial new information or alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. Additional
information of the existing trees in the project area is provided in the Protected Tree Report
Pasadena YWCA Redevelopment (Carlberg Associates 2014), which is provided as Appendix E of
this Final EIR.
The following photos of the Sister City trees are provided in response to comments received on
the Draft EIR. The numbers on the photos correspond to the tree numbers in Table 2-2 and
Figure 2-22.
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Response 9-22
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. The
difference between the first-floor height of the proposed new building and the first-floor heights
of contributing buildings including City Hall would not result in a significant impact to the
Historic District. For this difference in floor height to be considered a “substantial adverse
change” to the Historic District under CEQA, it must be shown that the different floor height
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would result in physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration such that the Historic
District would no longer convey its historical significance and would no longer be eligible for
listing in the California Register of Historical Resources. Construction of a new building with a
different floor-height would not, in itself, result in any physical demolition, destruction,
relocation, or alteration of any portion of the Historic District. Moreover, the public-facing facades
of the proposed new building include first- and second-floor windows joined and articulated as
single, double-height windows so that the actual floor height is not discernible when viewed from
the street and the outward proportion better approximates the proportions of the contributing
buildings to the Historic District.

Response 9-23
Regarding the commenter’s question about noise impacts on hotel guests, the commenter
assumes that an on-street loading zone will be required, and that Mitigation Measure
MM-TRAFFIC-1 will apply, which will restrict use of the on-street loading zone to the hours of
2:00 a.m. to 5:00 a.m. However, as outlined in the mitigation measure, an on-street loading zone
will only be required if the proposed on-site loading zone cannot be designed to avoid backing
movements onto or from a public street. If the on-site loading zone can be designed to avoid these
movements, then an on-street loading zone will not be required, and the hours of operation will
not be limited.
The commenter raises concerns about the noise impact of early morning use of the loading zone
on hotel guests and on residents of the future Union Street Condominium project. Pursuant to
Public Resources Code Section 21002.1, CEQA is intended to address a project's impacts to the
environment, including those environmental resources available to the general public. The first
concern raised by the commenter pertains to certain operational aspects of the project, as they
would affect patrons/guests of the proposed hotel. This is not an environmental issue that is
within the scope or intent of CEQA. The comment will nevertheless be provided to decision
makers for their consideration.
Regarding impacts to future residents of the Union Street Condominium project, Section
15126.2(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that “[i]n assessing the impact of a proposed
project on the environment, the lead agency should normally limit its examination to changes in
the existing physical conditions in the affected area as they exist at the time the notice of
preparation is published.” The Union Street Condominium project is not an existing use. There
are currently no residents on that site. Therefore, in accordance with Section 15126.2(a), the
Draft EIR is not required to evaluate impacts of the loading zone on these future residents.
Moreover, pursuant to Section 15355 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of cumulative
impacts analysis is to evaluate the “change in the environment which results from the
incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.” Therefore, while an evaluation of the
incremental effect of the proposed project on future cumulative conditions is appropriate, the
impact to yet-existing future residents is outside the purview of a CEQA cumulative impact
analysis.
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It should be noted that, as discussed in Section 3.4.3.3 of the Draft EIR, the City’s Noise Ordinance
regulates operational noise. For example, as stated in the Draft EIR, Section 9.36.050A prohibits
generation of noise that exceeds the existing actual measured ambient noise at the property line
of any property by more than five decibels, and Section 9.36.050B prohibits any person from
making any loud noises that disturb the peace or quiet of any neighborhood. Compliance with the
Noise Ordinance promotes noise compatibility between adjacent land uses. The proposed project,
including the loading zone (whether it is on-site or on the street), would be required to operate in
compliance with the Noise Ordinance. With compliance with the Noise Ordinance, no significant
impacts to noise from operation of the loading zone would occur and no mitigation is required.
Mitigation measures addressing noise impacts are included in the Draft EIR. Pursuant to Section
15126.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR is required to describe feasible measures that could
minimize significant adverse impacts of a proposed project. The EIR is not required to identify
back-up mitigation measures in case the measures proposed in the EIR are not effective.

Response 9-24
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. The
name of the applicant is Kimpton Hotel and Restaurant Group, LLC and this is also the entity that
is funding the EIR, which is being prepared under contract to the City. (Following the merger of
International Hotel Group and Kimpton Hotel and Restaurant Group, LLC, the business entity that
is proceeding with negotiations with the City is KHPIII, LLC.) At the time of this writing, the total
cost of the consultant preparation of the EIR is $400,620. No further response is required because
the comment asks a question and does not raise any new significant environmental issues or
address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources
Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
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Letter No. 10
April 3, 2016
Kevin Johnson, Senior Planner
Planning Department
City of Pasadena
175 N. Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91101
Dear Kevin:
I have written twice with comments about the DEIR for the Kimpton/YWCA. However, I have arrived at
some other ideas since then for your consideration.

1

ALTERNATIVES:
1. Why is Alternative 3 the same size as the hotel? There is no evidence that I can think of, and
there is no evidence presented, that says that hotels and office buildings earn the same profit
per square foot of development. It is entirely possible that an office one-half the size of a hotel
would earn the same profit in downtown Pasadena. In order to pay for the rehabilitation of the 2
YWCA, we do need to look at what type of profit a new use would achieve. The EIR team needs
to include an economist to evaluate the profit per square foot of a hotel vs. an office building on
this site before the scale of a viable office building can be evaluated as an alternative.
2. Recently, on February 8, 2016, at a City Council workshop on affordable housing, Bill Huang,
Director of Housing, presented the idea of using City owned-land to stimulate numerous grant
funds for a permanent supportive housing facility for homeless persons. He offered three sites
for Council consideration, and Council reacted positively and asked staff to continue to explore
this option to help our homeless population. One of the options presented was directly east of
the YMCA, and directly north of the proposed Kimpton Hotel. However, another option that
was not mentioned at that workshop should be explored by the authors of the Draft EIR: use of 3
the YWCA building itself as permanent supportive housing for the homeless. Since the City
already owns the land and the building, the City should be off to a great start for finding grants
and federal and state funds for the rehab costs that would be needed for this facility. In fact,
Director Huang said at the City Council workshop that finding land to contribute to the project
was the most difficult part of achieving the goal of permanent supportive housing because once
land is obtained, that makes obtaining grant funds relatively easy.
3. Another alternative that should be considered is the use of the YWCA as additional office space
for City government. The City currently leases space for the Department of Water and Power on
Los Robles Avenue and for the Department of Transportation on Walnut Street. It seems logical
to consider the YWCA building and parking lot (but not the L-shaped parkland) as space for new 4
City offices that could relieve the City of lease payments elsewhere, while consolidating City
offices in a closer grouping of buildings to make City staff more efficient and effective. As an
additional element of this alternative, the draft should consider completing the Beaux Arts plan
by also developing the north side of Holly Street, next to the YMCA as additional City offices (but
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again not including the L-shaped parkland). In a 21st century fulfillment of the 1923 Bennett
Plan, a bond measure approved by the voters would be an appropriate means to fund this
alternative.

4

TRAFFIC ANALYSIS
As I have stated in previous communications, I believe that the proposed valet parking is woefully
inadequate for a hotel/banquet/restaurant facility of this size. The DEIR is inadequate due to the total
lack of analysis of the size and location of the valet parking. Since my previous communication, I visited
the Mission Inn in Riverside, a fine hotel with 238 rooms. They have a self-parking option, as well as
valet parking, and I learned that about half of the guests use the self-parking. Thus, their valet parking
serves approximately 119 rooms, which is about 33% less than the proposed valet parking lane for the
Kimpton hotel. Note that the attached photo shows the Mission Inn’s valet parking has three lanes in
comparison to the Kimpton proposal that has only one lane.
An additional concern that arose in my mind is the valet parking for the banquet facility. For banquets,
meetings, and weddings, the arrivals and departures will be much more concentrated in a small band of
time. The DEIR needs to analyze whether the proposed valet parking will be adequate to handle
banquets at the proposed hotel. Otherwise there could be serious traffic impacts.

5
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ERRORS IN OPEN SPACE ANALYSIS
The DEIR shows bias against the value of the Garfield voter-approved open space on Page 3.3-37. The
middle paragraph belittles concerns of virtually everyone at the Scoping Meeting, including the Planning
Commissioners, by saying that Memorial Park “lies one block northwest” in a paragraph devoted mainly
to a discussion of the Sister Cities open space. The only way that is accurate would be measuring from
the closest point of the YWCA to the edge of the Metro stop, which is not actually in Memorial Park.
The real issue, however, should be the distance of the Sister Cities lot to the nearest parkland within
Memorial Park, that being at the north end of the Senior Center, and the walking distance between
these points is at least three times a typical block. The DEIR should be amended to accurately portray
the distance in feet between these two pieces of parkland.

6

The DEIR further disregards the open space by saying it is not really a pocket park because it has no
amenities such as picnic facilities and playgrounds. The open space, however, has a fantastic amenity:
one of the two best views of one of the best City Halls in America. With a little money and care from our
City staff, it could have great seating and landscaping, but none of this is mentioned.

APPROACHES AND VIEWS OF CITY HALL AND OTHER PUBLIC BUILDINGS
The property across the street from City Hall was purchased the same time that the City Hall block was
purchased, as an “approach” to City Hall and other public buildings. The DEIR does not give proper
status to the purpose of this land. It was not an extra, optional piece of land until a new City Council in
1925 disagreed with the original Bennett Plan. Thankfully, the original 1923 Bennett Plan was respected
and fulfilled for 90 years. This open space was designed and approved in 1923 as a way to view not only 7
City Hall, but also the Post Office, Library, and Auditorium from great distances. For many years, there
has been a provision in the downtown codes that protected views of the City Hall dome from the
Freeway (blocking a Kaiser Permante office building proposal) and from Union Street (influencing
massing on the Fuller Seminary campus). Why is the great view of City Hall by pedestrians on Union
Avenue not similarly protected?
Thanks for considering these comments.
Sincerely,

Darrell Cozen, Historic Preservation Commissioner
232 Avenue 64
Pasadena, CA 91105
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Letter No. 10 Darrell Cozen
Darrell Cozen
Member, Pasadena Historic Preservation Commission
232 Avenue 64
Pasadena, California 91105
March 3, 2016

Responses
Response 10-1
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. The
commenter’s previous letters include Letters 8 and 9. Please see the responses to those comment
letters.

Response 10-2
Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1, which explains why the Draft EIR does not need to
evaluate additional alternatives, or permutations of alternatives already analyzed in the EIR.

Response 10-3
Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1, which explains why the Draft EIR does not need to
evaluate additional alternatives, or permutations of alternatives already analyzed in the EIR.

Response 10-4
Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1, which explains why the Draft EIR does not need to
evaluate additional alternatives, or permutations of alternatives already analyzed in the EIR. The
proposed project does not propose any development of the site on northwest corner of Garfield
Avenue and Holly Street. Appropriate land uses pertaining to potential future development of this
site will be determined when and if future development of that site is proposed.

Response 10-5
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Response to Comment 9-14 regarding the provision of valet parking in conjunction with the
proposed project. As noted in that response, the Applicant would be required to provide adequate
automobile storage to accommodate all valet parked vehicles and to submit a valet operation plan
for special events to DOT for review and approval.

Response 10-6
The comments concerning the distance between the project site and Memorial Park are noted.
The greatest distance between the project site and Memorial Park (i.e., the southeastern corner of
the project site to the northwestern corner of Memorial Park) is 0.3 miles. This is well within the
1/4– to 1/2-mile radius that defines the “walkable service area” around Memorial Park.
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The commenter’s opinion regarding the landscape area on the project site are noted, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. The impacts of the proposed project on parks, including pocket parks, are
addressed in Section 3.3, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR. The commenter does not
provide substantial evidence that the impact of the proposed project on the landscaped area
would result in a physical change that would be considered to be a significant impact on the
environment.

Response 10-7
The commenter’s opinion regarding the landscape area on the project site are noted, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2 for a discussion of the Bennett Plan and
its relationship to the landscaped areas along Garfield Avenue. As stated on page 31 of the Initial
Study, which is in Appendix A of the DEIR, aesthetic impacts of this project are not, and cannot be,
considered significant pursuant to SB 743 and Section 21099(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines;
however, Figures 2-20 and 2-21 of the Draft EIR show that the project would not obstruct views
of the City Hall dome from Holly Street, which is the main frontage and primary vantage point of
City Hall, and would only partially obstruct views of the City Hall dome from limited portions of
Marengo Avenue and Union Street.
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Letter No. 11
March 8, 2016

Design Commission
City of Pasadena
100 North Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91101
RE:

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
YWCA/KIMPTON HOTEL PROJECT

I would like to frame my comments relative to the design criterion of the Design Commission’s
five objectives under Ordinance 2.80.11. The Commission’s chief purpose, is to safeguard and
1
enhance the visual and aesthetic character, diversity and quality of the city. But specifically to
Develop and recommend to the city council general design objectives, goals and criteria for areas
and districts in the city, and for areas of city development, such as the civic center area,
redevelopment areas and park areas.

QUESTIONS:
1. The DEIR appears to be inadequately defined in terms of the project description and does
not adequately reflect the true nature of the project. This is not solely a project for the
adaptive reuse of an existing historic building (YWCA). It is an alteration of the civic
center historic district and an adaptive re-use to a historic contributing building within the
2
district. The DEIR does not adequately evaluate the impacts to the historic district nor
does it analyze or point to the acquisition of “grounds, approaches and appurtenances”
relative to a voter-approved bond to develop the civic center master landscape Beaux
Arts plan.
2. There is no analysis in the DEIR regarding the character-defining features of the civic
center landscape plan. Those include the broad generous use of open space, axial
alignments and the relationships between buildings, open spaces, tree allee’s and the
remaining open space dependencies (“L” shaped parks) flanking Holly Street and across
from City Hall.

3

3. The DEIR makes no analysis as to the cumulative impacts of previously lost open space
park areas with respect to the loss of open space park areas across from the Civic
Auditorium Civic Center (Plaza Pasadena) nor the cumulative loss of potential open
space across Holly Street and remaining open space lawns at the Central Library. What
is in play here?

4
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4. The DEIR is particularly inadequate in that no cultural landscape report has been
prepared nor has a historic analysis been made on the historic civic center district’s
setting. In the absence of a defined plan recognizing the character-defining features of
the district’s setting, how can one determine whether there’s an impact?

5

COMMENTS:
1. The project appears to be altering and then defining the entire direction of the civic center
historic district landscape. This also includes insufficient data on the impacts to
designated bike paths on Marengo and the impairment of public sidewalks to
6
accommodate vehicular passenger loading.
CONCLUSION:
At this hearing where the Design Commission is receiving comments from the public on
the DEIR for the YWCA/Kimpton Hotel project, I’d like to offer the following
suggestion:
That the Commission issue a request that a Cultural Landscape Report be
prepared as part of the DEIR in order to fully understand the impacts to the
historic district’s character-defining features and setting as part of the defined
project.

Sincerely,

Matthew G. Dillhoefer

7
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Letter No. 11 Matthew G. Dillhoefer
Matthew G. Dillhoefer
Member, Pasadena Civic Center Coalition
1000 Cordova Street, #202
Pasadena, California 91106
Matthew G. Dillhoefer
March 8, 2016

Responses
Response 11-1
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. No
further response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the
Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).

Response 11-2
The commenter’s statement that the project description inadequately defines the proposed
project is incorrect and is not supported by substantial evidence. As stated in the first project
objective, identified in Section 2.6 of the Draft EIR, the purpose of the proposed project is to
“restore and rehabilitate the historic YWCA building into an economically sustainable, long-term
use as an integral part of the Civic Center area.” Potential impacts of the proposed project on the
Pasadena Civic Center Historic District are potential outcomes of the project, but do not define the
project description or the nature of the proposed project. Such potential impacts are evaluated in
Section 3.1, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR and in the Historic Resources Technical Report,
which is provided as Appendix B of the Draft EIR.
The commenter provides no substantial evidence that the Draft EIR does not adequately evaluate
the impacts of the project to the Historic District. For further discussion regarding potential
impacts to the Historic District, please see Topical Response TR-CR-1. For a discussion of the
voter-approved bond to develop the Civic Center, please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2.

Response 11-3
The comment that the Draft EIR does not include analysis of the landscape areas, axial
alignments, and the relationships between buildings and other features in the project area is
incorrect. Potential impacts of the proposed project on the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District
are evaluated in Section 3.1, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR and in the Historic Resources
Technical Report, which is provided as Appendix B of the Draft EIR (see, in particular, Section 6.4
of the Historic Resources Technical Report). For further discussion regarding potential impacts to
the Historic District, please see Topical Response TR-CR-1. Please also see Response to Comment
5-3.

Response 11-4
Please see Responses to Comments 17-14 and 17-20 regarding cumulative impacts relating to the
loss of landscaped areas in the project area.
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Response 11-5
Please see Topical Response TR-CR-4 for a discussion as to why a Cultural Landscape Report is
not necessary for the purposes of CEQA analysis, or to determine whether the project would have
a significant impact on historic resources. For reasons explained in TR-CR-4, the Draft EIR is not
inadequate in the absence of a Cultural Landscape Report. Please also see Topical Response
TR-CR-1 for a discussion of the project’s potential impacts on the Historic District.

Response 11-6
Please see Response to Comment 9-15 regarding potential impacts to bike routes on
Marengo Avenue. Please see Topical Response TR-CR-3 regarding impairment of public sidewalks
to accommodate vehicle passenger loading.

Response 11-7
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. For a
discussion as to why a Cultural Landscape Report is not necessary for the purposes of CEQA
analysis, please see Topical Response TR-CR-4.
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Jonathan
Edewards

Letter No. 12

Wednesday, March 9, 2016

HOME

161 S Madison Ave Apt 12
Pasadena, CA 91101
PHONE

Planning CommissionCity of Pasadena
100 North Garfield Avenue
Pasadena CA 91101

(626) 676-3466

EMAIL

jedewards@gmail.com
WEB

www.edewards.com

1. The DEIR says (3.5-18) asks, “Impact TRAFFIC-2. Would the
project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such
facilities?” and declares that the project would not decrease the
safety of such facilities. However, the adopted General Plan,
including the Bicycle Transportation Action Plans, includes a
protected bicycle facility on Union Street, and a reduction of
vehicle lanes. Pg 3.5-20 identifies a potential hazard associated
with the commercial loading/access zone for service vehicles
along Union Street, and describes a on street commercial
loading zone that involves a lane closure. Would the project’s
commercial loading/access zone for service vehicles along Union
Street impact the performance or safety of the protected bicycle
facility that is identified in the general plan and bicycle plan?

1

2. The DEIR says (3.5-18) asks, “Impact TRAFFIC-2. Would the
project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?”
and declares that the project would not decrease the safety of
2
such facilities. However, the DEIR needs to analyze the
performance and safety of the public sidewalks in the event that
the project induces an increase in the number of deliveries made
via handtrucks, forklifts, pallet jacks and other cargo
conveyances that would utilize the public sidewalks and
present a safety hazard to pedestrians and cyclists. Pg

Page 1 of 3

Draft Environmental Impact Study:
YWCA/Kimpton Hotel Project

Letter No. 12

3.5-20 identifies problems with the commercial loading dock and
access zone for service vehicles along Union Street, and may
profit vehicle deliveries during the daytime and evening. If vehicle
deliveries are prohibited during business hours, then commercial
vehicles may park several blocks away and make deliveries via
handtrucks, forklifts, pallet jacks and other cargo conveyances
that would utilize the public sidewalks and present a safety
hazard to pedestrians and cyclists.

2

3. The project entails the use of oﬀsite parking garages and valet
parking.
a. Did the calculation of VMT and VT include the trips made
by the valets from the hotel to the oﬀsite garages and
between them (if there are multiple oﬀsite garages)? The
DEIR needs to include those trips and miles traveled in the
calculation of transportation impacts.
b. The listing of oﬀsite parking garages indicated that they
are locations “Under Consideration,” meaning that no
formal agreement has been entered into between the
garage owners and the project applicant, meaning that the
garage locations are tentative and speculative. Legitimate,
useful analysis cannot be conducted based on speculative
garage locations. The project must identity actual garage
locations and provide proof of a contractual agreement by
the garage owner so that the VMT/VT calculations can be
made on specific, actual garage locations. No further
work on the DEIR can proceed, and the Final EIR can
not be certified until the specific, actual garage
locations are identified and the contractual
agreements between the project applicant and the
garage owner(s) are submitted for public record.

4. If the city has a direct financial interest in this project given
that it owns the land and the building and will receive
compensation for some sort of lease agreement, how can
the city separate its role as a regulator and decision maker
from its financial interest? The City Staﬀ is preparing the
analysis of the impacts and ensuring that the project meets
the City’s plan but given the financial payout to the City has
an incentive to make decisions and provide analysis that is
less-than-rigorous in order to ensure or improve the financial
payout.
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YWCA/Kimpton Hotel Project
5. What is the city’s interest in the “Operational Capacity” of
the hotel? Who determines what the proper/best
“Operational Capacity” is, and how can “Operational
Capacity” be used to distinguish/justify some alternative
over others unless the DEIR clearly defines what the best
“Operational Capacity” is and the complete calculations and
assumptions used to reach that conclusion? The DEIR
must provide the complete calculations and
assumptions used to define the best “Operational
Capacity.”

5

6. The City as landlord and as the recipient of hotel taxes has a
financial interest in defining an “Operational Capacity” in a
manner that maximizes its financial interest and is not
qualified to make that determination. An independent,
third-party analysis must be made and the financial
assumptions and details must be made public.
Please mail a written response to my questions to the address
listed on the letterhead.

Sincerely yours,

Jonathan Edewards
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Letter No. 12 Jonathan Edewards
Jonathan Edewards
Member, Pasadena Civic Center Coalition
161 South Madison Avenue
Apartment 12
Pasadena, California 91101
March 9, 2016

Responses
Response 12-1
Please see Response to Comment 9-17 regarding the planned bicycle lane on Union Street.

Response 12-2
Please see Response to Comment 9-17 regarding the use of hand trucks to carry goods to the
proposed hotel. Mitigation Measure MM-TRAFFIC-1, if it is required to be implemented, would
limit the hotel loading hours to between 2:00 a.m. and 5:00 a.m. for those deliveries that require
backing movements onto or from a public street. Commercial vehicles are not prohibited from
delivering goods and services outside of those hours as long as they use the legally designated
loading spaces. Existing loading zones across from the project site on Holly Street and planned on
Marengo Avenue offer a short path and could be utilized by service vehicles. The commenter does
not provide any evidence that deliveries that use public sidewalks would present a safety hazard
to pedestrians or cyclists. All deliveries would be required to comply with existing City
requirements. Such requirements would ensure that no impacts to safety would occur.

Response 12-3
The Travel Demand Model VMT and VT trip-making assumptions for hotels include typical guests,
employees, and valet trips. As described in Section 3.5.4.1 of the Draft EIR, the City’s adopted
threshold for vehicular traffic impacts are:
1. An increase over existing Citywide Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) per Capita of 22.6
2. An increase over existing Citywide Vehicle Trips (VT) per Capita of 2.8.
The project VMT and VT per capita metrics are the incremental changes over the existing
Citywide VMT and VT per capita. Valet operations are inherent to hotel uses and have been
accounted for in the model output. Therefore, the VMT and VT analyses in the Draft EIR are valid
and correct. However, for additional information, the City studied the effects of adding additional
vehicle trips and vehicle miles travelled to the proposed project to specifically add valet trips.
This study added all estimated valet trips--710 trips with a trip length of 1,500 feet
(maximum length per zoning code), to and from the parking garage--to the project’s VMT and VT
analyses. This calculation is a conservative estimate and does not account for employees and
patrons that would self-park and not use the valet service. The results of the calculations are as
follows:
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Revised VMT/VT Calculations: Project + Valet
Pop

Emp

VMT

VT

Incremental
VMT/Cap

Incremental
VT/Cap

135,938

112,059

5,595,779

688,039

6.3

2.0

As shown above, the analysis resulted in an incremental increase in VMT and VT per capita of 6.3
and 2.0, respectively, which are below the adopted thresholds. Therefore, even if additional VMT
and VT are added to the model for valet trips, impacts would be less than significant. As noted
above, valet operations are inherent to hotel uses and are, therefore, already accounted for in the
traffic demand model. As a result, adding valet trips for 100 percent of the guests double-counts
VMT and VT and is conservative.
With regard to the comment that the garage locations are speculative, the comment is not correct.
As stated, the Pasadena Municipal Code limits the distance between a valet location and shared
parking to a maximum of 1,500 feet (or about 0.28 miles). The Draft EIR identified three parking
garages with enough available parking within 1,500 feet of the site and analyzed all traffic trips to
and from all three parking garage locations. While the City has not yet determined which parking
garage will be used for valet parking, all three parking garages are available and can
accommodate the parking requirements associated with the proposed project. Therefore, the
parking garages are not speculative.
The commenter’s statement that the Final EIR cannot be certified until the specific, actual garage
locations are identified and contractual agreements between the project applicant and the garage
owner(s) are submitted for public record is incorrect. Section 15126.4 of the State CEQA
Guidelines expressly allows an EIR to discuss more than one measure available to mitigate an
impact. Section 15126.4 states “measures may specify performance standards which would
mitigate the significant effect of the project and which may be accomplished in more than one
specified way.” Although the proposed parking garages are identified as a feature of the proposed
project and not as mitigation, the same provisions apply. In the case of the proposed parking
garages, the performance standard is the Pasadena Municipal Code Section 12.14.090, which
requires the sponsor and operator to provide adequate automobile storage to accommodate all
valet parked vehicles, without using streets or other public property for automobile storage.

Response 12-4
Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-1 regarding business aspects of the proposed project. Please
also see Response to Comment 6-3 regarding the City’s role as both Lead Agency and owner of the
YWCA building and adjacent parcels.

Response 12-5
These comments concern economic issues. These comments do not pertain to significant
environmental issues or the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR
(Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). Please see
Topical Response TR-GEN-1 regarding business aspects of the proposed project.
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Response 12-6
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. No
further response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft
EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). The
Final EIR, which includes responses to comments, has been published on the City’s website at
http://cityofpasadena.net/ywca/. The Final EIR is also available for review at the locations listed
in Section 1.8 of the Draft EIR.
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Letter No. 13
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Letter No. 13 Lambert M. Giessinger
Lambert M. Giessinger
Member, Pasadena Civic Center Coalition
March 1, 2016

Responses
Response 13-1
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Section 3.1, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR and Topical Response TR-CR-1 for discussions
of impacts associated with the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District. No further response is
required because the comment does not raise any new significant environmental issues or
address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources
Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).

Response 13-2
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. For
further discussion regarding potential impacts to the Historic District, please see Topical
Response TR-CR-1. Please also see Response to Comment 5-3 regarding the approaches to City
Hall and Response to Comment 17-17 regarding impacts associated with the removal of the Sister
City trees.

Response 13-3
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. For
further discussion regarding potential impacts to the Historic District, please see Topical
Response TR-CR-1. Please also see Response to Comment 5-3 regarding impacts to the
approaches to City Hall. For further discussion regarding the Bennett Plan and its relationship to
landscaped areas along Garfield Avenue, please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2.

Response 13-4
The commenter’s opinion regarding his preference in alternatives selection is noted and is hereby
part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior
to taking any action on the proposed project. No further response is required because the
comment does not raise any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the
environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
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Letter No. 14

1

2

3

Section 3.0 • Comments and Responses

Letter No. 14 Lambert M. Giessinger
Lambert M. Giessinger
Member, Pasadena Civic Center Coalition
March 1, 2016

Responses
Response 14-1
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. For
further discussion regarding potential impacts to the Historic District, please see Topical
Response TR-CR-1. Please also see Response to Comment 5-3 regarding impacts to the
approaches to City Hall and Response to Comment regarding impacts associated with the removal
of the Sister City trees. For further discussion regarding the Bennett Plan and its relationship to
landscaped areas along Garfield Avenue, please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2.

Response 14-2
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Response to Comment 9-18 regarding the relationship between the Sister City trees and open
space, Response to Comment 8-10 for additional information about the Sister City trees, and
Response to Comment 17-17 regarding the removal of Sister City trees on the project site.

Response 14-3
Please see Response to Comment 17-17 regarding the removal of trees on the project site.
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Letter No. 15
Hermosa Beach Office
Phone: (310) 798-2400
Fax:
(310) 798-2402
San Diego Office
Phone: (858) 999-0070
Phone: (619) 940-4522

2200 Pacific Coast Highway, Suite 318
Hermosa Beach, CA 90254
www.cbcearthlaw.com

Amy Minteer
Email Address:
acm@cbcearthlaw.com
Direct Dial:
310-798-2400 Ext. 3

February 29, 2016
By Email (kevinjohnson@cityofpasadena.net and U.S. Mail
Mark Jomsky
City Clerk
City of Pasadena
100 N. Garfield Avenue, Room S228
Pasadena, CA 91109
Kevin Johnson
Senior Planner
Planning & Community Development Department
City of Pasadena
175 N. Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA, 91101

Re: YWCA/Kimpton Hotel Project; Request for Public Notice

Dear Mr. Jomsky and Mr. Johnson:
On behalf of Pasadena Civic Center Coalition, and pursuant to Public Resources
Code section 21092.2, we request to receive a copy of all California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) notices for the YWCA/Kimpton Hotel Project. We also request
notice of any public hearings or meetings regarding this Project. If possible, we request
these notices be sent via email to acm@cbcearthlaw.com.
Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

Amy C. Minteer

1
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Letter No. 15 Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP on behalf of Pasadena Civic Center
Coalition
Amy C. Minteer
Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP on behalf of Pasadena Civic Center Coalition
2200 Pacific Coast Highway, Suite 318
Hermosa Beach, California 90254
February 29, 2016

Responses
Response 15-1
The commenter’s request for copies of notices concerning the proposed project that are
published pursuant to CEQA or notices pertaining to public hearings or meetings is noted. The
City added the commenter to the project mailing list.
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Letter No. 16
Hermosa Beach Office
Phone: (310) 798-2400
Fax:
(310) 798-2402
San Diego Office
Phone: (858) 999-0070
Phone: (619) 940-4522

2200 Pacific Coast Highway, Suite 318
Hermosa Beach, CA 90254
www.cbcearthlaw.com

Amy Minteer
Email Address:
acm@cbcearthlaw.com
Direct Dial:
310-798-2400 Ext. 3

February 29, 2016
By Email
(kparker@cityofpasadena.net, jsweeney@cityofpasadena.net, cburciag@cityofpasadena.
net) and U.S. Mail
Planning Commission
City of Pasadena
Hale Building
175 N. Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91109
Design Commission
City of Pasadena
Hale Building
175 N. Garfield Ave., 2nd Floor
Pasadena, CA 91101

Re: YWCA/Kimpton Hotel Project; Request for Continuance of Public Hearings

Honorable Commissioners:
On behalf of Pasadena Civic Center Coalition, we urge the City to continue the
Design Commission and Planning Commission public hearings regarding the
YWCA/Kimpton Hotel Project until at least 15 days after the public comment period for
the draft environmental impact report (DEIR) on this Project has concluded.
Currently, the Design Commission public hearing is set for March 8, 2016 and the
Planning Commission public hearing is set for March 9, 2016, while the public comment 1
period on the DEIR runs until April 5, 2016. Extending the public hearings on the
Project until at least 15 days after the public comment period has concluded will allow
the Commissions the benefit of reviewing these comments prior to making
determinations regarding the Project and the adequacy of the DEIR. These written
comments will be much more detailed than the comments members of the public will be
able to provide in the few minutes of public testimony at the public hearings and could
assist the Commissioners in their review.

Letter No. 16
Pasadena Planning Commission
Pasadena Design Commission
February 29, 2016

Further, we request that the continued Design Commission and Planning
Commission public hearings be set at least two weeks apart. This will allow the Planning
Commission adequate time to review the recommendations of the Design Commission
before it reviews the Project and DEIR. Additionally, the public hearings are currently
1
set for consecutive weeknight evenings, making it very difficult for members of the
public to attend both public hearings. Holding the public hearings two weeks apart will
provide the public with a better opportunity to attend both Design Commission and
Planning Commission public hearings.
Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

Amy C. Minteer

Cc:

(via email only)
Terry Tornek, Mayor of Pasadena
John J. Kennedy, City Councilmember-District 3
Tyron A.L. Hampton, City Councilmember-District 1
Margaret McAustin, City Councilmember-District 2
Gene Masuda, City Councilmember-District 4
Victor M. Gordo, City Councilmember-District 5
Steve Madison, City Councilmember-District 6
Andy Wilson, City Councilmember-District 7
Steve Mermell, Interim City Manager
Mark Jomsky, City Clerk
Kevin Johnson, Senior Planner
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Letter No. 16 Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP on behalf of Pasadena Civic Center
Coalition
Amy C. Minteer
Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP on behalf of Pasadena Civic Center Coalition
2200 Pacific Coast Highway, Suite 318
Hermosa Beach, California 90254
February 29, 2016

Responses
Response 16-1
The commenter’s request to continue the Design Commission and Planning Commission public
hearings is noted. On March 1, 2016, the City provided an immediate response to this letter and
explained that the hearings were “…not public hearings regarding the merits of the proposed
project. Rather they are public meetings at which the Draft EIR will be presented to the public and
the Commissions so that City staff may receive comments on the Draft EIR…” The Design
Commission and Planning Commission hearings were held on the scheduled dates and were not
continued.
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Letter No. 17
Hermosa Beach Office
Phone: (310) 798-2400
Fax:
(310) 798-2402
San Diego Office
Phone: (858) 999-0070
Phone: (619) 940-4522

2200 Pacific Coast Highway, Suite 318
Hermosa Beach, CA 90254
www.cbcearthlaw.com

Amy Minteer
Email Address:
acm@cbcearthlaw.com
Direct Dial:
310-798-2400 Ext. 3

April 4, 2016
By Email (kevinjohnson@cityofpasadena.net) and U.S. Mail
Kevin Johnson
Senior Planner
City of Pasadena
175 N. Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91101
Re:

Comments on YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project Draft EIR; 78 N. Marengo Avenue;
State Clearinghouse Number: 2015031023

Dear Mr. Johnson,
On behalf of the Pasadena Civic Center Coalition, we submit these comments on
the draft environmental impact report (DEIR) for the proposed Kimpton Hotel Project.
The proposed Kimpton Hotel Project involves (1) the substantial rehabilitation of the
historic YWCA building for use as 13 guest rooms and meeting, ballroom, and restaurant
space; and (2) demolition of surface parking lot and (3) demolition of most of the public
landscaped park of L-shaped parcel for new construction of approximately 166 guestrooms (the “Project”). The entire proposed Project consists of a 179-room hotel with
127,912 square feet, including approximately 11,166 square feet of meeting facilities,
ballroom space, restaurant, and hospitality parlors. The proposed Project will be two to
six stories.
The Project site is currently owned by the City of Pasadena and consists of three
parcels:
Parcel 1: 78 N. Marengo, improved with the historic YWCA building;
Parcel 2: Address Unknown, improved with a surface parking lot; and
Parcel 3: Address unknown, L-Shaped parcel along Garfield Avenue and Holly
Street, improved with a landscaped public park.
Kimpton Hotel and Restaurant Group, LLC is identified in the DEIR as the
proposed developer and operator of the Project, with ownership to be via a long-term
leasehold interest, with terms and conditions subject to City Council approval. Both

1
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parties entered into an Exclusive Negotiation Agreement, which reportedly has been
extended a number of times and most recently expired January 2016. Subsequent to the
International Hotel Group acquisition of Kimpton, staff stated the proposed Project would
be developed and leased to KHP Capital Partners, LP (“Kimpton”).
A major concern to the Pasadena Civic Center Coalition is the location of the
Project in the middle of a National Register designated historic district. The entire
Project site and the surrounding area are part of the Pasadena Civic Center National
Register Historic District. Any consideration of a project in this area must be undertaken
with the utmost sensitivity to the context of the area and its historical significance as the
central focal point of the City. The comments included in this letter regarding impacts
these resources have been prepared under the advisement of the many historic resource
experts that are members of Pasadena Civic Center Coalition. (Attachment #1: Bios
detailing the expertise of Pasadena Civic Center Coalition members.)

1

2

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) serves two basic, interrelated
functions: ensuring environmental protection and encouraging governmental
transparency. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Bd. of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553,
564.) CEQA requires full disclosure of a project’s significant environmental effects so
that decision-makers and the public are informed of these consequences before the
project is approved, to ensure that government officials are held accountable for these
consequences. (Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n of San Francisco v. Regents of the
University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 392.) The environmental impact report
process is the “heart of CEQA” and is the chief mechanism to effectuate its statutory
purposes. (In Re Bay-Delta Programmatic EIR Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.
4th 1143, 1162.) We are concerned that the DEIR fails to adequately disclose, analyze,
and mitigate many of the Project’s significant adverse environmental impacts.

3

The DEIR narrows its discussion towards the adaptive reuse of an existing historic
building (YWCA), but fails to recognize the historic setting in which the Project sits.
The Project is first and foremost an alteration of the Pasadena Civic Center National
Register District; second, it is an adaptive re-use to a contributing structure within the
historic district. The DEIR does not adequately evaluate the impacts to the historic
district as a whole, the impacts to immediately surrounding contributing buildings, nor
does it address the cumulative impacts over time to the historic Civic Center. In addition,
it neither points to nor analyzes the historic documentation of the 1923 initiative
overwhelmingly passed by the voters (80% approval), which included approval of (1) the
1923 Bennett Plan and (2) the land purchase through a bond issue, including “grounds,
approaches and appurtenances” for the three primary buildings, City Hall, Library, and
Auditorium. The DEIR appears to analyze only one part of the Project, omitting any
substantive analysis of the impact on the National Register District. As a result, and
importantly, the DEIR does not identify any significant adverse impacts of the preferred
Project and no findings and analysis to support this conclusion.

4
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Additionally, the DEIR’s inadequate analysis of impacts to the historic district
leads to an inadequate and unsupported discussion of alternatives to the Project. The
DEIR is further inadequate for its failure to recognize the Project’s inconsistencies with
the Central District Specific Plan, and failure to adequately analyze the Project’s
aesthetic, noise and traffic impacts.
I.

The DEIR Fails To Comprehensively Address All of the Project’s
Significant Environmental Effects.

To be legally adequate, an EIR must comprehensively identify and address all of
the “significant environmental effects” of a proposed project. (Public Resources Code §
21100(b)(1); CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2.) “All phases of a project,” including
“planning, acquisition, development, and operation,” must be addressed. (CEQA
Guidelines § 15126.) And both “[d]irect and indirect significant environmental effects”
must be analyzed, “giving due consideration to both the short-term and long-term
effects.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(a).) The DEIR fails to include this required
analysis and as such fails as an informational document. The City must revise the DEIR
to include adequate analysis of all of the Project’s potential impacts, based on accurate
information, and then recirculate the DEIR for public comments.
A.

5
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The DEIR’s Analysis of Cultural Resources Is Inadequate.
1. The DEIR Ignores the Significance of the Voter Approved Bennett Plan.

The Bennett Plan was created for the city by the Chicago firm of Bennett, Parsons and
Frost, the successor firm to Daniel Burnham Architect, who developed the 1893 Columbian
Exposition in Chicago and the Plan of Chicago in 1909, and established the profession of
city planning. The DEIR gives only passing reference to the 1923 voter approved Bennett
Plan for the Civic Center District. It neither points to nor analyzes the historic
documentation of the 1923 initiative overwhelmingly passed by the voters (80% approval)
7
which included approval of the 1923 Bennett Plan as well as approval of the land purchase
through a bond issue, including grounds, approaches and appurtenances for the three primary
buildings, City Hall, Library, and Auditorium. (Attachment #2, documentation of 1923
Bennett Plan.)
Instead, the DEIR cites a single drawing prepared by Bennett, Parsons and Frost in
1925, in which landscaped areas were identified for potential development. There is no
evidence this drawing was ever approved by the City and it cannot be used to discount the
1923 Bennett Plan.
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The lasting importance of the 1923 Bennett Plan was recognized when the Civic
Center District was listed in the National Register in 1980. The nomination found that
except for minor changes, the majority of the buildings in the Civic Center District are still
intact through a realized 1923 Bennett Plan. Although there have been intrusions, it is
obviously a unique collection of buildings and sites whose great value derives from the fact
that they relate to each other and the environment as a complete unit. (Attachment #3, April
26, 1980 NRHP Inventory Nomination Form, Item #8, page2; incorporated by reference:
http://focus.nps.gov/pdfhost/docs/NRHP/Text/80000813.pdf.)

7

The perspective drawing of the Bennett Plan from 1923 (Pasadena Heritage
magazine, September 2011, mistakenly labeled 1925) is not evaluated in the DEIR
(Attachment #4). This is considered to be the most fully resolved original concept plan
document for the Civic Center District available. An adequate DEIR must show the
clearest possible drawings and/or rendering that show the intention of the entire open
spaces in the Bennett Plan in an impartial view.
2. Pasadena Civic Center National Register Historic District
The DEIR is based on the premise that the YWCA building designed by Julia
Morgan is a significant historic building as a contributor to the Pasadena Civic Center
National Register District (PCCNRD) and is also been designated as a local Historic
Monument of the City of Pasadena. However, it is the PCCNRD that is registered as of
national significance whereas the Julia Morgan-designed YWCA qualifies as a local
Historic Monument for the city (Pasadena Zoning Code, Chapter 17.62). These levels of
significance are either ignored, or inadequately addressed in the DEIR. This has led the
DEIR to inadequately analyze impacts the Project would have on the whole of the
PCCNRD and not just one of the contributors to this historic district.
The DEIR is based on the premise that the YWCA by Julia Morgan is a significant
historic building as a contributor to the National Register of Historic Places and has also
been designated a Historic Monument of the City of Pasadena. However, the PCCNRD
is of national significance and by virtue of its national stature qualifies also as a Historic
Monument of the City of Pasadena (Zoning Code, Chapter 17.62). Julia Morgan is only
one of the nationally recognized architects who created the Civic Center plan and
designed its buildings. It is clear from visual examination, the historical record, and the
understanding of Beaux Arts planning principles that Pasadena’s Civic Center includes a
hierarchy of buildings, with City Hall as the ultimate focal point, flanked by the Library
and Auditorium, with other secondary buildings, including the YWCA, playing a lesser
role in the overall composition 1.

1

Pasadena Civic Center National Register District nomination.
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CEQA requires the City consider National Register listed districts such as the
PCCNRD as historic resources and that EIRs consider adverse impacts to these historic
resources. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21084.1.) Impacts to historic resources occur when
a project would cause:
Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource
means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the
resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an
historical resource would be materially impaired…The significance of an
historical resource is materially impaired when a project:(A) Demolishes or
materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an
historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its
inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of
Historical Resources

8

(CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5.)
As discussed below, the DEIR fails to analyze the Project’s impacts on several
physical characteristics of the PCCNRD that were identified as important features and
reasons for listing it in the National Register. 2
Regarding the PCCNRD, the DEIR indicates that a complete list of characterdefining features can be found in a study prepared in 2011. This study is not included in
the DEIR (Historic Resources Technical Report (page 27, footnote 23). It should be, so
that the identified character-defining features, and the Project impacts thereon, can be
identified and addressed. Where is it and what specific analysis was performed on the
identification of character-defining features?
a. The Project’s Removal of Park Space Would Impact PCCNRD.
The Project would remove the symmetrical parks located on the Project site at
Holly and Garfield and along Holly Street. Instead of acknowledging the importance of
this park space, the DEIR continually refers to these areas as “landscape”, dismissing the
importance of this park feature of the Beaux-Arts Civic Center.

Scheid, Ann. Pasadena’s Civic Center, A Grand Vision Realized, Despoiled and Revived.
Historical Society of Southern California, Southern California Quarterly, Winter 2009-10, Vol.
91, No. 4.
2
California resources that are listed in the National Register are automatically listed in the
California Register as well.
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Both of these parks are part of the 1923 voter-approved Bennett Plan and bond for
acquisition of the Pasadena Civic Center properties, which were listed in the National
Register of Historic Places in 1980. The two parks are symmetrical in accordance with
the City Beautiful Movement design principles established by Burnham that hold that
setting was as important as the buildings themselves. 3
The DEIR is focused on potential impacts on the YWCA building and not on the
impacts on the far more significant Civic Center National Register District. Why does the
DEIR state that the parkland east of the YWCA is “not critical to understanding the
historic significance of the Pasadena YWCA,” when it is clearly critical to understanding
the Pasadena Civic Center? The DEIR appears to be insufficient by virtue of its failure to
include the PCCNRD Nomination as a key document in understanding and analyzing
setting. The National Register nomination for the PCCNRD details the importance of
these civic gardens/parks stating:
Upon entering the district, one is aware that this is an important place in
the city. Far less commercial and much more park-like, the Civic Center
area is distinct from its surrounding neighborhoods both in architectural
style and feeling. The streets are wider here, and lined with trees, the
sidewalks are wider too; some of them paved in tile and brick set in
decorative patterns. Small parks abound, planted with trees and flowers.
Unlike other areas in the city, this section was planned around the citizen,
truly a place for people—to walk, to picnic and sunbathe, and to sit with
friends among the trees and enjoy the open vistas.
(Attachment #3; Nomination Form: Continuation Sheet Significance Item Number 8 Page
2, emphasis added.)
The Nomination specifically calls out these areas as providing space for
“handsome plantings”, including double rows of “handsome and mature” trees. The
Nomination also states:
To the east of the YMCA and the YWCA are small park areas, attractively
landscaped with paths, lawns, shrubs, flowers and California redwood
trees. These unbuilt areas allow the facades of the Post Office to the south
and the balancing Gas Company to the north to play their parts in the
composition.
(Attachment #3; Nomination Form: Continuation Sheet Significance Item Number 8 Page
2.)
3

Charles Moore, Daniel H. Burnham, Architect, Planner of Cities, Vol. 2, Houghton Mifflin Co.
1921.
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The DEIR fails to analyze the impacts of removing these parks on the other
PCCNRD buildings that surround the Civic Center plaza. These include views of, and
from, and the setting of: the Post Office; City Hall; the Library; County Courts building
(1951); Hale Building from Union west of Garfield; YMCA building; the 1929 Gas
Company building; and the Robinson Memorial. The approaches were provided in this
City Beautiful plan to open up views to buildings for both pedestrians and motorists. The
PCCNRD nomination particularly commends the view of the north post office façade
(1939 addition) in the primary Statement of Significance for the entire district. The
importance of these grounds, appurtenances, and approaches for the City Hall as cited in
the Bennett Plan are further elaborated upon in a letter dated March 1, 2016 from Design
Commissioner John Byram. (Attachment #5, Letter from John Byram.)
The Civic Center is distinguished by its exemplification of the City Beautiful
movement (DEIR Appendix B, Historical Resources Report, pages 29-31). Yet there is
no analysis as to as to how building on more than 78% of the Garfield portion of the
parkland identified as Parcel 3 for the proposed Project, which has its symmetrical
equivalent north across Holly Street on the YMCA block, is not considered a significant
impact. In addition, there is no referenced technical report performed as to the
identification of the character-defining features of the historic setting of Pasadena Civic
Center NRD. In the absence of a prepared Cultural Landscape Report, how can there
be impartial or meaningful analysis to determine an impact on the historic setting?
In fact, the setting of the PCCNRD would be adversely impacted. The symmetry
of the parks would essentially be destroyed. More than 78% of the park along Garfield
between Holly and Union would be “physically demolished” by the construction of the
addition to the YWCA, becoming the rear portion of the building and facing onto City
Hall and central plaza of the Civic Center. In addition, an undefined portion of the public
park along Holly Street would be demolished. This public land, purchased for public use,
and used as parkland since its purchase, would be lost as public open space. In addition
to the park features of the Project site, the green space between the north elevation of the
YWCA building and the decorative sidewalk paving on Holly Street is proposed for a
private hotel function area, also converting public open space to private use. Such an
alteration would negatively impact the view corridor to City Hall from the west along
Holly Street, which is especially dramatic where the topography rises at Marengo
Avenue, bringing the main entrance and tower of City Hall into full view.
On these bases, unlike the conclusion of the DEIR (“…the removal of landscaped
area would not reduce the integrity of any historic resources such that the historic
significance of these resources would be threatened.” p. 3.1-24), this loss of public
parkland or green space should be evaluated in its own right in terms of impacts on
cultural resources just as the proposed Project’s impacts on the YWCA as a cultural
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resource were evaluated at length in the DEIR. The National Register Nomination Form
supports these comments by naming the parks as an “essential physical feature.”
Removing these physical characteristics that convey the historical significance of
PCCNRD must be considered a significant adverse impact under CEQA. (CEQA
Guidelines § 15064.5.)

9

b. The Project’s New Building Would Impact the PCCNRD.
The proposed Project would build six stories next to the two-story wings of the
YWCA. The DEIR only considers the impacts of this new structure on the YWCA
building; it fails to consider whether this substantially taller building would have any
impact on the setting of the PCCNRD. When considering these impacts, the City should
look to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Standard #9 requires
that additions to historic buildings “shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale,
and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its
environment.” Furthermore, subordination of new buildings is required by the National
Park Service’s Preservation Brief 14, page 3.1-14: (http://www.nps.gov/tps/how-topreserve/briefs/14-exterior-additions.htm, incorporated by reference):
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1) The new addition should be smaller than the historic building—it should
be subordinate in both size and design to the historic building.
2) A new addition should not be highly visible from the public right of way;
a rear or other secondary elevation is usually the best location for a new
addition.
The new building is not subordinate to the YWCA building, nor is it subordinate
to other buildings within the PCCNRD. The new addition will actually face on the City
Hall Plaza, a more significant public space in the hierarchy of the Bennett Plan than the
Marengo Avenue frontage of the YWCA.
The Historical Resources Technical Report (DEIR Appendix B, page 30), states
that the Beaux Arts style emphasizes design of buildings with a uniform cornice height.
The DEIR indicates on pages 2-9 and 2-10 that the “eave heights” (which are similar to
the “cornice heights”) of several nearby buildings including two that are outside of the
PCCNRD, but only reports the total height of the south wing of the City Hall, which is
the most important nearby building. The height of City Hall provided is inconsistent with
other measures of this historic building. The drawings by the applicant claim that City
Hall’s eave height is 54’-6”. However, there are two prominent, large-scale elevations of
City Hall on walls in the City Manager’s office that say the eave height of City Hall is
approximately 52’-6”, two feet less than that stated in the DEIR. The DEIR appears to
have conflicting information that needs to be resolutely established. Additionally, the
rendering of the new building with City Hall is misleading. The figures included in the
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Project Description show images that are either not to scale or that are proportionally
foreshortened in perspective. (Figures 2-15, pg. 2-35, 2-19 proposed view, pg. 2-43 and
2-21, pg. 2-47.)
In any case, matching City Hall’s eave height by constructing a building within the
setting of City Hall is inappropriate aesthetically and in principle for an addition to the
YWCA, which is a secondary building in the hierarchy of the Civic Center. Neither of
the other two principal buildings in the Civic Center match City Hall’s eave height. The
DEIR fails to analyze the impacts to the setting of City Hall. By including a building at
the same height as City Hall’s eaves across the street from City Hall, the setting and focal
point of the historic district will be altered and diminished.
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The DEIR also fails to analyze the impacts to the PCCNRD of the requested
variance from the required 15 foot first floor height to a 10 foot first floor height. How
can this be visually compatible with the 18 foot high first floor of City Hall? Will the
first floor height of the addition be compatible with the first floor height of the historic
YWCA? Are there other buildings within sight of the proposal that have such a short
first floor? Does this difference in first floor height have a negative effect on the Beaux
Arts Bennett Plan?
c. The Project Would Impact the YWCA Building.
The Project would include a building several stories taller than the YWCA
adjacent to this historic building. As discussed above, under the Secretary of Interior’s
Standards, new buildings should be subordinate to historic structures. While the DEIR
attempts to get around this standard by claiming that it is not an addition, the hyphenated
connection between the historic building and the new addition will still visually read as
an addition to the historic building. At twice the height of the existing historic building,
how can this addition achieve subordination in size? Moreover, the DEIR fails to include
adequate views of the proposed Project shown looking directly south from the YMCA
block along Garfield or looking directly west across Garfield near Union. This view
would truly show how the new addition dwarfs the historic YWCA.
Julia Morgan’s design included a gracious 11 to 15-foot wide landscape strip
along the main ceremonial front elevation, although it has been poorly maintained. All
three street trees as well as this landscaping strip would be removed as part of the
proposed Project. The DEIR makes no analysis as to the significant impact of the loss of
these character-defining features.
The DEIR has also made an inconsistent or unclear finding relative to the
YWCA’s Holly Street exterior façade. The Holly Street exterior facade is considered a
character-defining feature in the Historic Resources Technical Report (page 27).

12
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However, the DEIR concludes that because this elevation faces a rear service courtyard,
this elevation is neither of primary nor secondary importance as a façade. This matter
either needs to be reconciled with what the Historic Resources Technical Report indicates
or another conclusion in the findings is required.
The DEIR also provides inadequate analysis of interior features of the YWCA.
There is mention in the DEIR of remnants of a wall painting/mural on the interior, but no
detailed plan showing locations of protected spaces/elements. The DEIR does not
provide an adequate plan for monitoring the Project to protect any and all significant
spaces, surfaces, details, materials, etc. According to the DEIR this will be left up to a
consultant restoration architect, hired by the applicant. This deferral of mitigation is
improper. The significant features must be identified now so that the applicant is clear on
what needs to be protected before work begins on the Project.

13

d. The DEIR Fails to Analyze Cumulative Impacts to PCCNRD.
CEQA defines cumulative impacts as “the incremental impact of the project when
added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future
projects.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15355.) A project may have an impact that is considered
less than significant when analyzed on its own, but when it contributes to an existing
significantly adverse condition, the incremental impact of the project should be
considered significant. (Kings Cnty. Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.
App. 3d 692, 721.) While we contend that loss of park space should be considered
significant at a project-level, the significance of this loss is amplified when considered in
conjunction with other park and green space loss within the PCCNRD.
The original Civic Center plan as realized contained two parks across from the
Civic Auditorium, spaces that were clearly intended to enhance the terminus of the
Garfield axis, providing a grand ceremonial entrance to the Civic Auditorium, in the
same way the two flanking parks across from City Hall at Holly and Garfield play a
similar ceremonial role in relation to City Hall. The Auditorium parks were demolished
for the Plaza Pasadena shopping mall, which opened in 1980. The mall closed off
Garfield Avenue, blocking the historic vista to the Auditorium terminating the Garfield
axis, a huge impact on the Civic Center. 4 The map of the PCCNRD clearly calls out the
parks across from City Hall as well as the park on the County Courts block. Also listed
in the NR nomination as a contributor to the Civic Center is Memorial Park, which has
lost parkland through the construction and later expansion of the Senior Center (see
DEIR 3.1-9). Neither of these twin parks at the Civic Auditorium location nor at the City
Hall location is addressed relative to cumulative impacts. (See Attachment #3.)
4

The construction of the mall was the impetus for Pasadena Heritage’s National Register
nomination of Pasadena’s Civic Center.
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This cumulative loss of parkland has occurred over time and is not included in the
DEIR. To fully evaluate the cumulative impact of the loss of parkland in the PCCNRD,
the DEIR should include an impartial Cultural Landscape Report (CLR). A CLR would
evaluate the character-defining features of the historic setting of the PCCNRD and
provide an objective measurement of cumulative and potential significant impacts on the
District. In the absence of such a document, the DEIR fails as an informational document
as it does not take into consideration the language in the PCCNRD nomination that
emphasizes the significance of the parks to the District.
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The DEIR should also analyze the impacts of future park demolition in the District
that could be spurred by this Project. The parkland identified as Parcel 3 for the Project
has its symmetrical equivalent across Holly to the north on the YMCA block. If the
south park open space is removed, is the cumulative impact to be determined that the
north park will eventually be removed as well? Both blocks are entirely owned by the
City. Will the broad setbacks and landscaped portions next to the Pasadena Central
Library also be eventually removed? Allowing the demolition of the park space on the
Project site without any analysis or acknowledgment of its significance to the District
could be used to justify further park removal within the District.
3. The DEIR’s Analysis of Impacts to Pasadena Robinson Memorial Is
Inadequate.
The DEIR dismisses the Pasadena Robinson Memorial as a historic resource under
CEQA because the Memorial is a commemorative public art piece and less than 50 years
old. (DEIR p. 3.1-7.) The DEIR’s analysis is misleading in that it provides only the first
portion of the statement by the National Park Service Bulletin regarding Criteria for
Evaluation of The National Register. The Bulletin’s full statement regarding resources
that are less than 50 years old is as follows:
Ordinarily cemeteries, birthplaces, graves of historical figures, properties
owned by religious institutions or used for religious purposes, structures
that have been moved from their original locations, reconstructed historic
buildings, properties primarily commemorative in nature, and properties
that have achieved significance within the past 50 years shall not be
considered eligible for the National Register. However, such properties
will qualify if they are integral parts of districts that do meet the
criteria or if they fall within the following categories:
…
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f. A property primarily commemorative in intent if design, age, tradition,
or symbolic value (emphasis added) has invested it with its own
exceptional significance
When read in full, it is clear that the Pasadena Robinson Memorial should be
considered eligible for listing on the National Register. The Robinson Memorial is
associated with two important Pasadenans, Jackie and Mack Robinson, who made
national, even international history. Jackie Robinson broke the color barrier in major
league baseball in 1947 and Mack Robinson won the silver medal for the 200-meter dash
at the 1936 Berlin Olympics. The Memorial is associated with the lives of persons of
significant in our past.
Furthermore, although less than 50 years old, the Memorial meets Criterion f,
because the Memorial is primarily commemorative in intent and its symbolic value has
invested it with its own exceptional significance as indicated by its prominent place in
front of City Hall. Also, it is the only memorial accorded such prominence. Furthermore
the DEIR provides no information or analysis on the three artists who produced the work.
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The California Register also provides for the listing of resources such as the
Pasadena Robinson Memorial. “A resource less than fifty (50) years old may be
considered for listing in the California Register if it can be demonstrated that sufficient
time has passed to understand its historical importance.” (Cal. Code Regs, title 14, §
4852.) While the Memorial itself is only 20 years old, the important figures it
commemorates made history more than 70 years ago, providing more than enough time
to obtain a scholarly perspective on the Robinson brothers’ contributions to history. In
fact, Jackie Robinson in 1947 breaking of the color barrier in Major League Baseball is
an important event in the African American Civil Rights Movement and forever changed
American sports.
The Pasadena Robinson Memorial may be eligible for listing in either the National
Register of Historic Places or the California Register of Historical Resources and the
proposed Project’s impacts on the Memorial should be analyzed. If the DEIR concludes
it is not eligible, it must identify its findings and analysis, and cite the authority on which
it is relying.
4. The DEIR Fails to Analyze Impacts Associated with Removal of Protected
Trees.
The DEIR reports that 34 of 61 protected trees located on the Project site will be
removed. This includes all of the street trees on Marengo Street and all five Sister City
trees located in the park space along Garfield Avenue on the south side of Holly Street.
The Sister City trees were planted in a place of great honor in the open space and
intended to be permanent symbols (http://www.pasadenasistercities.org/). The DEIR
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dismisses the importance of the Sister City trees and fails to analyze the cultural impacts
associated with removing trees that are intended to be permanent symbols of peace. The
Sister City program is more than 50 years old, established in 1956, and thus sufficient
time has passed to understand the symbolic significance of these trees as cultural
resources.

16

The DEIR also fails to analyze the visual impacts on the PCCNRD that would
result from the loss of these 34 protected trees.
In considering the loss of these trees, the DEIR merely concludes that the
applicant will comply with the City’s Tree Ordinance
(http://cityofpasadena.net/PublicWorks/Pasadena_Tree_Protection_Ordinance/). The
DEIR fails to analyze the requirements of this ordinance, including the consideration of
alternative configurations to allow for the protection of trees. Environmental effects of
losing over 50% of the trees surrounding the proposed Project and at the center of the
Civic Center are left unexamined. The DEIR’s deferral of environmental analysis has
resulted in the impermissible deferral of the formulation of mitigation measures.
(Endangered Habitats League v County of Orange (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777, 793-94;
Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(1)(B).) Postponing a mitigation plan to address the loss of the
trees until later is neither appropriate nor an adequate finding of mitigation.
B.
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Aesthetics Impacts to the PCCNRD Must Be Analyzed.

The DEIR gives short shrift to the analysis of the Project’s aesthetic impacts,
relying on CEQA section 21099 to claim the DEIR is not required to analyze aesthetic
impacts for this Project. The reliance fails to acknowledge that section 21099, if it is
applicable, does not exempt from review the aesthetic impacts on historical or cultural
resources. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21099, subsec. 2(B).) As discussed above, the DEIR
fails to analyze whether the Project would substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the PCCNRD. The City Hall is illuminated at night, drawing
attention to its dramatic architecture and its central position in the Civic Center. The
DEIR should also analyze the impacts of this new source of light and glare on the
PCCNRD, which may compete for attention with City Hall.
We also question whether this Project qualifies for the exclusions allowed for
under section 21099. This section applies only to projects that meet all of the following
three criteria: the project is located in a transit priority area; on an infill site, and is
residential, mixed-use or an employment center project. We question whether this
Project can be considered an infill project given that more than 75% of the perimeter of
Parcel #1 and Parcel #2 of the proposed Project adjoins public parkland that makes up
Parcel #3. Please explain how this meets the definition of a “qualified urban use” as
defined in Public Resources Code section 21072.
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C.

The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze the Project’s Land Use and Planning
Impacts.
1. Impacts From Loss of Public Park Space Must Be Analyzed.

The DEIR claims that the public open space located on the Project site should not
be considered park space and thus the removal of the landscaping and trees “would not
impede the implementation of the General Plan or the Central District Specific Plan
(CDSP) with respect to landscape resources in the Downtown and Civic Center area”,
and “would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation.” (DEIR
pp. 3.3-37-38.)
First, contrary to the DEIR’s claims, the proposed Project takes more than a
“portion” of the Civic Gardens or “park” area of the Civic Center. It removes more than
78% of the park along Garfield Avenue plus an undefined amount of square feet of the
park along Holly Street. The DEIR analysis is insufficient with respect to demolition of
the parkland in that the demolition of the portion of the park along Holly is not included
in the calculation of public park space to be demolished. The DEIR must include the
portion of the Holly Street park to be demolished in its findings and analysis.
Additionally, this claim fails to acknowledge the importance of this specific park
space, recognized in historic plans for the site, and the general importance of park space
in the Central District, recognized in City plans. This public open space is an important
part of the Bennett Plan as recognized in the PCCNRD Nomination, as discussed in detail
above.
Pasadena’s Green Space, Recreation and Parks Master Plan (“Green Space
Master Plan”) calls for additional public open space which it defines as: “…public
outdoor spaces that cannot be classified as parks, but that fulfill many of the same
functions as public parks. Public plazas, golf courses and the grounds of museums and
historic sites are examples of this type of open space. Community gardens and pocket
parks also fit into this classification.” (emphasis added.) The parks at Holly and Garfield
can be defined, and function, as “pocket parks.”
According to both the CDSP and the Green Space Master Plan, there is a critical
shortage of park space in the Central District. Regarding the lack of park space in the
Central District, the CDSP states: “Because of limited Downtown parkland, there is a
critical need to maximize the benefit of existing park resources, as well as explore
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opportunities for new park and recreational facilities.” (See Section 6 “District wide
Urban Design Concept -The Public Realm, p. 81) Because of this lack of park space, the
CDSP calls for the expansion of the open space network, “the provision of smaller-scaled
urban outdoor spaces” in conjunction with public improvements and private development
projects, allowing public access where feasible (CDSP p. 82) and the protection of
mature street trees and other landscaped resources (CDSP p 149.) Also, the CDSP calls
for the “presence of gracious landscape space” as one of the “defining qualities of the
Civic Center/Midtown area” (CDSP p. 172) and “Courtyards, gardens and other
landscaped areas should be embellished with year-round greenery and floral abundance.”
(CDSP p. 172)
In recognition of the need for parks in the Central District, and the fact that
available land is scarce and expensive in the Central District, the City Council adopted an
ordinance in December 2014 that added “Pocket Park” to the definition of park that could
be funded by the City’s residential impact fees. “Pocket Parks” are defined in this
ordinance as small urban outdoor spaces, usually less than one acre in size, that are open
to the general public. “These public outdoor spaces may include amenities such as
seating areas, plazas, rest areas, landmarks and public art installations, are typically in
urbanized areas of the city, and primarily serve the immediate local population.”
(Pasadena Municipal Code 4.17.040.)
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The definition of “Pocket Park” succinctly describes the nature of the “Civic Gardens
or parks at Holly and Garfield and the tree-lined promenade north of the YWCA and
south of the YMCA along Holly between N. Garfield and N. Marengo. The effect of
having funding available for “Pocket Parks” is that these long-standing and neglected
parks in the Civic Center can now fulfill adopted plans for renovation (see “Design
Development Plan for the Pasadena Civic Center/Mid-town District Design Project,
2003 and 2007). The proposed Project is inconsistent with recent legislative action and
available funding that created the opportunity to upgrade these pocket parks located on
the Project site. (Pasadena Municipal Code, Title 4 Section 4.1.7.040 Paragraph D.)
2. The DEIR Fails to Consider the Project’s Inconsistencies with the 1923
Bennett Plan.
The DEIR claims the Bennett Plan is not a Specific Plan under Government Code
Sections 65450 et. seq. and thus an analysis of consistency with this plan is not required.
This conclusion fails to acknowledge the importance of the Bennett Plan as the original
planning document for downtown Pasadena and the recognition of its importance in the
CDSP.
The Bennett Plan was approved by a vote of the people, by the Planning
Commission and by the Board of Directors (now City Council) in 1923, 42 years before
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the adoption of “Specific Plans” by the State of California in 1965. As such, the Bennett
Plan serves as a foundational document for the Civic Center and the City as the
boundaries were understood at the time the Bennett Plan was adopted. Furthermore, the
CDSP references the Bennett Plan at least ten times and it is therefore incorporated in the
CDSP by reference. Finally, the Bennett Plan was not included in the list of prior
planning efforts/documents superseded by the CDSP (see Appendix B, pp. 212-216 of the
CDSP). Instead, the CDSP specifically recommends “Public improvements that reinforce
the significance and grandeur of the Bennett Plan’s axial arrangements” (CDSP p. 77)
and that design “reinforce the vision of the Bennett Plan” (CDSP p. 102).
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The approval of the Bennett Plan, and its relevance to Land Use and Planning is
discussed in detail in a letter dated March 1, 2016 from Design Commissioner John
Byram. (Attachment #5.)
What due diligence and analysis was performed to conclude that the Bennett Plan
is not an officially adopted Land Use and Planning document? In particular, what was
the analysis and findings of the following documents: Planning Commission minutes of
March 28, 1923; May 11, 1923; and July 9, 1923?
3. The Project Is Inconsistent with the Many Land Use Plan Policies

Supporting Retention of the Public Open Space on the Project Site.
“Every county and city must adopt a comprehensive, long-term general plan for
the physical development of the county or city....” (Gov.Code, § 65300.) The general
plan has been aptly described as the “constitution for all future developments” within a
city or county. “[T]he propriety of virtually any local decision affecting land use and
development depends upon consistency with the applicable general plan and its elements.
The consistency doctrine has been described as the linchpin of California's land use and
development laws; it is the principle which infuse[s] the concept of planned growth with
the force of law.” (Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural etc. County v. Board of
Supervisors (1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 1336.) A specific plan is intended “for the
systematic implementation of the general plan for all or part of the area covered by the
general plan.” (Gov. Code, § 65450.) Projects can only be approved if they are
consistent with relevant specific plans. (Gov. Code, § 65455.)
The DEIR states that a given project need not be in perfect conformity with each
and every policy or land use designation for a site, this statement applies only to a
conformity finding under the Government Code, not the disclosure requirements of
CEQA. Under CEQA, all potential inconsistencies with applicable planning documents
must be disclosed and analyzed. The DEIR fails to disclose any of the Project’s
inconsistencies with CDSP policies and objectives.
Further, even if the DEIR were required to disclose only the general consistency
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overall of the Project and not the consistency with each relevant policy and objective, the
DEIR fails to explain how the Project is generally consistent with a planning document
that includes 84 policies, principles, objectives and recommendations supporting the
retention of parks and the compatibility of new construction and additions with historic
resources. In fact, the CDSP is replete with policy statements supporting retention of the
civic gardens or parks and the standard of compatibility of new construction with historic
resources. Some examples are:
• Section 4 District-Wide Land Use Concept District-Wide Map 10: Precinct
Concept. The Civic Center-Mid-town is divided into three “Precincts”, one of
which is the “Civic Center Core B”. On this basis, it is called out as a distinct area
of the Central District. (CDSP p. 43.)
• Section 4 District-Wide Land Use Concept Map 11: The Civic Center core has
primary emphasis on “Public Institution” with an additional emphasis on “Mixed
Use.” (CDSP p. 46.)
• “The Public Realm: An engaging public realm is important to the development of
any great city. Pasadena’s residents also believe that their quality of life is related
to the provision of accessible outdoor space that not only serves their recreation
needs, but also finds a balance between built and natural resources. Building on
the notion of a well-connected Downtown, this component describes a Districtwide network of key pedestrian streets, public parks and civic spaces.” (CDSP p.
76, emphasis added.)
• “Public-Private Interface: A vibrant and economically vital Downtown is best
served by private developments that positively contribute to the public realm.”
(CDSP p. 76, emphasis added.))
• “Downtown Linkages: Civic Heart: The Civic Center/Mid-town area is also one
of Downtown’s principal activity nodes, additionally recognized as the symbolic
center of the community. Highlighted by a collection of extraordinary civic
landmarks sited in accordance with the historic Bennett Plan, this place should be
highly accessible and communicate its status as the heart of the community.
Public improvements that reinforce the significance and grandeur of the Bennett
Plan’s axial arrangements are recommended.” (CDSP p. 77, emphasis added.)
• “The Public Realm – Concept: District –wide Map 22 Public Open Space
Concept describes an interconnected network of outdoor spaces. An important
objective of this open space concept is to respect and continue Downtown’s
landscape heritage by offering a wide array of publicly accessible outdoor spaces
that include tree-lined street, civic plazas, and intimate courtyards and gardens.
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Other objectives include: 1) expand open space network; 2) protect landscape
resources; 3) increase recreational opportunities; 4) enhance environmental
quality; and 5) make Downtown walkable.” (CDSP p. 81, emphasis added.)
• “Open Space Network proposed (Parks & Plazas)
• Public Parks: Because of limited Downtown parkland, there is a critical need to
maximize the benefit of existing park resources, as well as explore opportunities
for new park and recreational facilities.” (CDSP p. 81, emphasis added.)
• “District-wide Urban Design Concept - The Public Realm: Encourage the
provision of smaller-scale urban outdoor spaces in conjunction with public
improvement and private development projects, allowing public access where
feasible.” (CDSP p. 82, emphasis added.)
• “Urban outdoor spaces may encompass a variety of types, including pocket parks,
plazas, courtyards, gardens, and pedestrian passages. These spaces will often
accommodate public access, especially when provided in conjunction with a nonresidential project.” (CDSP p. 82, emphasis added.)
• “Precinct Character: Civic Center Core: This precinct in particular functions as
the City’s symbolic and public center, and features a distinguished grouping of
civic buildings that includes City Hall and the Central Library. The design of all
buildings and public spaces in the precinct should reflect the highest quality,
respect the prominence of civic landmark buildings, and reinforce the vision of the
Bennett Plan” (CDSP p. 102, emphasis added.)
• Sub-district Concept: Civic Center/Midtown: “City Beautiful Vision”: Some of
Pasadena’s most significant architectural treasures are found within the Civic
Center/Midtown areas, particularly the complex of public buildings that includes
the City Hall, the Central Library, and the Civic Auditorium. The setting for these
buildings is no less important, and therefore, the realization of the 1920’s “City
Beautiful Vision should be advocated through 1) preservation of historically
significant buildings; 2) requirements for new buildings that are complementary to
existing landmarks, and 3) reintegration of the Beaux-Arts axial plan.” (CDSP p.
104, emphasis added.)
• “Major Public Spaces: Investment in public space should enhance this Subdistrict’s more unique attribute – its civic character; one of the pleasures of the
Civic Center is its continuously unfolding series of public spaces. Well-designed,
major public gathering spaces will readily communicate the nature of this area by
supporting civic ceremonies, activities and events, and creating a highly public
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and people-oriented environment. These spaces should be of the highest quality.”
(CDSP p. 104, emphasis added.)
• “Private Realm Design Guidelines District-wide Guidelines: Site Planning:
• SP2.1 “Locate and orient buildings to positively define public streets and civic
space, such as public plazas;” (CDSP p. 146, emphasis added.)
Building Design
• “BD 1.3 Establish a harmonious transition between newer and older
buildings; compatible design should respect the scale, massing and materials of
adjacent buildings and landscape.” (CDSP p. 152, emphasis added.)
• “BD.2 Mitigate Massing and Bulk: Intent: Large monolithic buildings negate
the qualities particular to the Central District. As their worst, these buildings
make Downtown a less humane place. The proper consideration of the scale,
massing and detail of the individual buildings will contribute to a coherent
streetscape and satisfying public environment.” (CDSP p. 153, emphasis
added.)
• “BD 2.1 Design building volumes to maintain a compatible scale with their
surroundings; in general, break down the scale and massing of large
buildings.” (CDSP p. 153, emphasis added.)
• “BD 2.2 Rely on building massing and orientation to place strong visual
emphasis on the street and other civic spaces.” (CDSP p. 153, emphasis
added.)
• “BD 2.5 Use articulated sub-volumes as a transition in size to adjacent
historic or residential structures that are smaller in scale.” (CDSP p. 153,
emphasis added.)
Section 10 Sub-district Guidelines Civic Center/Midtown Design Character:
• “Guideline 3: Create Dignified Public Spaces: Distinguish this area by the
presence of major public plazas and outdoor spaces suitable for public
gatherings. These should include dignified spaces associated with public
buildings and institutions.”
• “1. Respect the dominance of the principal civic landmarks; building and
landscape should define streets and contain public space, creating a consistent

22

Letter No. 17
Kevin Johnson, Pasadena Senior Planner
April 4, 2016
Page 20 of 34

and unified context for these landmark buildings.” (CDSP p. 171, emphasis
added.)

Site Planning:
• Guideline 1: “Provide a Gracious Landscape Setting: The presence of
gracious landscape spaces is one of the defining qualities of the Civic
Center/Midtown area. Significantly, these spaces exhibit a strong relationship
and comfortable flow between interior and exterior space. (CDSP p. 172,
emphasis added.)
• Guideline 2: Embellish Outdoor Spaces: Courtyards, gardens and other
landscape areas should be embellished with year-round greenery and floral
abundance. These elements present a gracious quality and are evocative of the
Tournament of Roses Parade.” (CDSP p. 172, emphasis added.)
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Section 11: Implementation Strategies: Urban Design Implementation
Strategies:
• Major Civic Space Design & Provision: Provide major public outdoor spaces
that support community gatherings and public celebration; potential locations
are associated with the Downtown’s major civic institutions. The Pasadena
Civic Center’s Midtown District Design Project: Refined Concept Plan
(Adopted April 9, 2001) includes proposals for the two parks along Garfield
Avenue north and south of Holly Street (called the “Sister City Gardens” in the
Plan), Civic Center Plaza, the Central Library forecourt, the Civic Auditorium
forecourt, and well as Garfield Avenue and the Holly Street Promenade.”
(Garfield Avenue and Holly Street are the principal axes of the Civic Center).
(CDSP p. 192)
The DEIR fails to support its conclusions that the Project would be consistent with
all of these policies, principles, objectives and strategies.
D.

The DEIR’s Analysis of Noise and Vibration Impacts Is Inadequate.
1. Construction Vibration Impacts Would Be Significant.
23

The DEIR claims that vibration noise impacts at the Loweman Building would be
less than significant with the implementation of mitigation measures. (DEIR p. 3.4-25 to
26.) This claim is inconsistent with the findings of the DEIR’s expert noise analysis
included in Appendix D to the DEIR. Appendix D findings that annoyance vibration
impacts at the Loweman Building will remain significant even after the implementation
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of mitigation. (Appendix D, p. 7.) The DEIR was required to disclose this significant
adverse impact, but failed to do so.
In addition, because the DEIR does not take into consideration construction means
and methodologies, how did they conclude the impact was less than significant?
Moreover, the DEIR does not establish existing ambient noise levels around the planned
project and therefore there is no baseline to reference (1) when measuring noise impacts
during construction or (2) developing mitigation measures.

23
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2. Noise Impacts of Nighttime Loading Zone Were Not Analyzed.
The proposed Project would have an entrance for service trucks and vehicles on
Union Street just east of the historic YWCA building. The Project includes potential use
restrictions on this service entrance, limiting its use to between 2:00 a.m. and 5:00 a.m.
daily. The DEIR lacks any analysis of the noise impacts associated with the
nighttime/early morning usage of this loading zone, which would include the traffic
noise, idling and backup alarms associated with large delivery trucks.
25

A revised DEIR must analyze the noise impacts of this nighttime/early morning
loading zone on hotel guests staying in rooms near the loading zone and residents in the
soon-to-be-built Union Street Condominiums right across the street from the loading
zone. The City must impose mitigation measures on the Project to ensure noise impacts
associated with the loading zone do not disturb the sleep or otherwise adversely impacts
these guests and residents.
The revised DEIR must also include analysis of all nighttime noise levels
associated with operation of the Project. Those noise levels must be compared to the
existing noise levels and evaluated for compliance with the City’s noise ordinance.
E.

Traffic Impacts.
1. Impacts Associated With Valet Only Parking Must Be Analyzed.

The proposed Project does not include on-site parking. Rather than supplying
parking on site, the applicant proposes to provide valet parking with a porte cochere on
Marengo Avenue at the historic YWCA building entrance and use nearby parking
structures. The DEIR fails to adequately analyze the traffic congestion and traffic safety
impacts that could result from this method of parking.
Since the Project includes only offsite parking, valets will be required to drive all
visitors vehicles to offsite parking garages. Did the calculation of VMT and VT include
the trips made by the valets from the hotel to the offsite garages and between them (if
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there are multiple offsite garages)? The DEIR must include those trips and miles traveled
in the calculation of transportation impacts.
The listing of offsite parking garages indicated that they are locations “under
consideration,” meaning that no formal agreement has been entered into between the
garage owners and the project applicant. The DEIR fails to provide the status of
negotiations regarding these parking garages, thus it is presumed that the garage locations
are tentative and speculative. Adequate traffic impacts cannot be completed until the
applicant can provide with reasonable certainty that these garages would be available to
provide an adequate number of parking spaces for the Project. This will allow for the
DEIR to analyze VMT/VT associated with the Project’s parking scheme.
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Offsite parking will be required for presumed 241 employees and restaurant and
ballroom guests as well as guests staying at the hotel. The DEIR must ensure that there is
offsite parking provided for them as well. If not, they would be required to drive around
the area to find parking, resulting in unnecessary traffic congestion.
The Project will include five valet parking spaces at the hotel where guests would
drop off their vehicles. The DEIR includes no analysis regarding the number of valet
parking spaces that are needed for a valet-only hotel of this size. If five is not enough,
cars will circle the streets waiting to get in the queue, creating more traffic and perhaps
blocking Union Street or Marengo Avenue. This is particularly a concern during large
events at the ballroom or popular times at the restaurant. The DEIR should compare the
number of valet spaces needed at other local hotels (e.g., the Huntington Langham Hotel,
and D2 Dusit Hotel Constance) to determine the spaces required.
The DEIR also fails to analyze the potential safety impacts associated with
conflicts between the valet parking zone and bicyclists on Marengo Avenue. Marengo
Avenue is a Class 3 bike route (DEIR p. 3.5-2) that has a narrow 11-foot curb lane that is
shared by cars and bikes. Cars generally do not park right next to the curb in valet pullouts. Valets will be opening car doors into a traffic lane and standing in traffic to help
guests out of their cars. The impacts on the bike route need to be considered, as well as
the safety of valets and hotel guests.

27
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2. Impacts Associated With Restricted Use of the Loading Zone Must Be
Analyzed.
The DEIR identifies problems with the commercial loading dock and access zone
for service vehicles along Union Street, and may prohibit vehicle deliveries during the
daytime and evening. (DEIR p. 3.5-20.) Because there may be no operable loading zone
during 21 hours of the day, where will delivery trucks park when they arrive during
normal delivery hours? In the middle of Holly Street (over the yellow line), in the angle
parking on Holly Street?
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If vehicle deliveries are prohibited during business hours, then commercial
vehicles may park several blocks away and make deliveries via hand trucks, forklifts,
pallet jacks and other cargo conveyances that would utilize the public sidewalks and
present a safety hazard to pedestrians and cyclists. The DEIR needs to analyze the
performance and safety impacts of the Project associated with the use of such methods of
delivery.
Since the inclusion of time limits on the loading zone would be required to
mitigate safety and traffic impacts along Union Street, the Project must include fully
enforceable measures for implementing this mitigation. (CEQA Guidelines
§15126.4(a)(2).) How can the City enforce the mitigation measure requiring loading only
from 2 a.m. to 5 a.m.? An unenforceable mitigation measure would make the DEIR
inadequate.
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The DEIR should also analyze how many trucks would be arriving per hour in the
middle of the night for a hotel of this size. The City’s Zoning Code requires five or six
loading spaces, which means there could be five or six at a time in a normal all-day
operation. This information is needed to adequately analyze not only the traffic impacts
of the Project, but also the noise impacts associated with this nighttime/early morning
loading zone.
Further, the DEIR must analyze whether this proposed on-street commercial
loading zone on Union Street would conflict with City plans to eliminate a lane of traffic
on Union Street for the construction of a two bike lane.
II.

The DEIR’s Analysis of Alternatives Is Biased and Inadequate.
A. The City’s Reliance on an Undisclosed Exclusive Negotiation
Agreement Results in a Pre-commitment to Kimpton’s Proposed
Project.

CEQA's most fundamental requirement is that an EIR must be prepared and
considered before a lead agency approves a project that may have a significant effect on
the environment. Pub Resources Code §§ 21100, 21151; Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 (herein
“Guidelines”) § 15004. "If post-approval environmental review were allowed, EIR's
would likely become nothing more than post hoc rationalizations to support action
already taken." Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of
California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 394 (“Laurel Heights I”).
Here, we are concerned that the City has pre-committed to a specific project for
this site as part of the exclusive negotiation agreement (ENA) it has with Kimpton. The
City and Kimpton entered into an ENA in May 2013. However, the ENA is still
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unavailable to the public despite repeated requests to the City, so its terms and
conditions, as well as status, remain unknown.
The ENA appears to have pre-committed the City to a specific project because the
project objectives, financial parameters, the type of use and required features of the
Project have all been established to require the Project precisely as proposed by
Kimpton. The public must have an opportunity to review the ENA, because it sets the
financial parameters for the proposed Project which, in turn, set the parameters for the
physical size of the Project - the number of rooms - which drives the height, massing and
site plan for the Proposed Project. This is important because the inclusion of the park
area along Garfield Avenue and along Holly Street (Parcel 3) are, as Interim City
Manager Steve Mermell stated in a Planning Commission meeting, being “thrown in to
sweeten the deal.” In other words, they are being given to the developer at no cost. This
amounts to trading 90-year-old historically significant public open space for a proposed
interior open space courtyard in the hotel complex. In Save Tara v. City of W.
Hollywood (2008) 45 Cal. 4th 116, the California Supreme Court held that a city’s
“favoring of and assistance to a project [had] ripen[ed] into a commit[ment]” before it
prepared and considered EIR for the project. The same appears to be happening here
and this concern is heightened by the secretive nature of the negotiations and City’s
unwillingness to disclose the ENA.
The City must provide answers to the following questions and comments
regarding the ENA, the decision to choose Kimpton as the applicant, and the negotiation
process must be addressed to allow for a thorough determination of whether the City is
pre-committed to this Project.
• How was the Applicant chosen and why? Who were the other applicants, what
were their design solutions and why were they rejected? This is relevant to the
environmental review process because it informs the alternatives analysis for
the proposed Project.
• What is the term of the ENA? The first ENA was entered into May 2013 with a
120-day exclusive negotiating period. Has it expired? How often has it been
extended? Is there documentation of these extensions?
• If the City has a direct financial interest in the proposed Project given that it
owns the land and the building and will receive compensation for some sort of
lease agreement, how can the city separate its role as a regulator and decision
maker from its financial interest? Does the ENA define the City’s financial
interest in the Project? Does that interest vary depending on the number of
rooms and design of the Project?
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• The City as landlord and as the recipient of transit occupancy tax and property
taxes has a financial interest in defining an “Operational Capacity” in a manner
that maximizes its financial interest. An independent, third party analysis must
be made and the financial assumptions and details must be made public.
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B. The DEIR’s Project Objectives Limit Consideration of Alternatives
and Require Further Clarification.
1. Project Objective 1 Is Overly Narrow.
Six project objectives are identified in the DEIR: (1) restore and rehabilitate the
YWCA building in a manner that will permit the City to recoup its investment in the
property; (2) complement City Hall and the existing “Civic Center area” by developing a
“premier four-star hotel;” (3) enhance the dynamic environment of the “Civic Center
District,” while respecting the dominance and monumentality of major civic buildings;
(4) create a vibrant entrance to the City’s “Civic Center area” that encourages pedestrianoriented uses; (5) increase pedestrian activity; and (6) create a premier four-star hotel that
contributes to the economic vitality of the “Civic Center,” Mid-Town, Paseo, Playhouse,
South Lake, and Old Pasadena Business Districts as well as the convention center and
adheres to the intent and the requirements of the City’s General Plan and the Central
District Specific Plan.
While certain elements of each of the six objectives are appropriate, the proposed
Project is driven primarily by the first objective, which is too narrowly defined. Under
CEQA, “a lead agency may not give a project's purpose an artificially narrow definition”
and thereby circumscribe the alternatives analysis. In re Bay Delta Prog. Environmental
Impact Report Coord. Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal. 4th 1143, 1166 (“In re Bay Delta”).
Project Objective 1 states in full:
Restore and Rehabilitate the historic YWCA building into an economically
sustainable, long-term use as an integral part of the Civic Center area that
will allow the City to recoup its investment in the property within a
reasonable amount of time by way of a market-rate ground lease.
(DEIR p. ES-9.) The City purchased the YWCA building and adjacent surface parking
lot for $8.3 million. The issue with Project Objective 1 is two-fold.
First, this objective is too narrowly defined. Given that the Project site consists of
three city-owned parcels, this is not solely a project for the “restoration and
rehabilitation” of the YWCA building. It is the redevelopment of a prime city block that
is located directly across from City Hall at the center of the Pasadena Civic Center
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National Register District, a nationally significant district listed in the National Register
for Historic Places. The YWCA building is a contributing structure to PCCNRD. With
regard to this aspect of the project objective, we have the following questions:
• Since the project site consists of three parcels, comprising the entire city block,
why is the project objective not redevelopment of the City block, as part of the
PCCNRD, instead of just rehabilitation of the YWCA building?
• Since the PCCNRD is of national significance, and the YWCA Building is only a
contributing structure to that District, why did the project objective prioritize the
rehabilitation of the YWCA Building over the impact of the Project on the City
block at the center of the PCCNRD?
• Since (1) Julia Morgan is only one of the nationally recognized architects who
created the Civic Center plan and designed its buildings, and (2) from visual
examination, historical record and understanding of the Beaux Arts planning
principles, the PCCNRD includes a hierarchy of buildings, with City Hall as the
ultimate focal point flanked by the Library and Auditorium, with other buildings,
including the YWCA building, playing a lesser role in the overall composition,
why did the project objective prioritize the rehabilitation of the YWCA Building
over the effect of the project on the core of the PCCNRD?
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By narrowly focusing this objective on only the rehabilitation of the YWCA
building, the DEIR’s alternatives analysis fails to consider alternatives that support the
PCCNRD as a whole, which includes the preservation of the public open space on the
Project site.
2. Project Objective 1 Is Financially Focused and Must Rely on
CEQA’s Financial Feasibility Standards.
Second, attainment of a targeted investment yield is not an appropriate Project
Objective. As a practical matter, any project must have adequate funding for
construction and on-going operations after construction completion. Development of the
YWCA Building and/or Project Site as a real estate venture in order to attain a (not
defined) targeted investment yield is something entirely different. Because this objective
is focused on economic viability, “it must support its conclusion by applying the correct
standard to the applicable facts.” (Save Round Valley Alliance, supra, 157 Cal. App. 4th
at 1462 fn 13.) This means that the City cannot reject alternatives for failing to meet this
project objective unless it can show that those alternatives are financially infeasible. To
show financial infeasibility, CEQA requires a showing that the difference in revenue
would make this alternative financially infeasible. Uphold Our Heritage, supra, 147
Cal.App.4th at 598-99; Preservation Action Committee v. City of San Jose (2006) 141
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Cal.App.4th 1336, 1357. An undefined target investment yield is not a showing of
financial infeasibility.
Despite this, the sole reason for rejecting Alternative 2E, the Environmentally
Superior Alternative, is failing to fully meet this project objective because it would have
“reduced operational capacity.” Though “reduced operational capacity” is not defined,
and does not necessarily increase or decrease profitability, even if we assume it implies
reduced profitability, courts have repeatedly held that a decrease in profitability does not
make a project alternative economically infeasible. Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of
Woodside (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 587, 598-99; Ctr. for Biological Diversity v. County of
San Bernardino (2010) 185 Cal.App.4th 866, 884. “An environmentally superior
alternative cannot be deemed infeasible absent evidence the additional costs or lost
profits are so severe the project would become impractical.” Citizens of Goleta Valley v.
Board of Supervisors (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1181. An economic analysis of the
proposed Project and the alternatives to support such a finding are non-existent in the
DEIR or in the City’s records. An analysis of the economic feasibility should be
provided to the public in a revised DEIR.
With respect to the stated project objective, how does the City define the
following:
o Economically sustainable? Are specific investment criteria, including
long and short-term yields, holding period, and exit strategies set forth in
any governing document?
o The City’s “investment in the property?” Is it just the acquisition cost
associated with the settlement agreement, legal costs, holding costs,
opportunity costs, and/or other?
o A “reasonable amount of time” for recouping the City’s investment?
 Are any of these investment criteria defined in the City’s rules and
regulations set forth in its governing documents and/or policies?
 Will the public be allowed to give input into what is a reasonable
amount of time and other financial considerations?
Answers to these questions are vital to the public’s ability to adequately comment
upon the DEIR and the alternatives to the Project.
Additionally, as discussed above, it is clear that the undisclosed ENA is driving
the financial terms and the City’s definition of the Project and willingness to consider
alternatives. In addition to the public availability of this important document, we request
answers to the following questions to allow us to adequately comment upon and propose
alternatives to the Project:
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• What is the market-rate for (1) a ground lease and (2) sale of the three parcels?
o What comparables were identified, and what were the findings of the
analysis performed, including value of each of the parcels and as an
assemblage of three parcels?
o What if the market rate of ground leases (and/or sale) does not permit the
City to recoup its “investment”?
• If the City is entering into this transaction for a specific targeted investment return,
why is it limiting its financial goal to only the return of investment rather than
both a return of, and on investment?
• To achieve its financial goals, what due diligence did the City perform, and what
were its findings and analysis, with respect to:
o The value of each of the Project site’s three parcels and the assemblage of
the three parcels. That is, did the City analyze the market value of “subdividing” the block as compared to leasing as an assembled site? How did
the City determine that the value of the parkland of the “L-shaped parcel”
was zero, which is shown by giving it to the applicant “for free”?
o Has the City identified the highest and best use for the Project site (whether
as assemblage of 3 parcels or sub-divided)?
o Who is the proposed lessee/developer partner and what is its financial
capacity, development expertise, operational capacity, and business model,
including:
 Impact of Existing Portfolio and Pipeline of Proposed Lessee, with
respect to financing, operations, marketing, and disposition;
 Investment parameters of its Fund or funding source(s),
• Timing of Commitments and Deployment;
• Exit and Disposition Strategy - Timing and Return
requirements
• Preferred Returns and Distributions of profits, losses, cash
flow and capital gains;
 Specific requirements of the Kimpton brand with respect to building
design, programming, furniture, fixtures and equipment, operations
and consistency with Civic Center design and use?
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 What is the effect of recent merger/acquisition between International
Hotel Group and Kimpton Hotels and Restaurants, LLC with respect
to potential dilution of brand, and/or competition?
o Are there investment alternatives other than redevelopment of the Project
site?
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3. Project Objectives 2 through 6 Require Further Clarification.
Project Objectives 2 through 6. Each of these expand upon the stated primary
objective of rehabilitating the YWCA building for use as a “premier four-star hotel,” with
secondary objectives that the hotel (1) is commensurate with the historical integrity of the
YWCA building and site; (2) respects the dominance and monumentality of major civic
Buildings and architectural context of the surrounding historic district, including the
Pasadena Robinson Memorial; (3) enhances the dynamic environment of the Civic Center
District; (4) encourages pedestrian-oriented uses, and (5) supports and contributes to the
economic vitality of neighboring business districts and adheres to the intent and the
requirements of the City’s General Plan and the Central District Specific Plan.
These project objectives require further clarification to allow for the public and
decision makers to determine whether the Project and alternatives meet the objectives.
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• How does the City define a “premier four-star” hotel?
• What does a “dynamic environment” mean, particularly in the context of
Centennial Plaza in the Civic Center?
• What are the specific economic targets, in terms of increased sales and sales tax
revenues, increased profit margins, increased number of new businesses, increased
property values, and other key indicators, that will be used to measure how the
hotel will “support and contribut[e] to the economic vitality of the Civic Center,
Mid-Town, and the Paseo Colorado as well as the Playhouse, South Lake, and Old
Pasadena Business Districts and the Convention Center”?
• What analysis did the City perform, and what were its findings, to determine that a
hotel use would meet the project objectives and be an appropriate use at this
location?
C. The DEIR’s Evaluation of Alternatives Is Inadequate.
The DEIR concludes that the proposed Project has no impacts that cannot be
mitigated to less than significant. For the reasons outlined in this document, we believe
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the proposed Project has significant impacts and that the DEIR has not sufficiently
identified all potential impacts, nor made findings or supported its conclusions with
respect to identified impacts being less than significant. By failing to acknowledge the
Project’s impacts on the PCCNRD and other impacts, this DEIR is proposing to create a
dangerous precedent for the whole City.
We urge the City to recognize the Project’s significant impacts and prepare the
required statement of overriding considerations if the City Council approves the proposed
Project. We are concerned that the no significant adverse impacts finding may have been
engineered to avoid preparation of such a statement of overriding considerations and to
allow the City to reject all alternatives without need for further findings. This is
inadequate and the analysis and conclusions must be revised so that alternatives can be
adequately considered.
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The alternatives analysis that is included in the DEIR is inadequate for these
reasons and because it relies on unsupported parameters to define the alternatives, it
rejects less impactful alternatives and fails to consider potentially feasible, less impactful
alternatives.
1. The Alternatives Rely on an Unsupported Room Count
The alternatives analysis includes Alternatives 2A through 2G, all of which are
variations of a hotel. These alternatives variations assume the constant is the number of
hotel rooms, rather than consistency with the General Plan, Specific Plan, MidTown/Civic Center Sub-District design guidelines, and other governing documents. As a
result, except for Alternative 2E, which is the Environmentally Superior Alternative,
these variations result in alternatives that increase the impacts either on the YWCA
building or the District, or are not feasible in terms of City rules and regulations or
construction costs (e.g. 9 and 12 story buildings on this site). Alternatives 2D and 2G
demolish the gymnasium and pool wing of the Y increasing the impact on the YWCA.
Alternatives 2C and 2F would significantly increase the height of the addition, impacting
both the YWCA and the District. The DEIR cannot stack the deck in favor of the
proposed Project by filling the alternatives analysis with infeasible alternatives or
previously rejected alternatives. These alternatives are not in conformance with the
CEQA requirement to evaluate only alternatives that avoid or lessen any significant
environmental impacts.
Moreover, why do four of the variations of Alternative 2 have 185 rooms when the
project only has 179 rooms? This seems to make these Alternative 2 variations more
impactful rather than less and may show possible bias for the project. As discussed
above, the City’s reliance on room counts is improper without providing the public with
documentation detailing why a minimum number of rooms is required.

36

Letter No. 17
Kevin Johnson, Pasadena Senior Planner
April 4, 2016
Page 31 of 34

2. Rejection of Alternative 2E is Unsupported.
As set forth above, the DEIR conclusion that the Project would be able to mitigate
all impacts to a less than significant level is unsupported and unsupportable. Because the
Project would have significant adverse impacts, the City cannot approve it unless certain
findings are made. CEQA prohibits approval of projects with adverse environmental
impacts if there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures that would substantially
reduce a project’s significant impacts. (Pub. Resources Code § 21002; CEQA Guidelines
§ 15021(a)(2).) The CEQA Guidelines require an agency to “Disclose to the public the
reasons why a governmental agency approved the project in the manner the agency chose
if significant environmental effects are involved.” In order to implement this policy, the
CEQA Guidelines specify that:
A public agency may approve a project even though the project would cause a
significant effect on the environment if the agency makes a fully informed and publicly
disclosed decision that:
(a) There is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the significant effect...”
(CEQA Guidelines § 15043, emphasis added.) Here, Alternative 2E is determined to be
the environmentally superior alternative and the DEIR fails to support a finding that this
alternative is infeasible.
In comparing Alternative 2E to the other alternatives and the proposed Project, the
DEIR states with respect to Cultural Resources, Land Use and Planning, Noise and
Vibration, Transportation and Traffic, its impacts would be less. However, the DEIR
rejects this alternative because it “would substantially reduce the operational capacity of
the hotel as compared to the Proposed Project, and all of the other Alternative 2
variations, …” DEIR p. 4-78. As such, the DEIR concludes that “with its reduced
operational capacity, Alternative 2E may not fully meet the objective of developing an
economically sustainable, long-term use that would allow the City to recoup its
investment in the property within a reasonable amount of time, and it would not have the
same contribution to the economic vitality of the surrounding area as would the proposed
project.” DEIR p. 4-52. As discussed above, the DEIR fails to provide any evidence that
Alternative 2E is financially infeasible, the relevant CEQA finding required to reject a
less impactful alternative.
We request answers to the following questions to determine the basis for rejecting
Alternative 2E:
• What were the findings and analysis performed upon which this conclusion was
reached?
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• What is the definition of operational capacity and reduced operational capacity?
• What is the City’s interest in the “Operational Capacity” of the hotel? Who
determines what the proper/best “Operational Capacity” is, and how can
“Operational Capacity” be used to distinguish/justify some alternative over others
unless the DEIR clearly defines what the best “Operational Capacity” is and the
complete calculations and assumptions used to reach that conclusion?
• What is the corresponding cost to construct the “reduced operational capacity”
Alternative 2E, and corresponding Return on Investment (ROI) and Return on
Equity (ROE) as compared to the proposed Project and each of the Alternatives?
• What cost/benefit analysis was performed on each of the Alternatives, including
Alternative 2E, to compare to the proposed Project in order to evaluate the
“economically” superior alternative with respect to return of investment and
holding period (time-frame)?
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• What underlying real estate property assumptions were used in the economic
analyses performed, to include, but not limited to:
o with respect to operations – Revenue Per Available Room (RevPAR),
Average Daily Rate (ADR), occupancy, departmental revenue/expenses,
annual escalation, and stabilization period;
o with respect to construction - hard and soft costs, and cost of capital;
o with respect to investor and lender yield - debt and equity terms?
3. Rejection of Alternative 3 is Unsupported
With respect to Alternative 3, office building, there is no market analysis, cost
analysis, capital markets analysis, or land use analysis provided upon which to fully
analyze either its consistency with the Mid-Town/Civic Center Sub-District Plan, and
other city governing documents, or its “economic sustainability.” What factors were used
to size the building in terms of economic feasibility? What due diligence did the
consultant perform in evaluating this alternative, and what were its findings and analysis
upon which its conclusion is based? Without this information, the City cannot reject this
less impactful alternative.
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4. The DEIR Fails to Include a Reasonable Range of Alternatives.
The DEIR is required to “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project,
or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives
of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the
project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” (CEQA Guidelines §
15126.6.) The DEIR fails to analyze the required range of reasonable alternatives.
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Instead, the DEIR identifies only one alternative other than a hotel use, an office use.
Given that this is the Civic Center, characterized by governmental and civic institutional
buildings and grounds, additional alternatives with such civic oriented uses should be
identified and analyzed. Only with such additional alternatives can there be sufficient
findings for analysis to determine consistency with land use planning and policy and
other criteria as compared to the proposed Project.
Additionally, many of the hotel alternatives are engineered to have more
significant impacts than the proposed Project. For example, Alternative 2D and 2G were
found to have significant environmental impacts much worse than the Project because
they demolish portions of the YWCA building. The DEIR should instead analyze
alternatives that provide a compatible second story addition above the secondary features
that would be demolished in Alternatives 2D and 2G (gym and pool wing). This might
provide sufficient hotel rooms and would not have such a negative effect on the overall
environment or building.
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The DEIR should also analyze an alternative that does not require variances. The
Proposed Project does not comply with all Zoning Code provisions, thereby requiring
two variances. An alternative should be studied wherein proposed hotel conforms with
the required 15’ first floor height and inclusion of all loading spaces that the code
requires and preservation of all or the great majority of the Garfield Avenue open space.
III.

Role of Historic Preservation Commission

As the City’s consideration of this Project moves forward, we urge the City to use
the expertise of the Historic Preservation Commission to its full advantage. Among the
stated duties of the Historic Preservation Commission in the Municipal Code is
2.75.045(b): “Participate in the review of projects affecting City-owned historic
resources.” It’s been stated that the Historic Preservation Commission will meet only
twice on the subject of the YWCA/ Kimpton Hotel, once to receive the DEIR in a public
forum, which happened on March 1, 2016, and the other to submit its comments to the
Design Commission on the DEIR in public forum. In order to protect the character of the
YWCA and the Civic Center, the DEIR should include a mitigation measure clearly
requiring that the Historic Preservation Commission provide its expertise and advice to
the Planning Commission and the City Council on whether the proposed Project would
have impacts on the PCCNRD and/or the YWCA and whether the Project or an
alternative should be selected. After project approval, the Historic Preservation
Commission should review plans and make recommendations to the Design Commission,
Planning Commission, and City Council as the Proposed Project moves forward.
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Conclusion
Thank you for your consideration in this matter. We look forward to reviewing
your responses to our comments.
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Sincerely,

Amy C. Minteer

cc:
Pasadena Mayor and City Council Members
Pasadena Planning Commissioners
Pasadena Design Commissioners
Pasadena Transportation Advisory Commissioners
Pasadena Historic Preservation Commissioners
Steve Mermell, Pasadena Interim City Manager
David Reyes, Pasadena Acting Planning Director
Enclosures:
Attachment #1: Bios detailing the expertise of Pasadena Civic Center Coalition members
Attachment #2, Documentation of 1923 Bennett Plan
Attachment #3, April 26, 1980 NRHP Inventory Nomination Form
Attachment #4, 1923 perspective drawing of the Bennett Plan
Attachment #5, Letter from Design Commissioner John Byram

Note: The above-referenced attachments are provided in
Appendix A of this Final EIR.
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Letter No. 17 Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP on behalf of Pasadena Civic Center
Coalition
Amy C. Minteer
Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP on behalf of Pasadena Civic Center Coalition
2200 Pacific Coast Highway, Suite 318
Hermosa Beach, California 90254
April 4, 2016

Responses
Response 17-1
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. This
comment contains some inaccuracies. The description of Parcel 3 in this comment states that the
parcel is improved with a landscaped public park. Parcel 3 is not public parkland. The General
Plan land use designation for the project site is Medium Mixed Use, and the site is zoned CD-2
(Central District Specific Plan, Civic Center/Midtown Sub-District). Moreover, no portion of the
site is identified as a park or as open space in the City’s Green Space, Recreation and Parks Master
Plan. The comment further states that the Exclusive Negotiation Agreement (ENA) expired in
January 2016. The ENA did not expire in January 2016. Rather, the agreement has been extended
and is still in effect. Finally, following the merger of International Hotel Group and Kimpton Hotel
and Restaurant Group, LLC, the business entity that is proceeding with negotiations with the City
is KHPIII, LLC.

Response 17-2
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. The
design of the proposed project considers its historic context and its location in the National
Register-designated Pasadena Civic Center Historic District. Historic resources are addressed in
Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR. In addition, a detailed analysis of the impacts of the proposed project
on historic resources is provided in Appendix B of the Draft EIR. The analysis of historic resources
was conducted by Historic Resources Group (HRG) under the direction of the City’s Department
of Planning & Community Development, Design & Historic Preservation Section. The City of
Pasadena is recognized by the State of California Office of Historic Preservation and the National
Park Service as a Certified Local Government pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act.
Resumes of City staff and HRG staff who contributed to these analyses are provided in Appendix C
of this Final EIR.

Response 17-3
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project.
Responses to the commenter’s specific comments are provided in Responses to Comments
PC17-7 through PC17-40 below.
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Response 17-4
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. The
commenter’s statement that the project is “first and foremost an alteration of the Pasadena Civic
Center National Register District” is incorrect and is not supported by substantial evidence. As
stated in the first project objective, identified in Section 2.6 of the Draft EIR, the purpose of the
proposed project is to “restore and rehabilitate the historic YWCA building into an economically
sustainable, long-term use as an integral part of the Civic Center area.” Potential impacts of the
proposed project on the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District are potential outcomes of the
project, but do not define the project description or the nature of the proposed project. Potential
impacts on the Civic Center Historic District are evaluated in Section 3.1, Cultural Resources, of the
Draft EIR and in the Historic Resources Technical Report, which is provided as Appendix B of the
Draft EIR. These analyses consider potential impacts to the Historic District as a whole as well as
impacts to immediately surrounding contributing buildings (see, in particular, Section 6.4 of the
Historic Resources Technical Report). For further discussion regarding potential impacts to the
Historic District, please see Topical Response TR-CR-1.
The comment that the Draft EIR did not analyze the historic documentation of the 1923 initiative
is incorrect. In association with the proposed project, City staff prepared a Summary & Analysis
Memorandum of “Report on a Plan for the City of Pasadena” by Bennett, Parsons & Frost 1925
(March 26, 2015). The information contained in this memorandum was used as reference
material during preparation of the Draft EIR (see Section 6, References, of the Draft EIR), and is
included as Appendix B-1 of this Final EIR. For further discussion regarding the Bennett Plan and
its drawings, please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2.
With respect to cumulative impacts, the Historic Resources Technical Report, on page 33,
discusses development activity within the Historic District since its 1980 listing in the National
Register. None of the contributing buildings have been demolished. New construction since 1980
has occurred on vacant lots or surface parking lots, and is generally compatible with the District.
Overall, the District appears to retain a high-level of integrity and continues to convey its historic
significance. Because no other development projects are pending outside of the proposed project
analyzed herein, there are no cumulative impacts to the YWCA building, the Historic District, or
any of its contributing properties.

Response 17-5
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project.
Responses to specific comments pertaining to the analysis of alternatives are provided in
Responses to Comments 17-30 through 17-39. Responses to the commenter’s specific comments
pertaining to impacts to the historic district are provided in Responses to Comments 17-7
through 17-14; a response to comments pertaining to inconsistencies with the Central District
Specific Plan is provided in Response to Comment 17-22; responses to comments pertaining to
aesthetics are provided in Responses to Comments 17-18 and 17-19; a response to comments
pertaining to noise is provided in Response to Comment 17-25; and responses to comments
pertaining to traffic are provided in Responses to Comments 17-26 through 17-29.

3-138

YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project Final EIR

Section 3.0 • Comments and Responses

Response 17-6
The comment does not identify with any specificity what “phases” of the project were not
analyzed in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR adequately and comprehensively addressed the potential
impacts of all phases of the proposed project, including both construction and operations. Direct
and indirect impacts were evaluated, as were both short-term and long-term effects. For example,
the analysis of historic resources evaluated direct impacts of the proposed project on the YWCA
building and the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District (see pages 3.1-20 through 3.1-24 of the
Draft EIR) as well as indirect impacts on the Civic Center Financial District (see page 3.1-24).
Short-term construction impacts and long-term operational effects of the proposed project were
evaluated with respect to energy (pages 3.2-10 through 3.2-13) and noise (pages 3.4-15 through
3.4-26). Responses to the commenter’s specific comments are provided in Responses to
Comments 17-7 through 17-40 below.

Response 17-7
The comment that the Draft EIR cites a single drawing prepared by Bennett, Parsons and Frost in
1925 is inaccurate. In addition to the 1925 drawing referenced in the second paragraph of this
comment, which is provided as Figure 2-5 of the Draft EIR, a 1923 drawing by Bennett, Parsons
and Frost is provided in Figure 2-4 of the Draft EIR. More complete versions of these drawings are
provided in Appendix B of the Draft EIR, including Figure C-5 and Figure C-6. The Draft EIR did
not rely solely upon these two figures for its analysis of the Bennett Plan. Rather, the Historic
Resources Technical Report, included as Appendix B of the Draft EIR, provides a detailed
discussion of the Bennett Plan, including the 1923 concept plans (see pages 30 through 33 of
Appendix B). The discussion in Appendix B relied, in part, upon a summary of the Bennett Plan
prepared by the City in March 2015 (see Section 6, References, of the Draft EIR), which is included
as Appendix B-1 of this Final EIR. Attachment F of the summary of the Bennett Plan provides the
perspective drawing of the Bennett Plan from 1923 referenced in the fourth paragraph of this
comment (i.e., the first exhibit in commenter’s Attachment 4). This perspective drawing was
originally included as Exhibit BP-6 to the April 30, 1925 “Report on a Plan for the City of
Pasadena, California” and is undated. The perspective drawing, characterized by the commenter
as “the most fully resolved original concept plan document for the Civic Center District available,”
clearly shows a large multi-story building, taller than the existing YWCA, constructed along Union
Street in roughly the same location as the proposed Kimpton Hotel. However, as explained in
Topical Response TR-GEN-2, this image was also not included in the voter proposition ballot,
Resolution 2, or Ordinance 2116 and was, therefore, not adopted by the Board of Directors.
Please see Response to Comment 8-6 and Topical Response TR-GEN-2 regarding the Bennett
Plan, including a discussion of the 1923 concept plan prepared by Bennett, Parsons and Frost.
Please also see Response to Comment 17-4 regarding development activity within the Historic
District since its 1980 listing in the National Register and Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding
the Bennett Plan in the context of potential impacts to the Historic District.

Response 17-8
This comment states that the Draft EIR ignored or inadequately addressed the fact that the
Pasadena Civic Center Historic District is of national significance. This statement is incorrect. The
Draft EIR identifies the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District as listed on the National Register
throughout the document, beginning on the first page of the Introduction to the Draft EIR
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(page 1-1) as well as in Section 3.1, Cultural Resources (first reference is on page 3.1-11) and in
the Historic Resources Technical Report in Appendix B (first reference is on page 7).
Furthermore, the Draft EIR evaluates potential impacts to both the YWCA as a historic resource as
well as impacts to the Historic District as a whole. The Draft EIR provides a detailed description of
the Historic District on pages 3.1-8 through 3.1-11, followed by a detailed analysis of the project’s
potential impacts to the District on pages 3.1-23 and 3.1-24. A Historical Resources Technical
Report prepared by Historic Resources Group supports the analysis in the Draft EIR and was
included in the Draft EIR as Appendix B. Please see Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of
impacts associated with the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District. For further discussion
regarding potential impacts to the Historic District, please see Topical Response TR-CR-1.
The commenter’s statement that the Draft EIR indicates that a complete list of character-defining
features for the Historic District can be found in a study prepared in 2011 is incorrect. Footnote
23 on page 27 of the Historic Resources Technical Report is a citation to the character-defining
features of the YWCA building, not the character-defining features of the Historic District. The
study referenced in the Historic Resources Technical Report footnote is “DRAFT Pasadena YWCA
Rehabilitation Study” prepared by Architectural Resources Group (February 18, 2011), which is
included in this Final EIR as Appendix D. This topic of this study is the Pasadena YWCA building
only.

Response 17-9
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project.
Regarding the commenter’s reference to the landscape areas on the project site as park space, no
portion of the project site is considered to be parkland. The General Plan land use designation for
the project site is Medium Mixed Use, and the site is zoned CD-2 (Central District Specific Plan,
Civic Center/Midtown Sub-District). Moreover, the site is not identified as open space or as a park
in the City’s Green Space, Recreation and Parks Master Plan. The term “landscape” in reference to
the landscaped approach areas on the west side of Garfield Avenue are descriptive and not
intended to be “dismissive” as the commenter suggests. On the contrary, these areas are
discussed in Section 3.1, Cultural Resources, and in the Historic Resources Technical Report and
are treated as character-defining features of the Historic District. Potential impacts to the Historic
District are analyzed on pages 50 and 51 of the Historic Resources Technical Report and pages
3.1-23 and 3.1-24 of the Draft EIR. The YWCA as an individual historic resource is distinguished
from the Historic District (of which the YWCA is a contributing resource) for the purposes of
analysis. The YWCA as an individual resource and the Historic District (that includes the YWCA as
a contributor) are separate historic resources. One element that may be important to the Historic
District may not carry the same importance for the YWCA as an individual resource.
The Draft EIR concludes that the project’s impacts to the District are less than significant, because
it is through the combination of all of its contributing properties and character-defining features
that the historic significance of the District is conveyed. The alteration or removal of a single
feature would not reduce the integrity of a Historic District so rich in contributing properties and
character-defining features such that its eligibility as a historic resource is threatened.
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In reference to the symmetry of the two landscaped approaches, construction of a new building
on the southern landscaped approach would incrementally reduce the symmetry of the Civic
Center as it currently exists, but not as authorized by the Central District Specific Plan
(which would allow 10-foot setbacks, thus additional loss of landscaped areas). The commenter
does not demonstrate how this loss of symmetry would destroy all understanding of the
symmetrical framework inherent in the original Beaux-Arts design, which was inclusive in the
layout of street patterns, civic buildings, and landscaping. Several features, in fact, would remain
intact and continue to convey the symmetry inherent in the original design of the Civic Center.
These include the central alignment of the Holly Street axis with City Hall and the circular civic
plaza, the two landscaped approaches flanking Holly Street, and the two landscaped corner areas
on the north and south sides of Holly Street. Visitors to the Civic Center would continue to
understand the intended geometry of the Civic Center plan despite alteration of the south
approach.
For further discussion regarding potential impacts to the Historic District, please see Topical
Response TR-CR-1. For a discussion as to why a Cultural Landscape Report is not necessary for
the purposes of CEQA analysis, please see Topical Response TR-CR-4. For a discussion of the
voter-approved bond for the acquisition of the Civic Center Properties, including the approaches
to City Hall, please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2. Please see Response to Comment 9-11 for a
discussion of impacts to views of surrounding buildings within the Historic District, including
views of the Post Office and Response to Comment 5-3 for a response to the comment pertaining
to approaches made by John Byram, which is specifically cited in this comment.

Response 17-10
For a discussion of the project’s compatibility with the YWCA building as a historic resource,
including the issue of subordination, please see Topical Response TR-CR-2.

Response 17-11
The impacts to the setting of City Hall are discussed in the Cultural Resources Technical Report
(see pages 50 through 52), which is included as Appendix B of the Draft EIR, by analyzing the
impacts to the Historic District, which is the setting of City Hall. For further discussion of the
project’s compatibility with historic resources in the Historic District, including impacts to the
setting, please see Topical Response TR-CR-1.
Please see Response to Comment 8-15 regarding the height of City Hall. The proposed project
would be lower in height than the adjacent City Hall and other buildings within the Historic
District. It would balance differentiation of building design with compatible massing and
proportion, located and scaled to be subordinate to the adjacent historic buildings in the District.
With regard to the difference in first-floor heights between the proposed project and City Hall, the
content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
9-22; please refer to Response to Comment 9-22.
The commenter does not provide any evidence to support the assertion that the renderings of the
new building with respect to City Hall are misleading and are either not to scale or are
proportionally foreshortened in perspective. While it is true that Figure 2-15 of the Draft EIR is
not to scale, the height measurements indicated are accurate, as described in Response to
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Comment 8-15, and this figure accurately portrays the elevation of the proposed project in
relation to the elevation of City Hall. Figures 2-19 and 2-21 are accurate visual simulations of the
proposed building, created by professional simulators from Visionscape, Inc. and are based on
digital files of the proposed new building prepared by the applicant superimposed onto actual
photographs of the project site from various angles. These photographs have not been altered or
manipulated to change the perspectives of the buildings.

Response 17-12
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. For
further discussion of the project’s compatibility with historic resources, including the issue of
subordination, please see Topical Response TR-CR-2. The views included in the Draft EIR include
Figure 2-18, 2-19 and 2-20, which are taken from the north (Figure 2-20 is from the corner of
Marengo Avenue and Holly Street, almost directly in front of the existing YMCA) and Figure 2-21,
which is taken from the south and shows the new building’s relationship to the YWCA along
Union Street. These views adequately show the view requested by the commenter. It is not
necessary to show the exact angle of view requested in order to understand the environmental
effect or analysis in the Draft EIR. Further, Figures 2-18 through 2-21 adequately demonstrate the
relationship between the proposed new construction and the existing YWCA.

Response 17-13
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. For
further discussion of the YWCA landscape area fronting Marengo Avenue, please see Topical
Response TR-CR-3.
The comment states that “the DEIR has also made an inconsistent or unclear finding relative to
the YWCA’s Holly Street exterior facade.” It further states that the Historic Resources Technical
Report, which is included as Appendix B of the Draft EIR, considered the Holly Street facade to be
a character-defining feature but that the Draft EIR indicates that this facade is not important
because it faces a rear service courtyard. The Draft EIR is not inconsistent regarding the YWCA’s
Holly Street exterior facade or the elevation that faces the courtyard. Contrary to this comment,
the Draft EIR does not identify the Holly Street exterior facade as a character-defining feature.
Rather, the Draft EIR (page 3.1-3) and Historic Resources Technical Report (page 27) both list
“Gymnasium and swimming pool wing with steel sash divided-light windows and ceramic tile
vents” as character-defining features of the YWCA building. The gymnasium and swimming pool
wing facade is the facade that faces Holly Street. The analysis concludes that the proposed project
would block views of the south side of the gymnasium and pool wing, which is not the facade that
faces Holly Street. Rather, it is a facade that faces the interior courtyard, and the Draft EIR finds
that views of this facade from the public right-of-way are “not critical to the perception of the
YWCA’s original massing and configuration or its important architectural features” (page 3.1-22).
The commenter does not provide any substantial evidence to support the claim that the Draft EIR
provides an inadequate analysis of interior features of the YWCA. The interior features of the
YWCA are well documented. A rehabilitation study for the Pasadena YWCA building
(“Pasadena YWCA Rehabilitation Study,”) was prepared by Architectural Resources Group for the
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City of Pasadena in 2011, which included a photographic record of the YWCA building features
and spaces. This study was used as reference material in the preparation of the Draft EIR
(see Section 6, References, of the Draft EIR), and is included as Appendix D of this Final EIR. Pages
3.1-2 and 3.1-3 of the Draft EIR also include lists of interior and exterior character-defining
features of the YWCA building.
The commenter does not provide any evidence that the Draft EIR does not provide an adequate
plan for monitoring the project to protect significant building features. To the contrary, Mitigation
Measure MM-CULTURAL-1 requires that the 2011 ARG study be used to guide the proposed
rehabilitation. The commenter further states that the Draft EIR defers mitigation associated with
rehabilitation of the YWCA building. MM-CULTURAL-1 requires that rehabilitation of the YWCA
building be conducted in compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation. Rather than “[leaving mitigation] up to a consultant restoration architect, hired by
the applicant,” as stated by the commenter, compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards establishes a clear performance standard for this mitigation measure. With
implementation of this measure, impacts associated with rehabilitation of the Pasadena YWCA
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Response 17-14
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. With respect to
cumulative impacts, the demolition of the two landscaped approaches at the southern Garfield
Avenue terminus in front of Civic Auditorium was completed by 1977 when the entire two blocks
between Colorado Boulevard, Green Street, Los Robles Avenue, and Marengo Avenue were razed.
This was several years before the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District was identified and listed
in the National Register. At the time of its designation, the Historic District was found eligible for
the National Register despite the earlier demolition of the Civic Auditorium approaches.
The Historic Resources Technical Report discusses development activity within the Historic
District since its 1980 listing in the National Register. As noted in the Technical Report, none of
the contributing buildings have been demolished. New construction since 1980 has occurred on
vacant lots or surface parking lots, and has been generally compatible with the District. Overall,
the District appears to retain a high-level of integrity and continues to convey its historic
significance. In terms of parkland or landscape areas, Memorial Park has lost some area to
accommodate the Senior Center but no substantial loss of park or landscape area has been
incurred since the Historic District was listed in the National Register.
Currently there are no development plans for the northern landscape approach facing Garfield
Avenue, therefore consideration of cumulative impacts associated with a development in this
location would be speculative at this time. Nevertheless, if a development project were to be
proposed for that location, a building configuration that mirrors or approximates what may
eventually be built on the project site is plausible. The current proposed project on the south side
of Holly Street would leave the landscape area along Holly Street, the landscaped area including
the Robinson Memorial on the southwest corner of Holly Street and Garfield Avenue, and a
20-foot wide strip of the existing landscape area on the west side of Garfield Avenue south of
Holly Street. The Draft EIR has found this would not result in a significant impact as defined by
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CEQA. If a similar development were to be implemented to the north, the Historic District would
still retain sufficient integrity to convey its historic significance and remain eligible for historic
listing. Therefore, there would not be a cumulative impact by the implementation of both
projects.
For further discussion of impacts associated with the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District,
please see Topical Response TR-CR-1. For a discussion as to why a Cultural Landscape Report is
not necessary for the purposes of the CEQA analysis, please see Topical Response TR-CR-4.
Regarding the commenter’s reference to the landscape areas on the project site as park space,
please see Response to Comment 17-9.

Response 17-15
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. For
further discussion of the Robinson Memorial as a potential historic resource, please see Topical
Response TR-CR-5.

Response 17-16
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. As
discussed in the Historic Resources Technical Report, the earliest of the Sister City trees was
dedicated in 1988, making the oldest Sister City tree 27 years old and a property generally needs
to be substantially older in order to be eligible for designation as a historic resource. Using the
1956 establishment date for the Sister City program is not a valid timeframe since it is the date of
the actual object (in this case, the Sister City trees) that must be used, not the date of the program
it is associated with. Moreover, a commemorative property generally must be over fifty years old
and must possess historic significance beyond the event or person being memorialized.”7
It is important to understand that the fact that the Draft EIR determined that the Sister City trees
are not currently eligible for historic designation in no way diminishes their commemorative
importance. Rather, this finding simply points out that the Sister City trees do not currently meet
the definition of a historic resource as defined by CEQA, because they are not yet eligible for
listing in the California Register.

Response 17-17
The commenter does not provide any substantial evidence that removal of 34 trees on the project
site would result in a significant impact on the environment. As noted in the Initial Study for the
proposed project, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21099, the project shall not
consider aesthetic impacts of the project to be significant impacts on the environment. However,
even if the EIR were to consider aesthetic impacts, there is no evidence that the removal of the
trees would result in an impact to aesthetic resources. Removal of the trees would not have a
substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or damage scenic resources within a state scenic
highway. The trees on the project site are ornamental in nature, and are not the predominant
7 National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, (Washington D.C.: National Park
Service, United States Department of the Interior, 2002). Accessed online at:
http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/
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feature defining the aesthetic attributes of the project site. The proposed project would retain 27
of the existing trees and would provide new landscaping on the site, which would be aesthetically
pleasing and would complement both the buildings onsite as well as the surrounding area. All of
the street trees along Holly Street and Garfield Avenue would remain onsite, as would the trees
surrounding the Robinson Memorial. For these reasons, removal of 34 trees would not
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site or its surroundings.
(Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 for a discussion of the role of the landscape areas as a
component of Beaux-Arts planning as represented by the Bennett Plan, as well as an explanation
as to why the loss of a portion of the landscape area on the project site would not result in a
significant impact to historic resources.) As noted in the Initial Study, the ornamental trees on the
project site do not provide suitable habitat for sensitive species; therefore, removal of some of the
trees from the project site would not result in an impact to biological resources, nor would their
removal conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. The removal of
trees on the project site is addressed in Section 3.3.6 of the Draft EIR. As noted in that section,
removal of these trees is subject to the provisions of the Pasadena Municipal Code, specifically the
City’s Tree Protection Ordinance. The Draft EIR is not required to analyze the specific
requirements of the City’s Tree Protection Ordinance. Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR notes that the
Ordinance would apply to the proposed project, and that the project would be required to comply
with the Ordinance. The steps to achieve that compliance are spelled out in the ordinance and the
City would be required to ensure that the applicant meets those requirements. The removal of the
trees would not result in a significant impact on the environment as defined by the thresholds of
significance identified in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no mitigation is required to address the
removal of the trees nor is Draft EIR required to consider alternative configurations that would
allow for the protection of the trees on the project site. For these reasons, the Draft EIR does not
improperly defer mitigation.

Response 17-18
Please see Response to Comment 17-19 below for a discussion of why the Draft EIR is not
required to evaluate aesthetic impacts pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 20199. Light
and glare impacts are evaluated on page 32 of the Initial Study, which is included as Appendix A
to the Draft EIR. As noted in that analysis, impacts associated with light and glare were found to
be less than significant because City lighting standards would be followed and no reflective
materials would be used on the building. Therefore, the proposed project would not introduce a
source of light and glare within the Historic District that would result in an adverse impact on
City Hall.

Response 17-19
Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21099(a)(4), an infill site means “a lot located within
an urban area that has been previously developed, or on a vacant site where at least 75 percent of
the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated only by an improved public right-of-way from,
parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses.” Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section
20172, a “qualified urban use” is “any residential, commercial, public institutional, transit or
transportation passenger facility, or retail use, or any combination of those uses.” Contrary to the
commenter’s assertion, Parcel 3 is not public parkland. Moreover, Parcel 3 is part of the project
site and, therefore, is not considered in the evaluation of whether adjoining property is developed
with a qualified urban use. The General Plan land use designation for the project site, including
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Parcel 3, is Medium Mixed Use, and the site is zoned CD-2 (Central District Specific Plan, Civic
Center/Midtown Sub-District). Moreover, the site is not identified as a park or as open space in
the City’s Green Space, Recreation and Parks Master Plan. Therefore, in the context of
Section 21099(a)(4), the land uses that adjoin the proposed project site, or are separated from
the project site only by an improved public right-of-way, are the land uses located across
Marengo Avenue to the west (i.e., First Baptist Church), across Holly Street to the north
(Centennial Place), across Garfield Street to the east (Pasadena City Hall), and across Union Street
to the south (Pasadena Post Office, parking lot, commercial building). These land uses all meet the
definition of a “qualified urban use.” Therefore, the project meets the definition of an “infill site”
as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21099(a)(4). As outlined in the Initial Study on page
31, the project also meets the other two criteria associated with Public Resources Code
Section 21099(d)(1). (The Initial Study is provided in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.) Because the
project meets all three criteria associated with Public Resources Code Section 21099(d)(1), it is a
project for which aesthetic impacts shall not be considered impacts on the environment.

Response 17-20
The comment regarding the loss of landscaped area along Garfield Avenue is noted. It should be
noted that, although the proposed project would remove approximately 78 percent of the
landscaped area along Garfield Avenue and south of the Robinson Memorial, the amount of
landscaped area along the entire Garfield Avenue frontage that would be removed by the
proposed project is substantially lower. Moreover, when the total landscaped area fronting both
Garfield Avenue and Holly Street is considered, the amount of landscaped area that would be
removed by the proposed project is approximately 30 percent. A table showing the square
footage of landscaped area that would be removed by the proposed project is provided in
Response to Comment 28-4.
Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 and Response to Comment 17-14 regarding the loss of
landscaped area within the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District, and Response to Comment
17-9 regarding the commenter’s use of the term “parks” to refer to the landscape areas on the
project site. The commenter’s opinion that the landscaped areas along Garfield Avenue and Holly
Street can be defined as pocket parks is noted. The impacts of the proposed project on parks,
including pocket parks, are addressed in Section 3.3, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR.
Please also see Response to Comment 25-13.

Response 17-21
Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2 for a detailed discussion of the Bennett Plan. John Byram’s
March 1, 2016 letter is included in this document as Letter No. 5; please see the responses to
Comment Letter No. 5 in this Final EIR. The City is not in possession of Planning Commission
minutes prior to 1948 and, therefore, is unable to respond to their content without the minutes
being provided for evaluation. However, as discussed in Topical Response TR-GEN-2, there is
sufficient evidence in the record to conclude that the Bennett Plan is not a regulatory land use
planning document with which the project must comply. Even if the Planning Commission
minutes listed in the comment were to indicate a review or approval of the Bennett Plan by the
Planning Commission, the Plan would not be considered a regulatory land use plan unless
adopted as such by the Board of Directors (now City Council). And in any event, at this point in
the City’s well documented legislative history, it is clear that the Plan has been woven into, but
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not adopted wholesale by, other documents which actually set policy and control development,
such as the CDSP.

Response 17-22
The commenter lists a number of concepts that are found in the Central District Specific Plan
(CDSP) and states that the Draft EIR does not support its conclusions that the Project would be
consistent with all of the listed policies, principles, objectives, and strategies. The commenter
does not provide any substantial evidence to support this claim. Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR
addresses the proposed project’s consistency with the City’s land use plans, including the CDSP.
In addition, a detailed, seven-page analysis of the project’s consistency with specific CDSP
objectives and planning concepts is provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR. As noted in Section
3.3.4 of the Draft EIR, in accordance with CEQA, the focus of the Draft EIR analysis is on plans,
policies, and regulations that were adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. As stated on page 3.3-26 of the Draft EIR, the environmental objectives of
the CDSP focus on three environmentally-related goals: (1) promotion of sustainable
development that encourages alternative forms of transportation and promotes pedestrian
activity, and that makes efficient use of land, energy, and infrastructure in order to improve
quality of life and reduce environmental impacts such as air quality and greenhouse gas
emissions, (2) preservation of the City’s historical character and resources, and (3) enhancement
of the urban landscape.
The comment lists approximately two dozen provisions from the CDSP. The commenter quotes
the text of the provisions but does not provide any comments regarding the relationship of the
provisions to the proposed project, or any evidence that the proposed project is inconsistent with
the provisions cited. Moreover, the comment lists provisions that are not related to the
environmental objectives of the CDSP. A number of the provisions cited are design guidelines. The
City’s CDSP design guidelines were developed in order to guide a building’s form and style within
the permitted development restrictions (e.g., building height limits, setbacks, open space
requirements, etc.). The CDSP design guidelines are used during the City’s Design Review process
to ensure that a proposed project is consistent with the CDSP. If the proposed project is approved
by City Council, the project will be required to go through the Design Review process, at which
time the Design Review Commission will consider the design guidelines. The design guidelines
are not policies that were adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect; therefore, these design guidelines are not appropriate for review in the Draft EIR. The
comment also lists provisions that are not design guidelines. Some of the listed provisions were
expressly evaluated in Appendix F of the Draft EIR (including District-Wide Urban Design Concept
– Civic Heart; Sub-District Planning Concepts: Civic Center/Midtown – Precinct Character, Civic
Center Core; Sub-District Planning Concepts: Civic Center/Midtown – “City Beautiful” Vision; and
Sub-District Planning Concepts: Civic Center/Midtown – Civic Minded Architecture). The
comment also lists provisions that were not expressly evaluated in Appendix F. Some of these
(such as Map 10 and Map 11) are not related to the environmental objectives of the CDSP. Other
of the listed provisions were not expressly evaluated in Appendix F, but address issues
(such as open space and landscape resources) that are addressed in the evaluation of other
policies in Appendix F.
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As noted in Appendix F, the proposed project would be consistent with the ultimate vision of the
specific plan. As noted in Section 3.3.4 of the Draft EIR, a project is considered to be consistent
with the provisions of regional and local plans if it meets the general intent of the plans and
would not preclude the attainment of the primary intent of the land use plan or policy. A given
project need not be in perfect conformity with each and every policy nor does state law require
precise conformity of a proposed project with every policy. (Sierra Club v. County of Napa [2004]
121 Cal.App.4th 1490; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Specific Plan v. City & County of
San Francisco [2002] 102 Cal.App.4th 656; Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland
[1993] 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 719). Moreover, as discussed in a leading CEQA treatise “[a]n
inconsistency between a proposed project and an applicable plan is a legal determination, not a
physical impact on the environment. See Lighthouse Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz
(2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 1170…” (Kotska & Zischke, Practice Under the California Environmental
Quality Act (2d ed. Cal CEB, January 2011), p. 612 Section 12.34.) As further discussed in the
treatise, “strict consistency with all aspects of a plan is not usually required… given that land use
plans reflect a range of competing interests, a project must be consistent with the plan overall.
Friends of Lagoon Valley v. City of Vacaville (2007) 154 Cal.App.4th 807 (upholding overall
consistency finding even though project deviated from some particular planning provisions.).”
(Kotska & Zischke, Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act (2d ed. Cal CEB,
January 2011), p. 610 Section 12.33.) Finally, as noted in the Draft EIR, consistency or
inconsistency with a plan alone does not result in an environmental impact; any such
inconsistency would also have to result in a physical change in the environment, not analyzed in
other resource chapters of the EIR, to result in a significant environmental impact.

Response 17-23
The commenter is correct in pointing out the post-mitigation noise levels associated with the
Loweman Building shown in Table 9 of Appendix D, Noise and Vibration Calculations, of the Draft
EIR. The noise levels associated with the Loweman Building in Table 9 as published in the Draft
EIR are in error. Although the Loweman Building is located 50 feet from the closest point of the
existing YWCA building, the distance from the Loweman Building to the closest source of
construction-related vibration is approximately 100 feet (as shown in Table 8 of Appendix D). At
a distance of 100 feet, mitigated vibration levels at the Loweman Building would be 72 VdB,
which is below the threshold of significance for human annoyance. The relevant portions of the
text and appendix have been revised; see Section 2, Clarifications, Revisions and Corrections.
The statement that the Draft EIR does not consider construction means and methodologies is
incorrect. Details regarding construction-related assumptions are provided on pages 3.4-15
through 3.4-16 and pages 3.4-22 and 3.4-23 of the Draft EIR. Those discussions identify the
primary noise and vibration sources during construction, the types of heavy equipment that
would generate noise and vibration, construction hours, and the duration of activities that would
generate the highest levels of noise and vibration. Table 3.4-8 identifies construction noise levels
by phase and type of equipment, Table 3.4-10 identifies vibration source levels for construction
equipment, and Table 3.4-11 identifies human annoyance associated with various construction
equipment. In addition, Mitigation Measure MM-NOISE-1 identifies several different methods for
reducing construction-related vibration. Conclusions regarding the level of significance of noise
and vibration impacts were determined based on calculations, as described in Section 3.4.4 of the
Draft EIR.
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Response 17-24
Existing ambient noise levels around the planned project are identified in Section 3.4.2 of the
Draft EIR (page 3.4-6). As indicated in that discussion, based on noise contours in the General
Plan, the ambient noise level in the project area is estimated to be 60 dBA. It should be noted that
existing ambient noise levels are not used to determine the significance of noise or vibration
impacts during construction, or to develop mitigation measures. Rather, as explained in Section
3.4.4 of the Draft EIR, modeled construction-related noise and vibration levels are compared to
the thresholds of significance identified in Section 3.4.5 of the Draft EIR.

Response 17-25
Please see Response to Comment 9-23 regarding noise impacts on hotel guests and on residents
in the future Union Street Condominiums project. As noted in that response, an on-street loading
zone with restricted hours of use will only be required if the proposed on-site loading zone
cannot be designed to avoid backing movements onto or from a public street. There are no
existing sensitive receptors in close proximity to the proposed loading zone that would require an
analysis of noise impacts associated with nighttime/early morning usage of an on-street loading
zone, if one is required (please see Response to Comment 9-23 for reasons why an evaluation of
impacts to hotel guests and future residents of the Union Street Condominium project is not
required). Also as noted in Response to Comment 9-23, provisions of the City’s Noise Ordinance
would apply to operation of the loading zone, regardless of whether it is located on-site or on the
street. Nighttime noise sources other than the loading zone are evaluated in Section 3.4 of the
Draft EIR (see Impact NOISE-2).

Response 17-26
Regarding the commenter’s statement that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze traffic
congestion, as described on pages 3.5-11 through 3.5-16 of the Draft EIR, auto delay (i.e., level of
service) is not a metric evaluated by the City of Pasadena for CEQA purposes. Using the City’s
adopted thresholds, the Draft EIR includes a detailed analysis of the traffic-related impacts of the
proposed project, which is based on modeling using the City’s approved traffic demand model.
Please see Responses to Comments 9-16 and 12-3 regarding the analysis of traffic impacts
associated with valet parking. As noted in Response to Comment 12-3, all potential locations for
parking are within the immediate vicinity of the project site and, regardless of which location is
ultimately selected, the valet trips to and from the parking garage(s) are included in trip
generation estimate for a typical hotel operation.
With regard to the comment that the garage locations are too speculative to support an adequate
analysis, please see Response to Comment 12-3. For clarification, a porte cochere is not proposed.
The project proposes only a vehicle turnout lane; no modifications to the existing building are
proposed for vehicular purposes.
The commenter’s statement that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze traffic safety impacts
is incorrect. Please see Response to Comment 9-15 regarding safety impacts associated with the
valet turnout.
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Response 17-27
Please see Response to Comment 9-14 regarding valet parking procedures associated with the
proposed project.

Response 17-28
Please see Response to Comment 9-15 regarding safety impacts associated with the valet turnout.
As noted in that response, the valet drop-off/pick-up turnout on Marengo Avenue would function
in a manner similar to operations on the west side of Marengo Avenue where on-street parallel
parking is permitted.

Response 17-29
Please see Responses to Comments 9-17 and 12-2 regarding the proposed loading zone, including
the use of hand trucks and other conveyances, the number of trucks that could be accommodated
in the loading zone, and potential conflicts with the planned bicycle facility on the south side of
Union Street. Please also see Response to Comment 9-23 regarding potential noise impacts
associated with the loading zone. The comment regarding the need for enforceable mitigation
measures is noted. Mitigation Measure MM-TRAFFIC-1 would be enforced by DOT.

Response 17-30
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Topical Response TR-GEN-1, which demonstrates that the City is not committed to accepting
the applicant’s proposal for this project and discusses business aspects related to the proposed
project.

Response 17-31
The commenter’s statement that the project is driven primarily by the first project objective is
incorrect. The EIR includes six project objectives; all of the project objectives relate to important
components of the proposed project. The commenter seems to recognize this fact by
acknowledging that the proposed project would not solely restore and rehabilitate the YWCA
building. Moreover, the project objectives are not narrowly defined. Rather, they include a broad
range of goals pertaining to historic resources, economic considerations, compatibility with
surrounding land uses, and site access, among other considerations. The commenter’s questions
pertaining to the project objectives imply an opinion regarding the appropriateness of the project
objectives. These questions do not pertain to any new environmental issues. These opinions are
included as part of the Final EIR, which will be considered by decision makers in taking action on
the project. With regards to the evaluation of alternatives, please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1.
With regards to the landscaped area on the project site, please see Topical Response TR-CR-1.

Response 17-32
The comment offers an opinion regarding the appropriateness of the project objectives. This
opinion is included as part of the Final EIR, which will be considered by decision makers in taking
action on the project. The commenter states that the Draft EIR rejects Alternative 2E and that it
does so for the sole reason that it would have reduced operational capacity. This comment is
incorrect. The Draft EIR does not reject nor endorse any alternative. Rather, in accordance with
Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR identifies a range of reasonable
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alternatives to the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project,
and evaluates the comparative merits of the alternatives. The Draft EIR identifies Alternative 2E
as the environmentally superior alternative, and notes that this alternative would have a reduced
capacity compared to the proposed project. The Draft EIR also evaluates the comparative merits
among the alternatives that would have a similar operational capacity as the proposed project.
However, the Draft EIR does not state a preference for the proposed project or any of the
alternatives, nor does the Draft EIR reject any alternative, including Alternative 2E. Decisions
regarding adoption of the proposed project or an alternative are made after certification of the
EIR (see State CEQA Guidelines Section 15092 [“After considering the final EIR and in conjunction
with the findings under Section 15091, the lead agency may decide whether or how to approve or
carry out the project”]).
Regarding the commenter’s questions pertaining to the project objectives, this portion of the
comment does not raise any new significant environmental issues and does not address the
adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section
21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). Regarding the business aspects of the
proposed project, please see Topical Response TR-GEN-1.

Response 17-33
Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 regarding the evaluation of alternatives in the Draft EIR.

Response 17-34
The commenter’s questions pertaining to the project objectives do not raise any new significant
environmental issues and do not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in
the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
These questions are included as part of the Final EIR, which will be considered by decision
makers in taking action on the project.

Response 17-35
The commenter’s opinion that the proposed project would have significant impacts that were not
sufficiently identified in the Draft EIR, and that the conclusions of the Draft EIR were “engineered
to avoid preparation of… a statement of overriding considerations and to allow the City to reject
all alternatives without need for further findings” is noted. This opinion is included as part of the
Final EIR, which will be considered by decision makers in taking action on the project. Please see
Responses to Comments 17-5 through 17-29 for responses to the commenter’s specific comments
concerning the significance findings of the Draft EIR. As noted in the Draft EIR, the proposed
project would not have any significant unavoidable impacts; therefore, the City is not required to
prepare a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the proposed project. Regarding the
consideration of alternatives in the Draft EIR, see Topical Response TR-ALT-1. Please also see
Responses to Comments 17-36 through 17-39 below.
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Response 17-36
The commenter’s opinion regarding the adequacy of the alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR is
noted. This opinion is included as part of the Final EIR, which will be considered by decision
makers in taking action on the project. Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 regarding the
consideration of alternatives in the Draft EIR. It should be noted that the minor difference in the
number of rooms between the proposed project and four of the alternatives does not have any
implications in terms of the environmental impacts of those alternatives.

Response 17-37
The commenter’s opinion that the conclusions of the Draft EIR pertaining to significant
unavoidable impacts are unsupported is noted. This opinion is included as part of the Final EIR,
which will be considered by decision makers in taking action on the project. Please see Responses
to Comments 17-5 through 17-29 for responses to the commenter’s specific comments
concerning the significance findings of the Draft EIR.
The commenter raises the issue of CEQA findings, and identifies sections of CEQA and the State
CEQA Guidelines pertaining to approval of projects with adverse environmental impacts (Public
Resources Code Section 21002, State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15002, 15021(a)(2), and 15043).
The City is in agreement with the statement that the City is required to make certain findings
pursuant to Section 15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines in order to approve the proposed project.
Moreover, the City is in agreement that the provisions of Public Resources Code Section 21002,
and of Section 15021(a)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines (which states that “[a] public agency
should not approve a project as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures
available that would substantially lessen any significant effects that the project would have on the
environment” [emphasis added]) apply to the project. In accordance with Section 15021(a)(2),
the Draft EIR recommends mitigation measures for each significant effect associated with the
proposed project. With implementation of these mitigation measures, all of the significant
impacts associated with the proposed project would be reduced to levels that are less than
significant. Section 15043 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which is referenced by the commenter,
refers to a lead agency’s authority to approve a project despite its significant effects. As the
proposed project would not have any significant unavoidable effects, this provision does not
apply to the proposed project.
Please see Response to Comment 17-32 regarding the Draft EIR’s conclusions regarding
Alternative 2E. As noted in that response, the Draft EIR does not reject nor endorse either the
proposed project or any of the project alternatives.
The commenter’s questions pertaining to Alternative 2E do not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft
EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). No
further response is required.

Response 17-38
The questions in this comment pertain to economic issues. These questions do not raise any new
significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included
in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section
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15204(a)). An analysis of the consistency of Alternative 2E with City land use plans is provided in
Section 4.6.2.5.3 of the Draft EIR. Pursuant to Section 15126.6(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines,
the analysis of the alternatives, including Alternative 2E, is comparative in nature and is provided
in less detail than the proposed project. Please also see Response to Comment 17-32 regarding
the Draft EIR’s conclusions regarding Alternative 2E. As noted in that response, the Draft EIR does
not reject nor endorse either the proposed project or any of the project alternatives, including
Alternative 2E.

Response 17-39
Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 regarding the evaluation of alternatives in the Draft EIR.

Response 17-40
The Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) will review the design of the project at each of two
phases of the design review process (Concept Design Review and Final Design Review) and
provide comments to the Design Commission, which is the design review authority for the
project, as indicated in Section 17.61.030 of the Pasadena Municipal Code. There are no
significant impacts identified in the EIR that warrant additional review by the HPC beyond what
is required as part of the City’s standard design review process. Moreover, the Design
Commission is required to make findings that a project affecting a historic resource is consistent
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and there is sufficient expertise on that
Commission, as required in Section 2.80.040 of the Pasadena Municipal Code, to conduct such
reviews.

Response 17-41
The comment is noted. No further response is required because the comment does not raise any
new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis
included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15204(a)).

Response 17-42
The letter in Attachment 5 was submitted to the City as a separate comment letter on the Draft
EIR (Letter No. 5). Please see responses to Letter 5.
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Letter No. 18

	
  
	
  
	
  
February	
  29,	
  2016	
  
	
  
Historic	
  Preservation	
  Commission	
  
City	
  Of	
  Pasadena	
  Planning	
  Department	
  
175	
  N.	
  Garfield	
  Avenue	
  
Pasadena,	
  CA	
  91101	
  
	
  
Re:	
  YWCA	
  /	
  Kimpton	
  Hotel	
  Project	
  (78	
  N.	
  Marengo	
  Ave.)	
  –	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  Initial	
  Comments	
  
	
  
	
  
Dear	
  Honorable	
  Preservation	
  Commissioners,	
  
We	
  appreciate	
  the	
  opportunity	
  to	
  provide	
  feedback	
  on	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  prepared	
  for	
  this	
  important	
  
project	
  in	
  our	
  historic	
  Civic	
  Center	
  National	
  Register	
  Historic	
  District.	
  Pasadena	
  Heritage	
  has	
  
been	
  highly	
  involved	
  in	
  the	
  project	
  since	
  the	
  City	
  first	
  acquired	
  the	
  former	
  Julia	
  Morgan	
  YWCA	
  
building	
  in	
  2010.	
  More	
  recently,	
  we	
  participated	
  in	
  the	
  multiple	
  community	
  outreach	
  meetings	
  
and	
  commented	
  at	
  various	
  public	
  hearing	
  workshops	
  for	
  the	
  Design	
  and	
  Planning	
  Commissions.	
  
Throughout	
  recent	
  public	
  discussions	
  and	
  Commission	
  hearings,	
  we	
  have	
  continually	
  supported	
  
an	
  alternative	
  that	
  accomplishes	
  these	
  essential	
  preservation	
  objectives:	
  
§ Proper	
  restoration	
  and	
  rehabilitation	
  of	
  the	
  Julia-‐Morgan-‐	
  designed	
  former	
  YWCA	
  and	
  
its	
  return	
  to	
  an	
  appropriate	
  and	
  productive	
  use.	
  
§ Respect	
  for	
  and	
  adherence	
  to	
  the	
  Bennett	
  Plan	
  and	
  a	
  compatible	
  contribution	
  to	
  the	
  
Civic	
  Center,	
  a	
  National	
  Register	
  Historic	
  District.	
  
§ New	
  building	
  design	
  that	
  is	
  compatible	
  with	
  the	
  original	
  YWCA	
  building,	
  worthy	
  of	
  the	
  
Civic	
  Center,	
  and	
  complimentary	
  to	
  City	
  Hall	
  across	
  the	
  street.	
  	
  
§ A	
  new	
  use	
  that	
  enlivens	
  and	
  activates	
  the	
  Civic	
  Center.	
  
§ A	
  project	
  that	
  will	
  be	
  successful	
  for	
  the	
  long	
  term	
  as	
  a	
  contributor	
  to	
  the	
  community	
  and	
  
to	
  the	
  Civic	
  Center.	
  	
  
	
  
It	
  is	
  worth	
  noting	
  that	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  EIR’s	
  Project	
  Objectives	
  listed	
  on	
  page	
  ES-‐9	
  (except	
  for	
  the	
  last	
  
one),	
  relate	
  to	
  the	
  rehabilitation	
  of	
  the	
  YWCA	
  and	
  community-‐driven	
  goals	
  for	
  the	
  Civic	
  Center	
  
district.	
  These	
  stated	
  goals	
  have	
  been	
  the	
  guiding	
  principles	
  for	
  the	
  evolution	
  of	
  this	
  project	
  and	
  
are	
  very	
  similar	
  to	
  Pasadena	
  Heritage’s	
  objectives	
  stated	
  above.	
  
	
  
Pasadena	
  Heritage	
  continues	
  to	
  review	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  and	
  the	
  multiple	
  alternatives	
  only	
  very	
  
recently	
  made	
  available	
  to	
  the	
  public.	
  Although	
  we	
  will	
  continue	
  to	
  study	
  these	
  variations	
  in	
  
detail,	
  already	
  we	
  have	
  determined	
  that:	
  
	
  
-‐ No	
  alternative	
  that	
  includes	
  demolition	
  of	
  significant	
  portions	
  of	
  the	
  Julia	
  Morgan-‐
designed	
  building	
  is	
  acceptable.	
  	
  (Alternatives	
  2D	
  and	
  2G)	
  
	
  
-‐ No	
  alternative	
  that	
  includes	
  new	
  construction	
  in	
  excess	
  of	
  the	
  60-‐foot	
  height	
  limit	
  is	
  
acceptable	
  since	
  that	
  would	
  diminish	
  the	
  visual	
  and	
  symbolic	
  dominance	
  of	
  City	
  Hall	
  as	
  
the	
  most	
  important	
  civic	
  building.	
  (Alternatives	
  2C	
  and	
  2F)	
  
	
  
	
  

1

2

3

4
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Our	
  initial	
  comments	
  on	
  the	
  remaining	
  alternatives	
  are	
  as	
  follows:	
  
	
  
Alternative	
  2A	
  –	
  30/40	
  Foot	
  Setback	
  
This	
  alternative	
  has	
  the	
  advantages	
  of	
  retaining	
  more	
  open/green	
  space	
  along	
  the	
  
Garfield	
  frontage	
  which	
  is	
  a	
  more	
  comfortable	
  and	
  gracious	
  set-‐back	
  than	
  the	
  proposed	
  
project.	
  The	
  building	
  heights	
  do	
  not	
  exceed	
  the	
  height	
  limit.	
  The	
  angled	
  façade	
  at	
  the	
  
intersection	
  of	
  Holly	
  Street	
  and	
  Garfield	
  is	
  similar	
  to	
  the	
  configuration	
  of	
  the	
  Bennett	
  
Plan	
  drawings	
  for	
  this	
  future	
  building	
  site	
  and	
  better	
  frame	
  Centennial	
  Plaza.	
  The	
  
massing	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  building	
  and	
  its	
  juxtaposition	
  and	
  direct	
  connections	
  to	
  the	
  original	
  
Julia	
  Morgan	
  building	
  appear	
  to	
  be	
  carefully	
  considered.	
  	
  
	
  
Alternative	
  2B	
  –	
  70	
  Foot	
  Setback	
  	
  	
  
The	
  reduced	
  overall	
  size	
  of	
  this	
  alternative	
  is	
  appealing,	
  however	
  major	
  additions	
  to	
  the	
  
south-‐facing	
  facades	
  of	
  the	
  original	
  gym	
  and	
  pool	
  buildings	
  are	
  problematic,	
  creating	
  
significant	
  impacts	
  that	
  cannot	
  be	
  mitigated.	
  If	
  the	
  project	
  could	
  achieve	
  a	
  greater	
  set-‐
back	
  along	
  Garfield	
  but	
  not	
  so	
  significantly	
  impact	
  original	
  building	
  facades,	
  that	
  would	
  
be	
  worth	
  considering;	
  currently,	
  that	
  is	
  not	
  how	
  this	
  alternative	
  is	
  defined.	
  	
  
	
  
Alternative	
  2E	
  –	
  107	
  Foot	
  Setback	
  
This	
  alternative	
  allows	
  for	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  existing	
  open	
  space	
  along	
  Garfield	
  to	
  be	
  retained	
  by	
  
reducing	
  the	
  size	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  hotel	
  considerably.	
  However,	
  as	
  with	
  the	
  alternative	
  above,	
  
substantial	
  change	
  and	
  new	
  construction	
  are	
  proposed	
  on	
  the	
  south-‐facing	
  facades	
  and	
  
on	
  top	
  of	
  the	
  original	
  gym	
  and	
  pool	
  areas.	
  This	
  alternative	
  gives	
  preference	
  to	
  the	
  
retention	
  of	
  the	
  green	
  space	
  at	
  the	
  expense	
  of	
  the	
  historic	
  building.	
  Unless	
  this	
  smaller	
  
version	
  of	
  the	
  project	
  could	
  be	
  redesigned	
  to	
  avoid	
  those	
  impacts,	
  this	
  alternative	
  is	
  not	
  
preferable	
  to	
  Alternative	
  2A.	
  
	
  
	
  
We	
  know	
  that	
  the	
  Historic	
  Preservation	
  Commission	
  will	
  be	
  highly	
  mindful	
  of	
  the	
  historic	
  
preservation	
  priorities	
  for	
  this	
  project	
  as	
  it	
  prepares	
  its	
  comments.	
  After	
  all,	
  this	
  entire	
  effort	
  
began	
  with	
  the	
  need	
  and	
  desire	
  to	
  preserve,	
  protect,	
  and	
  create	
  a	
  successful	
  new	
  use	
  for	
  the	
  
former	
  YWCA	
  building.	
  	
  
	
  
Pasadena	
  Heritage	
  continues	
  to	
  review	
  and	
  consider	
  the	
  information	
  included	
  in	
  the	
  DEIR	
  and	
  
will	
  likely	
  expand	
  or	
  amend	
  these	
  comments	
  before	
  the	
  close	
  of	
  the	
  comment	
  period.	
  	
  
	
  
Sincerely,	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Susan	
  N.	
  Mossman	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Jesse	
  Lattig	
  
Executive	
  Director	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
CC:	
  
	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

Preservation	
  Director	
  

Dave	
  Klug,	
  City	
  of	
  Pasadena	
  Economic	
  Development	
  
Dale	
  Brown,	
  Pasadena	
  Heritage	
  Advocacy	
  Vice	
  Chair	
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Letter No. 18 Pasadena Heritage
Susan Mossman, Executive Director
Jesse Lattig, Preservation Director
Pasadena Heritage
651 South St. John Avenue
Pasadena, California 91105
February 29, 2016

Responses
Response 18-1
The comment is noted. No further response is required because the comment does not raise any
new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis
included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15204(a)).

Response 18-2
The commenter’s statement of Pasadena Heritage’s objectives for the proposed project is noted
and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. No further response is required
because the comment does not raise any new significant environmental issues or address the
adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section
21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).

Response 18-3
The commenter’s observation regarding the project objectives identified in the Draft EIR is noted
and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. No further response is required
because the comment does not raise any new significant environmental issues or address the
adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section
21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).

Response 18-4
The commenter’s opinions regarding Alternatives 2A through 2G are noted and are hereby part of
the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking
any action on the proposed project. The comment states that additions to the south-facing facades
of the original gymnasium and pool wing under Alternative 2B would result in significant,
unavoidable impacts. The analysis of the impacts of Alternative 2B on historic resources,
including the YWCA building, is provided on pages 4-16 through 4-22 of the Draft EIR. As noted
on page 4-21 of the Draft EIR, potential impacts from new construction adjacent to the YWCA
building under Alternative 2B would be somewhat greater than the proposed project. However,
the YWCA building would remain largely intact and its primary facades would remain visible and
unobscured from public review. This alternative would also maintain enough of the interior
grade-level historic courtyard that the historic configuration and orientation of the YWCA
building would remain intact and discernible. As a result, impacts of new construction on the
YWCA building associated with Alternative 2B were determined to be less than significant. This
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comment also implies, but does not state, that Alternative 2E would similarly have a significant,
unavoidable impact on the YWCA building. The analysis of the impacts of Alternative 2E on
historic resources, including the YWCA building, is provided on pages 4-49 and 4-50 of the Draft
EIR. Similar to the discussion of impacts associated with Alternative 2B, as noted on page 4-49 of
the Draft EIR, potential impacts from new construction adjacent to the YWCA building under
Alternative 2E would be somewhat greater than the proposed project. Nevertheless, as with
Alternative 2B, the YWCA building would remain largely intact and its primary facades would
remain visible and unobscured from public review. This alternative would also maintain enough
of the interior grade-level historic courtyard that the historic configuration and orientation of the
YWCA building would remain intact and discernible. As a result, impacts of new construction on
the YWCA building associated with Alternative 2E were determined to be less than significant.
Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 regarding the evaluation of alternatives in the Draft EIR.

Response 18-5
This comment is noted. Additional comments were subsequently provided by Pasadena Heritage.
These comments are included in the Final EIR as Letter Nos. 19, 20, and 21. Please see the
responses to those comment letters.
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Letter No. 19

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

March	
  7,	
  2016	
  
	
  
Design	
  Commission	
  
City	
  Of	
  Pasadena	
  Planning	
  Department	
  
175	
  N.	
  Garfield	
  Avenue	
  
Pasadena,	
  CA	
  91101	
  
	
  
Re:	
  YWCA	
  /	
  Kimpton	
  Hotel	
  Project	
  (78	
  N.	
  Marengo	
  Ave.)	
  –	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  Initial	
  Comments	
  

	
  
	
  
Dear	
  Honorable	
  Design	
  Commissioners,	
  
	
  
We	
  appreciate	
  the	
  opportunity	
  to	
  provide	
  feedback	
  on	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  prepared	
  for	
  this	
  important	
  
project	
  in	
  our	
  historic	
  Civic	
  Center	
  National	
  Register	
  Historic	
  District.	
  Pasadena	
  Heritage	
  has	
  
been	
  highly	
  involved	
  in	
  the	
  project	
  since	
  the	
  City	
  first	
  acquired	
  the	
  former	
  Julia	
  Morgan	
  YWCA	
  
property	
  in	
  2010.	
  	
  
As	
  Preliminary	
  Planning	
  presentations	
  and	
  early	
  concept	
  drawings	
  for	
  the	
  Kimpton/YWCA	
  
project	
  have	
  come	
  before	
  this	
  Commission,	
  we	
  provided	
  considerable	
  feedback,	
  including	
  at	
  last	
  
August’s	
  “workshop”	
  on	
  EIR	
  alternatives.	
  	
  
	
  
Pasadena	
  Heritage	
  continues	
  to	
  believe	
  that	
  a	
  boutique	
  hotel	
  project	
  incorporating	
  the	
  former	
  
YWCA	
  buildings	
  has	
  much	
  to	
  offer	
  the	
  city	
  and	
  the	
  Civic	
  Center	
  Historic	
  District.	
  As	
  participants	
  
in	
  the	
  community	
  working	
  group	
  this	
  past	
  summer,	
  we	
  had	
  the	
  benefit	
  of	
  an	
  in-‐depth	
  historical	
  
and	
  urban	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
  site,	
  the	
  chronological	
  evolution	
  of	
  the	
  Civic	
  Center,	
  and	
  the	
  City	
  
Beautiful	
  planning	
  principles	
  that	
  informed	
  the	
  Bennett	
  Plan	
  when	
  created	
  in	
  the	
  1920s.	
  	
  
	
  
Throughout	
  recent	
  public	
  discussions	
  and	
  Commission	
  hearings,	
  we	
  have	
  continually	
  supported	
  
an	
  alternative	
  that	
  accomplishes	
  these	
  essential	
  preservation	
  objectives:	
  
	
  
§ The	
  former	
  YWCA	
  building	
  must	
  be	
  carefully	
  restored/rehabilitated	
  and	
  the	
  project’s	
  
proposed	
  uses	
  for	
  the	
  building	
  and	
  its	
  various	
  spaces	
  must	
  be	
  compatible	
  with	
  the	
  
original	
  design;	
  the	
  proposed	
  hotel	
  use	
  appears	
  to	
  do	
  this	
  well.	
  
§

A	
  new,	
  infill	
  building	
  must	
  be	
  both	
  compatible	
  with	
  the	
  Julia	
  Morgan	
  building	
  and	
  
compliment	
  City	
  Hall	
  in	
  scale	
  and	
  massing.	
  It	
  must	
  of	
  the	
  highest	
  quality	
  in	
  both	
  design	
  
and	
  materials.	
  

§

The	
  connection	
  points	
  of	
  new	
  construction	
  with	
  the	
  Julia	
  Morgan	
  building	
  deserve	
  
careful	
  study	
  and	
  analysis	
  to	
  assure	
  as	
  little	
  change	
  or	
  damage	
  as	
  possible	
  to	
  existing	
  
historic	
  fabric.	
  

§

Any	
  new	
  project	
  must	
  be	
  worthy	
  of	
  the	
  Civic	
  Center.	
  It	
  should	
  do	
  this	
  by	
  respecting	
  the	
  
Bennett	
  Plan,	
  as	
  it	
  is	
  the	
  original	
  planning	
  document	
  for	
  the	
  creation	
  of	
  the	
  Civic	
  Center.	
  
It	
  has	
  also	
  been	
  recognized	
  as	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  few	
  and	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  finest	
  Beaux	
  Arts	
  Civic	
  
Center	
  plans	
  in	
  the	
  West	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  best	
  preserved.	
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§

We	
  believe	
  that	
  the	
  1925	
  Bennett	
  Plan	
  drawing	
  is	
  the	
  defining	
  document	
  for	
  reference	
  
as	
  it	
  is	
  the	
  most	
  detailed	
  record	
  of	
  the	
  Plan.	
  This	
  document	
  identifies	
  the	
  land	
  to	
  the	
  
east	
  of	
  the	
  YWCA	
  as	
  a	
  future	
  building	
  site.	
  There	
  have	
  been	
  several	
  Civic	
  Center	
  master	
  
planning	
  processes	
  and	
  documents	
  over	
  the	
  years,	
  and	
  all	
  have	
  included	
  the	
  expectation	
  
of	
  new	
  buildings	
  across	
  from	
  and	
  facing	
  City	
  Hall,	
  both	
  north	
  and	
  south	
  of	
  Holly.	
  New	
  
buildings	
  at	
  these	
  locations	
  could	
  better	
  frame	
  Centennial	
  Plaza	
  and	
  City	
  Hall.	
  

§

Creating	
  an	
  attractive	
  and	
  comfortable	
  open/green	
  space	
  along	
  the	
  Garfield	
  frontage	
  
and	
  maintaining	
  the	
  open	
  space	
  along	
  Holly	
  Street	
  are	
  important	
  to	
  strengthening	
  the	
  
appropriate	
  urban	
  relationships	
  between	
  buildings.	
  	
  

§

Retaining	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  existing	
  open	
  space	
  is	
  not	
  required	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  achieve	
  this	
  goal,	
  
would	
  significantly	
  limit	
  options	
  for	
  the	
  design	
  of	
  the	
  hotel,	
  and	
  is	
  not	
  consistent	
  with	
  
the	
  Bennett	
  Plan,	
  which	
  envisioned	
  important	
  buildings	
  facing	
  City	
  Hall.	
  

§

The	
  backside	
  of	
  the	
  YWCA	
  (which	
  pre-‐dated	
  City	
  Hall)	
  was	
  never	
  intended	
  to	
  be	
  the	
  
front	
  of	
  the	
  building	
  or	
  its	
  public	
  face.	
  	
  

	
  
	
  
Given	
  these	
  objectives,	
  our	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  and	
  study	
  the	
  alternatives	
  thus	
  far	
  has	
  
revealed	
  that:	
  
	
  
-‐ No	
  alternative	
  that	
  includes	
  demolition	
  of	
  significant	
  portions	
  of	
  the	
  Julia	
  Morgan-‐
designed	
  building	
  is	
  acceptable.	
  	
  (Alternatives	
  2D	
  and	
  2G)	
  
	
  
-‐ No	
  alternative	
  that	
  includes	
  new	
  construction	
  in	
  excess	
  of	
  the	
  60-‐foot	
  height	
  limit	
  is	
  
acceptable	
  since	
  that	
  would	
  diminish	
  the	
  visual	
  and	
  symbolic	
  dominance	
  of	
  City	
  Hall	
  as	
  
the	
  most	
  important	
  civic	
  building.	
  (Alternatives	
  2C	
  and	
  2F)	
  
	
  
	
  
Our	
  initial	
  comments	
  on	
  the	
  remaining	
  alternatives	
  are	
  as	
  follows:	
  
	
  
Alternative	
  2A	
  –	
  30/40	
  Foot	
  Setback	
  
This	
  alternative	
  has	
  the	
  advantages	
  of	
  retaining	
  more	
  open/green	
  space	
  along	
  the	
  
Garfield	
  frontage	
  which	
  is	
  a	
  more	
  comfortable	
  and	
  gracious	
  set-‐back	
  than	
  the	
  proposed	
  
project.	
  The	
  angled	
  façade	
  at	
  the	
  intersection	
  of	
  Holly	
  Street	
  and	
  Garfield	
  is	
  similar	
  to	
  
the	
  configuration	
  of	
  the	
  Bennett	
  Plan	
  drawings	
  for	
  this	
  future	
  building	
  site	
  and	
  better	
  
frame	
  Centennial	
  Plaza.	
  The	
  massing	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  building	
  and	
  its	
  juxtaposition	
  and	
  direct	
  
connections	
  to	
  the	
  original	
  Julia	
  Morgan	
  building	
  appear	
  to	
  be	
  carefully	
  considered.	
  
Although	
  The	
  building	
  heights	
  do	
  not	
  exceed	
  the	
  height	
  limit,	
  if	
  this	
  alternative	
  were	
  
one	
  story	
  shorter	
  along	
  Union	
  Street,	
  this	
  would	
  be	
  our	
  preference.	
  This	
  massing	
  
would	
  better	
  relate	
  in	
  scale	
  to	
  the	
  modest	
  YWCA	
  buildings	
  to	
  the	
  west	
  and	
  greatly	
  
improve	
  the	
  transition	
  up	
  to	
  the	
  monumental	
  scale	
  of	
  City	
  Hall	
  to	
  the	
  east.	
  
	
  
Alternative	
  2B	
  –	
  70	
  Foot	
  Setback	
  	
  	
  
The	
  reduced	
  overall	
  size	
  of	
  this	
  alternative	
  is	
  appealing,	
  however	
  major	
  additions	
  to	
  the	
  
south-‐facing	
  facades	
  of	
  the	
  original	
  gym	
  and	
  pool	
  buildings	
  are	
  problematic,	
  creating	
  
significant	
  impacts	
  that	
  cannot	
  be	
  mitigated.	
  If	
  the	
  project	
  could	
  achieve	
  a	
  greater	
  set-‐
back	
  along	
  Garfield	
  but	
  not	
  so	
  significantly	
  impact	
  original	
  building	
  facades,	
  that	
  would	
  
be	
  worth	
  considering;	
  currently,	
  that	
  is	
  not	
  how	
  this	
  alternative	
  is	
  defined.	
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Alternative	
  2E	
  –	
  107	
  Foot	
  Setback	
  
This	
  alternative	
  allows	
  for	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  existing	
  open	
  space	
  along	
  Garfield	
  to	
  be	
  retained	
  by	
  
reducing	
  the	
  size	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  hotel	
  considerably.	
  However,	
  as	
  with	
  the	
  alternative	
  above,	
  
substantial	
  change	
  and	
  new	
  construction	
  are	
  proposed	
  on	
  the	
  south-‐facing	
  facades	
  and	
  
on	
  top	
  of	
  the	
  original	
  gym	
  and	
  pool	
  areas,	
  which	
  are	
  not	
  acceptable	
  alterations.	
  This	
  
alternative	
  gives	
  preference	
  to	
  the	
  retention	
  of	
  the	
  green	
  space	
  at	
  the	
  expense	
  of	
  the	
  
historic	
  building.	
  Unless	
  this	
  smaller	
  version	
  of	
  the	
  project	
  could	
  be	
  redesigned	
  to	
  avoid	
  
those	
  impacts,	
  this	
  alternative	
  is	
  not	
  preferable	
  to	
  Alternative	
  2A.	
  
	
  
	
  
Given	
  that	
  the	
  current	
  project	
  began	
  with	
  the	
  need	
  and	
  desire	
  to	
  preserve,	
  protect,	
  and	
  create	
  a	
  
successful	
  new	
  use	
  for	
  the	
  former	
  YWCA	
  building,	
  we	
  are	
  confident	
  that	
  this	
  Commission	
  will	
  be	
  
mindful	
  of	
  the	
  project’s	
  historic	
  preservation	
  priorities	
  as	
  it	
  prepares	
  its	
  own	
  comments.	
  	
  
	
  
Pasadena	
  Heritage	
  continues	
  to	
  review	
  and	
  consider	
  the	
  information	
  included	
  in	
  the	
  DEIR	
  and	
  
will	
  likely	
  expand	
  or	
  amend	
  these	
  comments	
  before	
  the	
  close	
  of	
  the	
  comment	
  period.	
  	
  
	
  
Thank	
  you	
  for	
  the	
  opportunity	
  to	
  provide	
  our	
  feedback	
  at	
  this	
  time.	
  
	
  
Sincerely,	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Susan	
  N.	
  Mossman	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Jesse	
  Lattig	
  
Executive	
  Director	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
CC:	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

Preservation	
  Director	
  

Lucinda	
  Over,	
  Board	
  Chair,	
  Pasadena	
  Heritage	
  
Dale	
  Brown,	
  Vice	
  Chair,	
  Pasadena	
  Heritage	
  Advocacy	
  Committee	
  
Dave	
  Klug,	
  City	
  of	
  Pasadena	
  Economic	
  Development	
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Letter No. 19 Pasadena Heritage
Susan Mossman, Executive Director
Jesse Lattig, Preservation Director
Pasadena Heritage
651 South St. John Avenue
Pasadena, California 91105
March 7, 2016

Responses
Response 19-1
The commenter’s statement of Pasadena Heritage’s past involvement in the proposed project is
noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. No further response is required
because the comment does not raise any new significant environmental issues or address the
adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section
21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).

Response 19-2
The commenter’s statement of Pasadena Heritage’s objectives for the proposed project, and
related observations, are noted and are hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. No
further response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft
EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).

Response 19-3
The commenter’s opinions regarding Alternatives 2A through 2G are noted and are hereby part of
the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking
any action on the proposed project. Please see Response to Comment 18-4 regarding impacts to
the YWCA building associated with Alternatives 2B and 2E. Please also see Topical Response
TR-ALT-1 regarding the evaluation of alternatives in the Draft EIR.

Response 19-4
This comment is noted. Additional comments were subsequently provided by Pasadena Heritage.
These comments are included in the Final EIR as Letters 20 and 21. Please see the responses to
those comment letters.
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Letter No. 20

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

March	
  9,	
  2016	
  
	
  
Planning	
  Commission	
  
City	
  Of	
  Pasadena	
  Planning	
  Department	
  
175	
  N.	
  Garfield	
  Avenue	
  
Pasadena,	
  CA	
  91101	
  
	
  
Re:	
  YWCA	
  /	
  Kimpton	
  Hotel	
  Project	
  (78	
  N.	
  Marengo	
  Ave.)	
  –	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  Initial	
  Comments	
  

	
  
	
  
Dear	
  Honorable	
  Planning	
  Commissioners,	
  
	
  
We	
  appreciate	
  the	
  opportunity	
  to	
  provide	
  feedback	
  on	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  prepared	
  for	
  this	
  important	
  
project	
  in	
  our	
  historic	
  Civic	
  Center	
  National	
  Register	
  Historic	
  District.	
  Pasadena	
  Heritage	
  has	
  
been	
  highly	
  involved	
  in	
  the	
  project	
  since	
  the	
  City	
  first	
  acquired	
  the	
  former	
  Julia	
  Morgan	
  YWCA	
  
property	
  in	
  2010.	
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As	
  Preliminary	
  Planning	
  presentations	
  and	
  early	
  concept	
  drawings	
  for	
  the	
  Kimpton/YWCA	
  
project	
  have	
  come	
  before	
  this	
  Commission,	
  we	
  provided	
  considerable	
  feedback,	
  including	
  at	
  last	
  
August’s	
  “workshop”	
  on	
  EIR	
  alternatives.	
  	
  
	
  
Pasadena	
  Heritage	
  continues	
  to	
  believe	
  that	
  a	
  boutique	
  hotel	
  project	
  incorporating	
  the	
  former	
  
YWCA	
  buildings	
  has	
  much	
  to	
  offer	
  the	
  city	
  and	
  the	
  Civic	
  Center	
  Historic	
  District.	
  As	
  participants	
  
in	
  the	
  community	
  working	
  group	
  this	
  past	
  summer,	
  we	
  had	
  the	
  benefit	
  of	
  an	
  in-‐depth	
  historical	
  
and	
  urban	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
  site,	
  the	
  chronological	
  evolution	
  of	
  the	
  Civic	
  Center,	
  and	
  the	
  City	
  
Beautiful	
  planning	
  principles	
  that	
  informed	
  the	
  Bennett	
  Plan	
  when	
  created	
  in	
  the	
  1920s.	
  	
  
	
  
Throughout	
  recent	
  public	
  discussions	
  and	
  Commission	
  hearings,	
  we	
  have	
  continually	
  supported	
  
an	
  alternative	
  that	
  accomplishes	
  these	
  essential	
  preservation	
  objectives:	
  
	
  
§ The	
  former	
  YWCA	
  building	
  must	
  be	
  carefully	
  restored/rehabilitated	
  and	
  the	
  project’s	
  
proposed	
  uses	
  for	
  the	
  building	
  and	
  its	
  various	
  spaces	
  must	
  be	
  compatible	
  with	
  the	
  
original	
  design;	
  the	
  proposed	
  hotel	
  use	
  appears	
  to	
  do	
  this	
  well.	
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§

A	
  new,	
  infill	
  building	
  must	
  be	
  both	
  compatible	
  with	
  the	
  Julia	
  Morgan	
  building	
  and	
  
compliment	
  City	
  Hall	
  in	
  scale	
  and	
  massing.	
  It	
  must	
  of	
  the	
  highest	
  quality	
  in	
  both	
  design	
  
and	
  materials.	
  

§

The	
  connection	
  points	
  of	
  new	
  construction	
  with	
  the	
  Julia	
  Morgan	
  building	
  deserve	
  
careful	
  study	
  and	
  analysis	
  to	
  assure	
  as	
  little	
  change	
  or	
  damage	
  as	
  possible	
  to	
  existing	
  
historic	
  fabric.	
  

§

Any	
  new	
  project	
  must	
  be	
  worthy	
  of	
  the	
  Civic	
  Center.	
  It	
  should	
  do	
  this	
  by	
  respecting	
  the	
  
Bennett	
  Plan,	
  as	
  it	
  is	
  the	
  original	
  planning	
  document	
  for	
  the	
  creation	
  of	
  the	
  Civic	
  Center.	
  
It	
  has	
  also	
  been	
  recognized	
  as	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  few	
  and	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  finest	
  Beaux	
  Arts	
  Civic	
  
Center	
  plans	
  in	
  the	
  West	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  best	
  preserved.	
  

Letter No. 20
§

We	
  believe	
  that	
  the	
  1925	
  Bennett	
  Plan	
  drawing	
  is	
  the	
  defining	
  document	
  for	
  reference	
  
as	
  it	
  is	
  the	
  most	
  detailed	
  record	
  of	
  the	
  Plan.	
  This	
  document	
  identifies	
  the	
  land	
  to	
  the	
  
east	
  of	
  the	
  YWCA	
  as	
  a	
  future	
  building	
  site.	
  There	
  have	
  been	
  several	
  Civic	
  Center	
  master	
  
planning	
  processes	
  and	
  documents	
  over	
  the	
  years,	
  and	
  all	
  have	
  included	
  the	
  expectation	
  
of	
  new	
  buildings	
  across	
  from	
  and	
  facing	
  City	
  Hall,	
  both	
  north	
  and	
  south	
  of	
  Holly.	
  New	
  
buildings	
  at	
  these	
  locations	
  could	
  better	
  frame	
  Centennial	
  Plaza	
  and	
  City	
  Hall.	
  

§

Creating	
  an	
  attractive	
  and	
  comfortable	
  open/green	
  space	
  along	
  the	
  Garfield	
  frontage	
  
and	
  maintaining	
  the	
  open	
  space	
  along	
  Holly	
  Street	
  are	
  important	
  to	
  strengthening	
  the	
  
appropriate	
  urban	
  relationships	
  between	
  buildings.	
  	
  

§

Retaining	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  existing	
  open	
  space	
  is	
  not	
  required	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  achieve	
  this	
  goal,	
  
would	
  significantly	
  limit	
  options	
  for	
  the	
  design	
  of	
  the	
  hotel,	
  and	
  is	
  not	
  consistent	
  with	
  
the	
  Bennett	
  Plan,	
  which	
  envisioned	
  important	
  buildings	
  facing	
  City	
  Hall.	
  

§

The	
  backside	
  of	
  the	
  YWCA	
  (which	
  pre-‐dated	
  City	
  Hall)	
  was	
  never	
  intended	
  to	
  be	
  the	
  
front	
  of	
  the	
  building	
  or	
  its	
  public	
  face.	
  	
  

	
  
	
  
Given	
  these	
  objectives,	
  our	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  and	
  study	
  the	
  alternatives	
  thus	
  far	
  has	
  
revealed	
  that:	
  
	
  
-‐ No	
  alternative	
  that	
  includes	
  demolition	
  of	
  significant	
  portions	
  of	
  the	
  Julia	
  Morgan-‐
designed	
  building	
  is	
  acceptable.	
  	
  (Alternatives	
  2D	
  and	
  2G)	
  
	
  
-‐ No	
  alternative	
  that	
  includes	
  new	
  construction	
  in	
  excess	
  of	
  the	
  60-‐foot	
  height	
  limit	
  is	
  
acceptable	
  since	
  that	
  would	
  diminish	
  the	
  visual	
  and	
  symbolic	
  dominance	
  of	
  City	
  Hall	
  as	
  
the	
  most	
  important	
  civic	
  building.	
  (Alternatives	
  2C	
  and	
  2F)	
  
	
  
	
  
Our	
  initial	
  comments	
  on	
  the	
  remaining	
  alternatives	
  are	
  as	
  follows:	
  
	
  
Alternative	
  2A	
  –	
  30/40	
  Foot	
  Setback	
  
This	
  alternative	
  has	
  the	
  advantages	
  of	
  retaining	
  more	
  open/green	
  space	
  along	
  the	
  
Garfield	
  frontage	
  which	
  is	
  a	
  more	
  comfortable	
  and	
  gracious	
  set-‐back	
  than	
  the	
  proposed	
  
project.	
  The	
  angled	
  façade	
  at	
  the	
  intersection	
  of	
  Holly	
  Street	
  and	
  Garfield	
  is	
  similar	
  to	
  
the	
  configuration	
  of	
  the	
  Bennett	
  Plan	
  drawings	
  for	
  this	
  future	
  building	
  site	
  and	
  better	
  
frame	
  Centennial	
  Plaza.	
  The	
  massing	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  building	
  and	
  its	
  juxtaposition	
  and	
  direct	
  
connections	
  to	
  the	
  original	
  Julia	
  Morgan	
  building	
  appear	
  to	
  be	
  carefully	
  considered.	
  
Although	
  The	
  building	
  heights	
  do	
  not	
  exceed	
  the	
  height	
  limit,	
  if	
  this	
  alternative	
  were	
  
one	
  story	
  shorter	
  along	
  Union	
  Street,	
  this	
  would	
  be	
  our	
  preference.	
  This	
  massing	
  
would	
  better	
  relate	
  in	
  scale	
  to	
  the	
  modest	
  YWCA	
  buildings	
  to	
  the	
  west	
  and	
  greatly	
  
improve	
  the	
  transition	
  up	
  to	
  the	
  monumental	
  scale	
  of	
  City	
  Hall	
  to	
  the	
  east.	
  
	
  
Alternative	
  2B	
  –	
  70	
  Foot	
  Setback	
  	
  	
  
The	
  reduced	
  overall	
  size	
  of	
  this	
  alternative	
  is	
  appealing,	
  however	
  major	
  additions	
  to	
  the	
  
south-‐facing	
  facades	
  of	
  the	
  original	
  gym	
  and	
  pool	
  buildings	
  are	
  problematic,	
  creating	
  
significant	
  impacts	
  that	
  cannot	
  be	
  mitigated.	
  If	
  the	
  project	
  could	
  achieve	
  a	
  greater	
  set-‐
back	
  along	
  Garfield	
  but	
  not	
  so	
  significantly	
  impact	
  original	
  building	
  facades,	
  that	
  would	
  
be	
  worth	
  considering;	
  currently,	
  that	
  is	
  not	
  how	
  this	
  alternative	
  is	
  defined.	
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Alternative	
  2E	
  –	
  107	
  Foot	
  Setback	
  
This	
  alternative	
  allows	
  for	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  existing	
  open	
  space	
  along	
  Garfield	
  to	
  be	
  retained	
  by	
  
reducing	
  the	
  size	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  hotel	
  considerably.	
  However,	
  as	
  with	
  the	
  alternative	
  above,	
  
substantial	
  change	
  and	
  new	
  construction	
  are	
  proposed	
  on	
  the	
  south-‐facing	
  facades	
  and	
  
on	
  top	
  of	
  the	
  original	
  gym	
  and	
  pool	
  areas,	
  which	
  are	
  not	
  acceptable	
  alterations.	
  This	
  
alternative	
  gives	
  preference	
  to	
  the	
  retention	
  of	
  the	
  green	
  space	
  at	
  the	
  expense	
  of	
  the	
  
historic	
  building.	
  Unless	
  this	
  smaller	
  version	
  of	
  the	
  project	
  could	
  be	
  redesigned	
  to	
  avoid	
  
those	
  impacts,	
  this	
  alternative	
  is	
  not	
  preferable	
  to	
  Alternative	
  2A.	
  
	
  
	
  
Given	
  that	
  the	
  current	
  project	
  began	
  with	
  the	
  need	
  and	
  desire	
  to	
  preserve,	
  protect,	
  and	
  create	
  a	
  
successful	
  new	
  use	
  for	
  the	
  former	
  YWCA	
  building,	
  we	
  are	
  confident	
  that	
  this	
  Commission	
  will	
  be	
  
mindful	
  of	
  the	
  project’s	
  historic	
  preservation	
  priorities	
  as	
  it	
  prepares	
  its	
  own	
  comments.	
  	
  
	
  
Pasadena	
  Heritage	
  continues	
  to	
  review	
  and	
  consider	
  the	
  information	
  included	
  in	
  the	
  DEIR	
  and	
  
will	
  likely	
  expand	
  or	
  amend	
  these	
  comments	
  before	
  the	
  close	
  of	
  the	
  comment	
  period.	
  	
  
	
  
Thank	
  you	
  for	
  the	
  opportunity	
  to	
  provide	
  our	
  feedback	
  at	
  this	
  time.	
  
	
  
Sincerely,	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Susan	
  N.	
  Mossman	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Jesse	
  Lattig	
  
Executive	
  Director	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
CC:	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

Preservation	
  Director	
  

Lucinda	
  Over,	
  Board	
  Chair,	
  Pasadena	
  Heritage	
  
Dale	
  Brown,	
  Vice	
  Chair,	
  Pasadena	
  Heritage	
  Advocacy	
  Committee	
  
Dave	
  Klug,	
  City	
  of	
  Pasadena	
  Economic	
  Development	
  
	
  

3

4

Section 3.0 • Comments and Responses

Letter No. 20 Pasadena Heritage
Susan Mossman, Executive Director
Jesse Lattig, Preservation Director
Pasadena Heritage
651 South St. John Avenue
Pasadena, California 91105
March 9, 2016

Responses
Response 20-1
The content of this comment is identical to Comment 19-1; please refer to Response to Comment
19-1.

Response 20-2
The content of this comment is identical to Comment 19-2; please refer to Response to Comment
19-2.

Response 20-3
The content of this comment is identical to Comment 19-3; please refer to Response to Comment
19-3.

Response 20-4
The content of this comment is identical to Comment 19-4; please refer to Response to Comment
19-4.
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Letter No. 21

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
April	
  5,	
  2016	
  
	
  
Mr.	
  Kevin	
  Johnson	
  	
  
City	
  of	
  Pasadena	
  Planning	
  Department	
  
175	
  N.	
  Garfield	
  Avenue	
  
Pasadena,	
  CA	
  	
  91101	
  
	
  
VIA	
  EMAIL	
  
	
  
YWCA	
  /	
  Kimpton	
  Hotel	
  Project	
  -‐	
  Comments	
  on	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Dear	
  Mr.	
  Johnson,	
  
	
  
Thank	
  you	
  for	
  this	
  opportunity	
  to	
  provide	
  the	
  City	
  with	
  feedback	
  on	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  document.	
  
Pasadena	
  Heritage	
  continues	
  to	
  follow	
  the	
  project	
  closely	
  and	
  is	
  committed	
  to	
  supporting	
  
efforts	
  to	
  preserve	
  and	
  restore	
  the	
  historic	
  YWCA	
  buildings	
  and	
  Civic	
  Center	
  Historic	
  District.	
  
	
  
In	
  previous	
  comment	
  letters	
  submitted	
  at	
  recent	
  public	
  hearings,	
  Pasadena	
  Heritage	
  outlined	
  
concerns	
  and	
  objectives	
  for	
  the	
  YWCA	
  /	
  Kimpton	
  Hotel	
  project,	
  which	
  we	
  have	
  used	
  to	
  guide	
  
our	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  At	
  that	
  time,	
  we	
  had	
  not	
  yet	
  analyzed	
  the	
  entire	
  document,	
  and	
  
therefore	
  our	
  comments	
  focused	
  primarily	
  on	
  the	
  alternatives.	
  In	
  this	
  letter,	
  we	
  offer	
  more	
  
specific	
  feedback	
  on	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  document.	
  Our	
  earlier	
  comments	
  on	
  the	
  project	
  
alternatives	
  are	
  included	
  at	
  the	
  end	
  for	
  reference.	
  
	
  
3.1.2.3	
  Evaluation	
  of	
  Potential	
  Historic	
  Resources	
  
A	
  discussion	
  of	
  the	
  Civic	
  Center	
  Historic	
  District	
  accurately	
  describes	
  on	
  page	
  3.1-‐8	
  the	
  
Bennett	
  Plan	
  as	
  a	
  “…significant	
  example	
  of	
  American	
  city	
  planning	
  and	
  civic	
  architecture…”	
  
This	
  section	
  further	
  establishes	
  that	
  the	
  District’s	
  “configuration	
  of	
  streets,	
  sidewalks,	
  
parkways,	
  and	
  landscaped	
  spaces	
  embody	
  key	
  tenets	
  of	
  City	
  Beautiful	
  Movement.”	
  	
  
	
  
Pasadena	
  Heritage	
  feels	
  that,	
  as	
  with	
  the	
  buildings	
  constructed	
  under	
  its	
  guidance,	
  so	
  too	
  is	
  
the	
  Bennett	
  Plan	
  a	
  historic	
  resource,	
  something	
  to	
  be	
  respected	
  and	
  made	
  compatible	
  with.	
  If	
  
the	
  spatial	
  relationships	
  as	
  defined	
  by	
  the	
  Bennett	
  Plan	
  are	
  character-‐defining	
  features	
  of	
  the	
  
Civic	
  Center	
  Historic	
  District	
  (page	
  3.1-‐10),	
  an	
  expanded	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
  Project	
  and	
  
Alternatives	
  that	
  addresses	
  the	
  controversies	
  arising	
  from	
  siting	
  and	
  landscaped	
  areas	
  is	
  
needed.	
  
	
  
From	
  this	
  perspective,	
  we	
  believe	
  the	
  proposed	
  Project	
  substantially	
  weakens	
  the	
  
configuration	
  of	
  solid	
  and	
  void	
  areas	
  that	
  are	
  intended	
  to	
  frame	
  City	
  Hall	
  and	
  emphasize	
  the	
  
axial	
  plan	
  as	
  drawn	
  by	
  Bennett.	
  
	
  
3.1.4	
  Methodology	
  
We	
  agree	
  with	
  the	
  conclusion	
  that,	
  “although	
  the	
  new	
  building	
  would	
  remove	
  a	
  small	
  portion	
  
of	
  landscaped	
  area	
  that	
  has	
  been	
  a	
  feature	
  of	
  the	
  Civic	
  Center,	
  this	
  loss	
  would	
  not	
  reduce	
  the	
  
overall	
  integrity	
  of	
  the	
  Civic	
  Center	
  Historic	
  District	
  such	
  that	
  its	
  historic	
  significance	
  would	
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April	
  4,	
  2016	
  
YWCA/Kimpton	
  Hotel	
  Project	
  
Draft	
  EIR	
  Comments	
  
Page	
  2	
  of	
  3	
  
	
  

be	
  threatened.”	
  As	
  noted,	
  the	
  contributing	
  features	
  include	
  street	
  patterns,	
  sidewalks,	
  
parkways,	
  and	
  configuration	
  of	
  the	
  landscaped	
  areas	
  would	
  remain	
  the	
  same,	
  however	
  	
  
comparing	
  the	
  Project	
  and	
  the	
  Alternatives	
  more	
  deliberately	
  with	
  the	
  1925	
  Bennett	
  Plan	
  
would	
  better	
  inform	
  the	
  cultural	
  resources	
  impact	
  analysis.	
  
	
  
We	
  note	
  that	
  pages	
  3.1-‐22	
  -‐	
  23	
  address	
  the	
  concept	
  of	
  symmetry	
  and	
  that	
  existing	
  spatial	
  
relationships	
  will	
  be	
  altered	
  by	
  inserting	
  a	
  new	
  building,	
  however,	
  again,	
  how	
  the	
  Bennett	
  
Plan	
  established	
  this	
  symmetry,	
  and	
  where,	
  how,	
  and	
  why	
  would	
  better	
  inform	
  the	
  analysis.	
  
	
  
Page	
  3.1-‐24	
  states	
  that	
  the	
  “contrast	
  in	
  scale	
  [between	
  the	
  Project	
  and	
  adjacent	
  resources]	
  is	
  
in	
  keeping	
  with	
  existing	
  condition	
  of	
  Civic	
  Center	
  which	
  includes	
  non-‐contributing	
  buildings	
  
up	
  to	
  nine	
  stories	
  in	
  height,	
  thus	
  differentiated	
  from	
  adjacent	
  resources	
  and	
  compatible	
  with	
  
size,	
  scale,	
  proportion,	
  and	
  massing	
  to	
  protect	
  the	
  integrity	
  of	
  the	
  site	
  and	
  its	
  surroundings.”	
  	
  
We	
  cannot	
  agree	
  with	
  this	
  statement,	
  nor	
  that	
  the	
  Project	
  is	
  sufficiently	
  subordinate	
  to	
  the	
  
historic	
  YWCA	
  building.	
  Further	
  to	
  this	
  point,	
  to	
  align	
  the	
  compatibility	
  analysis	
  with	
  non-‐
contributing	
  (taller)	
  properties	
  weakens	
  the	
  historic	
  context	
  that	
  the	
  District	
  designation	
  is	
  
intended	
  to	
  protect.	
  Those	
  few	
  non-‐contributing	
  buildings	
  are	
  what	
  triggered	
  this	
  
organization’s	
  efforts	
  to	
  designate	
  the	
  District	
  in	
  an	
  effort	
  to	
  protect	
  it	
  from	
  further	
  
incompatible	
  infill	
  development.	
  It	
  is	
  a	
  serious	
  fault	
  of	
  this	
  environmental	
  analysis	
  to	
  conclude	
  
that	
  a	
  6	
  story	
  infill	
  building	
  is	
  compatible	
  in	
  scale	
  with	
  a	
  2-‐3	
  story	
  adjacent	
  historic	
  resource;	
  
to	
  consider	
  the	
  height	
  difference	
  a	
  form	
  of	
  acceptable	
  differentiation	
  per	
  the	
  Secretary’s	
  
Standards;	
  and,	
  to	
  not	
  provide	
  a	
  more	
  substantial	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
  urban	
  relationships	
  
(especially	
  the	
  weaknesses)	
  in	
  the	
  Historic	
  District	
  where	
  post-‐war	
  infill	
  buildings	
  are	
  
juxtaposed	
  with	
  contributing	
  resources.	
  
	
  
3.1.7	
  Cumulative	
  Impacts	
  
The	
  pre-‐approval	
  review	
  of	
  protection	
  from	
  concurrent	
  construction	
  impacts	
  arising	
  from	
  the	
  
Union	
  Street	
  Condo	
  Project	
  generally	
  outlined	
  as	
  mitigation	
  measures	
  under	
  MM-‐NOISE	
  1	
  
needs	
  to	
  be	
  clearly	
  referenced	
  in	
  this	
  section.	
  	
  
	
  
3.3	
  Land	
  Use	
  and	
  Planning	
  
We	
  note	
  and	
  emphasize	
  the	
  reference	
  on	
  page	
  3.3-‐13	
  to	
  CDSP	
  Civic	
  Center/Midtown	
  sub-‐
district	
  Precinct	
  B-‐1	
  Civic	
  Center	
  Core	
  statement	
  that,	
  “all	
  buildings…should	
  reinforce	
  the	
  
vision	
  of	
  the	
  Bennett	
  Plan.”	
  The	
  Project	
  does	
  not	
  achieve	
  this	
  in	
  our	
  opinion	
  and	
  the	
  draft	
  
document	
  fails	
  to	
  address	
  this	
  weakness.	
  
	
  
District-‐Wide	
  Planning	
  and	
  Urban	
  Design	
  Concepts	
  state	
  on	
  page	
  3.3-‐17	
  the	
  need	
  to	
  
“reinforce	
  the	
  significance	
  and	
  grandeur	
  of	
  the	
  Bennett	
  Plan’s	
  axial	
  arrangement.”	
  The	
  Project	
  
does	
  not	
  achieve	
  this	
  in	
  our	
  opinion,	
  and	
  the	
  draft	
  document	
  fails	
  to	
  address	
  this	
  weakness.	
  
	
  
3.3.6	
  Project	
  Impacts,	
  City	
  Land	
  Use	
  Plan	
  Consistency	
  Analysis	
  
The	
  document	
  references	
  the	
  “enhanced	
  landscaping	
  along	
  Marengo	
  Avenue”	
  on	
  page	
  3.3-‐28.	
  
It	
  is	
  not	
  clear	
  anywhere	
  in	
  this	
  draft	
  document	
  what	
  the	
  “enhanced	
  landscape”	
  might	
  consist	
  
of	
  and	
  where	
  exactly	
  it	
  is	
  to	
  be	
  located.	
  Upon	
  more	
  thorough	
  study	
  of	
  the	
  Project	
  and	
  
Alternatives,	
  we	
  have	
  concluded	
  that	
  the	
  Marengo	
  frontage,	
  drop-‐off,	
  and	
  landscaping	
  need	
  
further	
  study.	
  The	
  EIR	
  should	
  explore	
  options	
  for	
  retaining	
  more	
  of	
  this	
  setting	
  so	
  as	
  not	
  to	
  
negatively	
  impact	
  the	
  historic	
  Julia	
  Morgan	
  YWCA	
  entrance.	
  
	
  
	
  

3

4

5

6

7

Letter No. 21

April	
  4,	
  2016	
  
YWCA/Kimpton	
  Hotel	
  Project	
  
Draft	
  EIR	
  Comments	
  
Page	
  3	
  of	
  3	
  
	
  

	
  

4.0	
  Alternatives	
  
-‐ No	
  alternative	
  that	
  includes	
  demolition	
  of	
  significant	
  portions	
  of	
  the	
  Julia	
  Morgan-‐
designed	
  building	
  is	
  acceptable.	
  	
  (Alternatives	
  2D	
  and	
  2G)	
  
	
  
-‐ No	
  alternative	
  that	
  includes	
  new	
  construction	
  in	
  excess	
  of	
  the	
  60-‐foot	
  height	
  limit	
  is	
  
acceptable	
  since	
  that	
  would	
  diminish	
  the	
  visual	
  and	
  symbolic	
  dominance	
  of	
  City	
  Hall	
  
as	
  the	
  most	
  important	
  civic	
  building.	
  (Alternatives	
  2C	
  and	
  2F)	
  
	
  
Our	
  comments	
  on	
  the	
  remaining	
  alternatives	
  are	
  as	
  follows:	
  
	
  
Alternative	
  2A	
  –	
  30/40	
  Foot	
  Setback	
  
This	
  alternative	
  has	
  the	
  advantages	
  of	
  retaining	
  more	
  open/green	
  space	
  along	
  the	
  
Garfield	
  frontage	
  which	
  is	
  a	
  more	
  comfortable	
  and	
  gracious	
  set-‐back	
  than	
  the	
  
proposed	
  project.	
  The	
  angled	
  façade	
  at	
  the	
  intersection	
  of	
  Holly	
  Street	
  and	
  Garfield	
  is	
  
similar	
  to	
  the	
  configuration	
  of	
  the	
  Bennett	
  Plan	
  drawings	
  for	
  this	
  future	
  building	
  site	
  
and	
  better	
  frame	
  Centennial	
  Plaza.	
  The	
  massing	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  building	
  and	
  its	
  
juxtaposition	
  and	
  direct	
  connections	
  to	
  the	
  original	
  Julia	
  Morgan	
  building	
  appear	
  to	
  be	
  
carefully	
  considered.	
  The	
  DEIR	
  does	
  not	
  study	
  a	
  smaller	
  project.	
  For	
  example,	
  
lower	
  massing	
  along	
  Union	
  Street	
  would	
  better	
  accomplish	
  the	
  subordination	
  
8
requirement	
  and	
  improve	
  the	
  relationship	
  to	
  the	
  modest	
  south	
  wing	
  of	
  the	
  
historic	
  YWCA	
  and	
  also	
  improve	
  the	
  transition	
  up	
  to	
  the	
  monumental	
  scale	
  of	
  
City	
  Hall	
  to	
  the	
  east.	
  
	
  
Alternative	
  2B	
  –	
  70	
  Foot	
  Setback	
  	
  	
  
The	
  reduced	
  overall	
  size	
  of	
  this	
  alternative	
  is	
  better	
  than	
  the	
  proposed	
  Project,	
  
however	
  major	
  additions	
  to	
  the	
  south-‐facing	
  facades	
  of	
  the	
  original	
  gym	
  and	
  pool	
  
buildings	
  are	
  problematic,	
  creating	
  significant	
  impacts	
  that	
  cannot	
  be	
  mitigated.	
  
Therefore,	
  this	
  alternative	
  is	
  not	
  preferable	
  to	
  Alternative	
  2A.	
  
	
  
Alternative	
  2E	
  –	
  107	
  Foot	
  Setback	
  
This	
  alternative	
  allows	
  for	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  existing	
  open	
  space	
  along	
  Garfield	
  to	
  be	
  retained	
  
by	
  reducing	
  the	
  size	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  hotel	
  considerably.	
  However,	
  as	
  with	
  the	
  alternative	
  
above,	
  substantial	
  change	
  and	
  new	
  construction	
  are	
  proposed	
  on	
  the	
  south-‐facing	
  
facades	
  and	
  on	
  top	
  of	
  the	
  original	
  gym	
  and	
  pool	
  areas,	
  which	
  are	
  not	
  acceptable	
  
alterations.	
  Therefore,	
  this	
  alternative	
  is	
  not	
  preferable	
  to	
  Alternative	
  2A.	
  
	
  
	
  
Sincerely,	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Susan	
  N.	
  Mossman	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Jesse	
  Lattig	
  
Executive	
  Director	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Preservation	
  Director	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
CC:	
  
	
  

Dale	
  Brown,	
  Vice	
  Chair,	
  Pasadena	
  Heritage	
  Advocacy	
  Committee	
  
Dave	
  Klug,	
  City	
  of	
  Pasadena	
  Economic	
  Development	
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Letter No. 21 Pasadena Heritage
Susan Mossman, Executive Director
Jesse Lattig, Preservation Director
Pasadena Heritage
651 South St. John Avenue
Pasadena, California 91105
April 5, 2016

Responses
Response 21-1
The comment is noted. Please see Responses to Comments 21-2 through 21-8 below for
responses to comments made in this letter. Please see responses to Comment Letters 18 through
20 for previous letters submitted by Pasadena Heritage.

Response 21-2
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. For
further discussion regarding potential impacts to the Historic District, please see Topical
Response TR-CR-1. For discussion of the Bennett Plan, please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2.

Response 21-3
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. For
further discussion regarding potential impacts to the Historic District, please see Topical
Response TR-CR-1. For discussion of the Bennett Plan, please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2.

Response 21-4
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. For
further discussion regarding compatibility with historic resources, including the issue of
subordination, please see Topical Response TR-CR-2.

Response 21-5
In response to this comment, text has been added to Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR. Please see
Section 2 of the Final EIR.

Response 21-6
For discussion of the Bennett Plan and its relationship to current planning documents, please see
Topical Response TR-GEN-2.

Response 21-7
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. The
reference to enhanced landscaping along Marengo Avenue on page 3.3-28 of the Draft EIR was an
error. The relevant portions of the text in Section 3.3 and corresponding text in Appendix F have
been revised; see Section 2, Clarifications, Revisions and Corrections. For further discussion
YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project Final EIR
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regarding the YWCA landscape area fronting Marengo Avenue, please see Topical Response
TR-CR-3. Please also see Topical Response TR-ALT-1, which explains why the Draft EIR does not
need to evaluate additional alternatives, or permutations of alternatives already analyzed in the
EIR.

Response 21-8
The content of this comment is similar to Comments 18-4 and 19-3. Please see Response to
Comment 18-4 regarding impacts to the YWCA building associated with Alternatives 2B and 2E.
As noted in Response to Comment 19-3, please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 regarding the
evaluation of alternatives in the Draft EIR, including refinements to Alternative 2A following
publication of the Draft EIR.
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Letter No. 22
Meena Pennington : 442 North Summit Avenue : Pasadena : CA : 91103
Planning Commission
City of Pasadena
100 North Garfield Avenue
Pasadena CA 91101

March 9, 2016

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Study YWCA/Kimpton Hotel Project
I am speaking this evening on several topics which I believe have not been adequately addressed in the
Draft EIR and which I believe the Planning Commission should consider further. While many attending
here this evening have raised questions with regard to Land Use issues and Noise, my questions are
specific to the following:-

1

Land Use and Planning:
1. The DEIR says (HRG Appendix page 30) that Beaux Arts planning emphasizes the design of
buildings with a uniform cornice height. What is the cornice height of the south office wing of
City Hall? There should be a mitigation measure to limit the east elevation cornice height to less
2
than that of City Hall. A drawing by the applicant says City Hall cornice height is 54’ 6”. The
elevation information in the City Manager’s office says it is about 52’ 6”. The DEIR does not say
either explicitly.
2. Will a 10’ first floor height be compatible aesthetically with the 18’ high first floor of City Hall?
Will the first floor height of the addition be and aesthetically and functionally compatible with
the first floor height of the historic YWCA? Are there other buildings within sight of the
proposal that have such a short first floor? Does this difference in first floor height have a
negative effect on the Beaux Arts Bennett Plan?

3

Noise:
1. What are the projected decibel noise levels during the planned construction phase?
2. How will the projected the noise levels compare to the City's night time noise restrictions for
such activities?
3. What are the relevant standards the City of Pasadena will use to compare actual noise levels
against?
4
4. What mitigation measures will the City of Pasadena require to contain night time noise levels,
during construction and post-construction during the normal operations of the hotel, within the
applicable standards?
5. What will be the noise impacts on the sleep of hotel guests staying near the early morning
loading zone? Why has this not been evaluated for the purposes of this DEIR?

1

Letter No. 22
Planning Commission
City of Pasadena
100 North Garfield Avenue
Pasadena CA 91101

March 9, 2016

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Study YWCA/Kimpton Hotel Project
6. What will be the noise impacts on the sleep of residents in the soon-to-be-built Union Street
Condominiums right across the street be from the early morning loading zone for the project?
The DEIR appears to assume consecutive construction phases for this proposed development
and for the adjacent condominiums. If this is an assumption in the DEIR, how will the applicant
ensure that the construction will be phased and, by implication the environmental impacts from 4
the two projects will remain separate?
7. If complaints are received, what options will the hotel and the City of Pasadena have? More
specifically, if the mitigation measures are unsuccessful the DEIR needs to identify a back-up
mitigation measure in case the one proposed in this DEIR does not work effectively.
Sincerely

Meena Pennington
Civic Center Coalition

2
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Letter No. 22 Mena Pennington
Meena Pennington
Member, Pasadena Civic Center Coalition
442 North Summit Avenue
Pasadena, California 91103
March 9, 2016

Responses
Response 22-1
The comment is noted. Please see Responses to Comments 22-2 through 22-4 below.

Response 22-2
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
8-15; please refer to Response to Comment 8-155.

Response 22-3
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
9-22; please refer to Response to Comment 9-22.

Response 22-4
An evaluation of project-related noise impacts is provided in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR.
Specifically, construction-related noise impacts are addressed in Impact NOISE-1 and
construction-related noise levels are identified in Tables 3.4-3 and 3.4-8 of the Draft EIR. As
indicated in that discussion, construction-related noise impacts would be less than significant.
Noise within the City is regulated by the City’s Noise Ordinance. Provisions of the noise ordinance
that are applicable to the proposed project are identified in Section 3.4.3.3. While no mitigation is
required to address construction-related noise, a condition of approval, COA-NOISE-1, would
restrict nighttime construction activities. Operational-related noise impacts are addressed in
Impact NOISE-2. As indicated in that discussion, operational noise impacts would be less than
significant. No mitigation is required to address operational noise.
Please see Response to Comment 9-23 regarding noise impacts on hotel guests and on residents
in the future Union Street Condominiums project. Contrary to the commenter’s statement, the
Draft EIR does not assume that construction of the proposed project and the Union Street
Condominiums project would be consecutive. In fact, the Draft EIR acknowledged that the two
projects could undergo construction during a similar timeframe and that cumulative vibration
impacts could result in a significant cumulative impact to the Loweman Building and the YWCA
building. The Draft EIR includes a mitigation measure, MM-NOISE-3, which would reduce this
cumulative impact to a level that is less than significant. But even if the two projects were
constructed consecutively, the noise impacts from the proposed project would be as stated in the
Draft EIR and would remain less than significant with mitigation, and also would not contribute
an incremental effect to cumulative noise impacts from vibration.
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Pursuant to Section 15126.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR is required to describe feasible
measures that could minimize significant adverse impacts of a proposed project. There is no
evidence presented that the measure is not feasible and therefore will not effectively mitigate the
impact. Further, there is no evidence submitted that this mitigation measure would be ineffective.
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Letter No. 23 Steve Preston
Steve Preston
1143 North Los Robles Avenue
Pasadena, California 91104
March 7, 2016

Responses
Response 23-1
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. No
further response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft
EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).

Response 23-2
The content of this comment is similar to and raises the same issues as those raised in Comment
18-2; please refer to Response to Comment 18-2.

Response 23-3
The comment is noted and is included as part of the Final EIR, which will be considered by
decision-makers in taking action on the project. As discussed on page 3.1-25 of the Draft EIR and
page 56 of the Historic Resources Technical Report, which is included as Appendix B of the Draft
EIR, rehabilitation of the YWCA building in compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation would be required as part of the project to mitigate potential
significant impacts. In addition, a rehabilitation study for the Pasadena YWCA building
(“DRAFT Pasadena YWCA Rehabilitation Study”) prepared by Architectural Resources Group for
the City of Pasadena in 2011, which is included as Appendix D of this Final EIR, would inform the
rehabilitation.

Response 23-4
The comment is noted and is included as part of the Final EIR, which will be considered by
decision-makers in taking action on the project. Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2 for a
discussion of the Bennett Plan and its relationship to the proposed project.

Response 23-5
The comment is noted and is included as part of the Final EIR, which will be considered by
decision-makers in taking action on the project. Please see Topical Response TR-CR-2 regarding
compatibility with the YWCA building as a historic resource, and Topical Response TR-CR-1 for a
discussion of the project’s compatibility with the Historic District, including City Hall.
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Response 23-6
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Section 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR for the City’s project objectives for the
proposed project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise any new
significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included
in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section
15204(a)).

Response 23-7
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. No
further response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft
EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). Please
see Section 2, Project Description, for the City’s project objectives for the proposed project.
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Letter No. 24 Laura Rodriguez
Laura Rodriguez
Member, Historic Preservation Commission
March 15, 2016

Responses
Response 24-1
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. No
further response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft
EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). Please
see Responses to Comments 24-2 through 24-7 below.

Response 24-2
Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-1 regarding the business aspects of the proposed project.

Response 24-3
Please see Topical Response TR-CR-4 and Response to Comment 8-4 regarding cumulative
development relating to the northwest corner of Holly Street and Garfield Avenue.

Response 24-4
The commenter’s statement regarding other Kimpton Hotels is noted and is hereby part of the
Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking
any action on the proposed project. No further response is required because the comment does
not raise any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).

Response 24-5
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding potential impacts to the Historic District, and Topical
Response TR-CR-2 regarding compatibility with the YWCA building as a historic resource. Please
also see Topical Response TR-CR-3 regarding the landscape area fronting Marengo Avenue, and
Response to Comment 17-17 for a discussion of impacts associated with the removal of trees
from the project site.

Response 24-6
Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 regarding the evaluation of alternatives in the Draft EIR.
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Response 24-7
The commenter’s comments regarding the City entitlement process and the role of the
Historic Preservation Commission is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise any new
significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included
in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section
15204(a)).
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Letter No. 25
MARSHA V. ROOD, FAICP
Civic Center Coalition
216 S. Madison Avenue #302
Pasadena, CA 91101
marsharood@earthlink.net

March 1, 2016
Historic Preservation Commission
City of Pasadena
175 N. Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91101
SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT: YWCA /KIMPTON HOTEL PROJECT
Dear Historic Preservation Commissioners:
I would like to make the following comments with respect to the Draft
Environmental Report (DEIR) dated February 2016:
1. DEIR p. ES-2: Exclusive Negotiation Agreement: “The City and
Kimpton entered into an Exclusive Negotiation Agreement in May 2013
to negotiate proposed terms of a ground lease. The City Council upon
completion of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will consider the
lease and other necessary project approvals.” In Project Objectives (ES9), the first Objective it is stated that one of the objectives of the Project
is the restore the YWCA into an economically sustainable, long-term use
that will allow the City to recoup its investment ($8 million) by way of a
market-rate ground lease.
Comment: The public must have an opportunity to review the
ENA because it sets the financial parameters fore the Project
which, in turn, set the parameters for the size of the Project - the
number of room - which drives the height, massing and site plan
for the proposed Project. This is important because the inclusion
of the park area between Garfield Avenue and the back of the
YWCA and along Holly Street are, as Assistant City Manager Steve
1

1

2

Letter No. 25
Mermell stated in a recent Planning Commission meeting, being
“thrown in to sweeten the deal”. This amounts to trading 90- 2
year-old public open space for a proposed interior open space
courtyard in the hotel complex.
2. DEIR pp. ES-2; ES-6; 2-9; DEIR pp. 3.3-25 & 37: The Sister City Trees
are being removed.
Comment: The loss of significant trees and associated open
space appear to be in conflict with Chapter 8.52 “Tree Protection
Ordinance” of the Pasadena Municipal Code. This Chapter
requires discretionary action by the Urban Forestry Advisory
Commission (UFAC) and the City Manager to remove any public
trees in Pasadena.
However, the proposed Project 3
assumes/requires removal of the 34 of the 61 protected public
trees on the park or “civic gardens” at Holly and Garfield
(including the five (5) Sister City Trees) in order to build the
proposed Project. No mitigation measures are proposed for such
a removal which are required as part of the environmental
review process. Essentially, the DEIR assumes that somehow,
after the fact of Project approval, the impacts will be addressed
by UFAC and the City Manager and “solved” later down the line.
3. DEIR p. ES-5; p. 3.3-18: The Bennett Plan: The statement is made that
“There has been no evidence found to indicate that the 1923 or 1925
drawings for the Civic Center were ever adopted by the City Council,
Planning Commission or the voters.”
Comment: The facts are:
• May 11, 1923: The 1923 Bennett Plan was adopted by the Planning 4
Commission (Proposition 2) along with a $3.5 million bond issue to
acquire land and construct three civic buildings, along with “suitable
appurtenances, grounds and approaches” (Proposition No. 1)
• June 7, 1923: Pasadena voters approved the “City Plan” and
bond issue by a vote of 80%.
• June 11, 1923: The Board of Directors (City Council) certified
the results by Ordinance No. 2116. ,
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• The “City Plan” or “Bennett Plan” clearly shows two
symmetrical gardens across from each other at Garfield and
Holly that were purchased by the city in 1924, the land now
proposed for private hotel use as part of the proposed Project. 4
• There is no evidence that the Planning Commission, the voters
and/or the Board of Directors ever adopted the 1925 drawings
for the Civic Center.
3. DEIR p. ES-6 and pp. 3.5-16 & 17: Valet Parking on Marengo
Avenue: “Parking for the new hotel would be valet-only, with vehicles
then taken to and from off-site locations provided at existing parking lots
and structures in the nearby area.” “In addition, a turnout is proposed
along Marengo Avenue for guest drop-off, valet parking and access to the
main pedestrian entrance of the hotel and restaurant. A curb-cut would
be required along Marengo Avenue for valet parking and a second curb
5
cut would be required on Union as a service entrance…”
Comment: The Request for Proposals (RFP) for the YWCA project
Goals and Objectives call for the construction of “adequate parking
facilities to meet the demand for the YWCA building site and the
‘Water & Power’ site.” However, there is no mention of the number
of spaces needed for the hotel development and if there is excess
capacity in nearby garages to satisfy the demand. In terms of the
valet-only drop off along Marengo, a major connector street to the
6
210 Freeway, there is no analysis of the impact on northbound
Marengo traffic of open car doors, auto cues and the current
dedicated bicycle lane. Finally, in terms of the proposed service
entrance on Union Street, there is no analysis of the impact of 7
service vehicles entering and exiting Union Streets and therefore no
discussion of mitigation measures.
4. DEIR p. ES-9: Project Objectives refer to enhancing the “dynamic
environment of the Civic Center”, creating a “vibrant entrance to the
City’s Civic Center”, and supporting the “economic vitality” of the
Downtown.
8
Comment: The “District-Wide Land Use Concept” for the Central
District Specific Plan (“CDSP”) calls for Colorado Boulevard to act as
Pasadena’s “Main Street” where “…intense commercial and mixed
3
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use development, as well as street level activity and retail continuity
should highlight the prominence of this street”. There is no mention
in the CDSP of the Civic Center as a location for intense commercial 8
development or for “vibrant” commercial use. In this way, the
proposed Project’s objectives do not mirror those in the CDSP for
the Civic Center.
5. DEIR p. ES-10: Areas of Known Controversy include the following:
“Land use impacts related to reduction of landscaping along Garfield
Avenue, including the Robinson Memorial and Sister City Trees.”
Comment: The clearer statement of the area of controversy would
be to state that the proposed Project would cause the loss of about 9
78% of the park/open space of the 90-year-old “civic gardens” at the
southwest corner of Holly Street and Garfield Avenue and the
removal of the Sister City Trees. The Robinson Memorial is not being
reduced as part of the proposed Project.
6. DEIR p. 2-18; p. 3.1-23 & 24: 2.7.1.2 New Building: “The proposed
new building would be compatible with adjacent historic resources and
the historic character of the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District in
terms of materials, features and scale. The new building would have
massing similar and complimentary to the existing adjacent YWCA
building.” “Although the new building would be taller than the YWCA
building, the height of the new building would not be fully discernable …”
The DEIR goes on the describe various viewing points and describes them
in such a way as to minimize the impacts. According to the DEIR (p. 3.123), the new buildings at 60 feet high would be taller than most on the 10
contributing buildings, which range between two and five stories high”
(except for City Hall which is 64 feet 6 inches). The DEIR goes on to state
that the new construction is “…in keeping with the existing condition of
the Civic Center area that includes non-contributing buildings up to nine
stories in height.” The DEIR concludes that the proposed Project “would
have a less-than-significant” impact to the historic significance and
integrity of the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District and “eligibility for
listing of resources within the District.”
Comment: The fact of the matter is that the new building at six
stories high is about twice as tall as the YWCA at two to three stories.
4
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The new building overwhelms and subordinates the historic YWCA
and minimizes its importance as a City Historic Monument, a higher
designation than “contributing building” to the Pasadena Civic
Center Historic District. This is contrary to Preservation Brief 14
that states: “…Inherent in all of the guidance is the concept that an
addition needs to be subordinate to the historic building.” Just
because it has a smaller footprint than the YWCA and is connected
only by a narrow bridge at the third floor of the new building does
not mean the Project does not need to conform to this standard. In 10
fact, it violates this standard. This sets a very dangerous precedent
for this historic district and others in the city. Also, the CDSP, Private
Realm Design Guidelines, District-wide Guidelines: Building Design
Intent specifically calls for human-scale buildings: “The individual
interacts with the street level of a building in an intimate fashion,
and this is likely to influence our perception of the entire place. If
emphasis is placed on the human-scale, buildings will communicate
that Downtown is an inviting and pleasant living environment.”
7. DEIR p. 3.1-23 Pasadena Civic Center Historic District: “The new
construction would occupy a portion of the landscaped area fronting
Garfield Avenue between Holly and Union streets and alter the
symmetrical arrangement of landscaped areas that mirror one another
on both side of Holly Street facing City Hall.” The DEIR goes on to state
that 1) this lack of symmetry would be most visible from the rotunda
observation area of City Hall which is not open to the public and 2) the
effect would be “less discernable” from street level because the remaining
“landscaping” south of Holly Street would continue to “generally read as
landscape” despite the encroachment and the lack of symmetry of the
design and massing of the existing buildings on the flanking blocks north 11
and south of Holly Street. On this basis, the DEIR concludes that: “The
proposed project alterations to the spatial relationships in the District
and removal of landscaped area would not reduce the integrity of any
historic resources such that the historic significance of these resources
would be threated. Therefore, the proposed project would have a lessthan-significant impact to the historic significance and integrity of the
Pasadena Civic Center Historic District and eligibility for listing of
resources within the District.” (p. 3.1-24)

5
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Comment: The continued use of the word “landscape” for the
symmetrical “Civic gardens” or “park” at Holly and Garfield and
along Holly Street dismisses the importance of this park feature of
the Beaux-Arts Civic Center. According to the National Register of
Historic Place Bulletin 15, “setting is the physical environment of a
historic property.” (p. 3.1-13) The DEIR further states that: “The
property must, however, retain the essential physical features that
enable it to convey its historic identity.” (p. 3.1-13) State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5(b) states that a project that causes a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historic
resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the
environment. (p. 3.1-16) The guidelines further state that a
“substantial adverse change” means “physical demolition,
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its
immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical
resource would be materially impaired.” (p. 3.1-16) In fact, the
symmetry of the “Civic Gardens” or “park” would essentially be
destroyed about 78% of the park at the southwest corner of Holly
and Garfield would be “physically demolished” and replaced with a
private use, the rear of the hotel building of the proposed Project.
These two “civic gardens” or parks were purchased in 1924 as part
of the creation of the Civic Center and have remained in open space
park use ever since.
Both of these “park” spaces are a portion of the 1923 voterapproved Bennett Plan for the Pasadena Civic Center that is listed in
the National Register of Historic Places in 1980. The Bennett Plan
was created for the city by the Chicago firm of Bennett, Parsons and
Frost, the successor firm to Daniel Burnham Architect, who
developed the 1893 Columbian Exposition in Chicago and the Plan
of Chicago in 1909, and established the profession of city planning.
The two civic gardens or “parks” are symmetrical in accordance
with the City Beautiful Movement design principles established by
Burnham that hold that setting was as important as the building
themselves. Also, the green space between the north elevation of the
YWCA building and the decorative sidewalk paving on Holly Street
is proposed for a private hotel function area.
The DEIR also sates that:
6
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“Two L-shaped areas were designed to line Holly Street from
Marengo Avenue to Garfield Avenue and wrap one block to
the north and south onto the west side of Garfield Avenue.
The configuration of streets, sidewalks, parkways, and
landscaped spaces embody key tenets of the City Beautiful
Movement and define important spatial relationships within
the Civic Center Historic District.” (emphasis added) (DEIR 3.110)
Important for evaluating the historic resources that these civic
gardens or parks represent, the National Register of Historic Places
Nomination Form (“Nomination Form”) for the Pasadena Civic
Center District states the following:
“Upon entering the district, one is aware that this is an
important place in the city. Far less commercial and much
more park-like, the Civic Center area is distinct from its
surrounding neighborhoods both in architectural style and 11
feeling. The streets are wider here, and lined with trees, the
sidewalks are wider too; some of them paved in tile and brick
set in decorative patterns. Small parks abound, planted with
trees and flowers. Unlike other areas in the city, this section
was planned around the citizen, truly a place for people—to
walk, to picnic and sunbathe, and to sit with friends among
the trees and enjoy the open vistas.” (Nomination Form:
Continuation Sheet Significance Item Number 8 Page 2)
(emphasis added)
The Nomination Form specifically calls out these areas as providing
space for “handsome plantings”, including double rows of
“handsome and mature” trees. Importantly, the Nomination Form
also states:
“To the east of the YMCA and the YWCA are small park areas,
attractively landscaped with paths, lawns, shrubs, flowers
and California redwood trees. These unbuilt areas allow the
facades of the Post Office to the south and the balancing Gas
Company to the north to play their parts in the composition.”
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(Nomination Form: Continuation Sheet Significance Item
Number 8 Page 2)
On this basis, unlike the conclusion of the DEIR (“…the removal of
landscaped area would not reduce the integrity of any historic
resources such that the historic significance of these resources would
be threatened.” p. 3.1-24), this loss of public park or green space 11
should be evaluated in its own right in terms of Cultural Resource
impacts just as the proposed Project’s Cultural Resources impacts
on the YWCA were evaluated at length in the DEIR. The National
Register Nomination Form supports these comments. Essentially,
the parks an “essential physical feature” according to the National
Register of Historical Places.
8. DEIR p. 3.1-7 The Pasadena Robinson Memorial: The DEIR states:
“The Pasadena Robinson Memorial is a commemorative public at piece
and less than fifty years old, as such, it does not qualify as an historical
resource under CEQA”.
Comments: Although less than 50 years old, the Pasadena Robinson
Memorial appears to be eligible for listing in the National Register
and the California Register because it may meet at least one of the
four criteria for the Registers. The Robinson brothers are
associated with events of more than 50 years ago and have made
significant contributions to national, state and local history (i.e.
Jackie Robinson broke the color barrier in major league baseball in 12
1947 and Mack Robinson won the silver medal for the 200-meter
dash at the 1936 Berlin Olympics); for the same reasons they are
associated with the lives of persons of significant in our past; the art
work embodies distinctive characteristics of a type, period or
method or work of a master or possesses high artistic values (artists
include John Outterbridge), and likely to yield information
important in prehistory or history of the region, State or nation.
On this basis, the Pasadena Robinson Memorial may be eligible for
listing in both the National Register of Historic Places or the
California Register of Historical Resources and the proposed
Project’s impacts on the Memorial should be analyzed.

8
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9. DEIR p. 3.3.3.2; p. 3.3-37 Local Green Space, Recreation and Parks
Master Plan The DEIR states that a portion (78%) of the landscaped area
along Garfield Avenue would be removed, and the symmetry of the north
and south park spaces would be altered. It further states that this loss of
“landscaped area” would not “diminish Garfield Avenue as the major civic
promenade that visually and physically links the Central Library, City Hall
and the Civic Auditorium” nor would it alter Holly Street’s role as the
ceremonial entrance to the Civic Center. Importantly, it states that: “The
landscaped area is not designated as a recreational facility, parkland, or
open space under existing land use or zoning designations.” It further
states: “…the site does no provide the amenities associated with pocket
parks, such as picnic facility and small playgrounds.”
However, contrary to this statement, the DEIR concludes that the removal
of the landscaping and trees “would not impede the implementation of
the General Plan or CDSP with respect to landscape resources in the
Downtown and Civic Center area” and therefore “would not conflict with
any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environment effect. No mitigation is required.”
Comments: Contrary to the statement in the DEIR, the project takes 13
more than a “portion” of the Civic Gardens or “park” area of the Civic
Center. a good example of “demolition by neglect”. No major
investment has been made into the parks for decades that is
regrettable because they are an important part of the Bennett Plan
as recognized in the National Register Nomination Form. The Green
Space, Recreation and Parks Master Plan (“Green Space Master
Plan”) calls for additional public open space which it defines as:
“…public outdoor spaces that cannot be classified as parks, but that
fulfill many of the same functions as public parks. Public plazas, golf
courses and the grounds of museums and historic sites are
examples this type of open space. Community gardens and pocket
parks also fit into this classification.” (emphasis added) The civic
gardens or parks at Holly and Garfield can be defined as “pocket
parks”. According to both the CDSP and the Green Space Master
Plan, there is a critical shortage of park space in the Central District.
Regarding the lack of park space in the Central District, the CDSP
states: “Because of limited Downtown parkland, there is a critical
9
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need to maximize the benefit of existing park resources, as well as
explore opportunities for new park and recreational facilities.” (See
Section 6 “District wide Urban Design Concept The Public Realm, p.
81) Also, the policy framework of the CDSP includes “Expand Open
Space Network”, “The Public Realm” (the provision of accessible
open space not only serves recreational needs, but also “finds a
balance between build and natural resources” p. 76), “Urban
Outdoor Spaces” (encourage “the provision of smaller-scaled urban
outdoor spaces” in conjunction with public improvements and
private development projects, allowing public access where feasible
p. 82), “Preserve Historic & Cultural Resources,” and “Protect
Landscape Resources” (protect and enhance landscaped resources,
including mature street trees) (DEIR, p. 33.14). Also, the CDSP calls
for the “presence of gracious landscape space” as one of the
“defining qualities of the Civic Center/Midtown area” (CDSP p. 172)
and “Courtyards, gardens and other landscape area should be
embellished with year-round greenery and floral abundance.”
(CDSP p. 172)
In recognition of the need for parks in the Central District (and
citywide), and the fact that available land is scarce and expensive in
the Central District, the City Council adopted an ordinance in 2014
that added “Pocket Park” to the definition of park that could be
funded by the City’s residential impact fees. “Pocket Parks” are
defined in this ordinance as small urban outdoor space, usually less
than one acre in size, that are open to the general public. “These
public outdoor spaces may include amenities such as seating areas,
plazas, rest areas, landmarks and public art installations, are
typically in urbanized areas of the city, and primarily serve the
immediate local population.” (Chapter 4.7 of the Pasadena
Municipal Code)
The definition of “Pocket Park” succinctly describes the nature of
the “Civic Gardens or parks at Holly and Garfield and the tree-lined
promenade north of the YWCA and south of the YMCA along Holly
between N. Garfield and N. Marengo. The effect of having funding
available for “Pocket Parks” is that these long-standing and
neglected parks in the Civic Center can now fulfill adopted plans for

10
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renovation (see “Design Development Plan for the Pasadena Civic 13
Center/Mid-town District Design Project, 2003 and 2007).
10. DEIR p. 3.3-19 “The Bennett Plan is not an officially adopted Land Use
and Planning document (i.e., it is not a Specific Plan) under Government
Code Sections 65450 et. seq. Moreover, the CDSP specifically states that
the CDSP supersedes other planning documents prepared for this area
and it is the officially adopted document with which development must
comport.”
Comment: The Bennett Plan was a vote of the people, the Planning
Commission and the Board of Directors (now City Council) in 1923, 14
42 years before the adoption of “Specific Plans” by the State of
California in 1965. As such, the Bennett Plan serves as a
foundational document for the Civic Center and the City as the
boundaries were understood at the time the Bennett Plan was
adopted. Furthermore, the CDSP references the Bennett Plan at
least five (5) times and is therefore incorporated in the CDSP by
reference. Finally, the Bennett Plan was not included in the list of
prior planning efforts/documents superseded by the CDSP (see
Appendix B, pp. 212-216 of the CDSP).
11. DEIR 3.3-23 Methodology: The DEIR states:
“The project is considered consistent with provisions of the
identified regional and local plans if it meets the general intent of
the plan, and would not preclude the attainment of the primary
intent of the land use plan or policy. The given project need not be
in perfect conformity with each and every policy or land use
15
designation for a site.” (DEIR p. 3.3-23)
Comment: This consistency standard establishes an impossible bar
by which to judge the proposed project. The “general intent” and
“perfect conformity” statements are not supported by fact and are
more in the nature of unsubstantiated opinions. In fact, the CDSP is
replete with policy statements supporting retention of the civic
gardens or parks and the standard of compatibility of new
construction with historic resources. Some examples are:
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Section 4 District-Wide Land Use Concept District-Wide Map
10: Precinct Concept (CDSP p. 43) The Civic Center-Mid-town
is divided into three “Precincts”, one of which is the “Civic
Center Core B”. On this basis, it is called out as a distinct area
of the Central District.
Section 4 District-Wide Land Use Concept Map 11: The Civic
Center core has primary emphasis on “Public Institution”
with an additional emphasis on “Mixed Use.” (CDSP p. 46)
“The Public Realm: An engaging public realm is important to
the development of any great city. Pasadena’s residents also
believe that their quality of life is related to the provision of
accessible outdoor space that not only services their
recreation needs, but also finds a balance between built and
natural resources. Building on the notion of a well-connected
Downtown, this component describes a District-wide network
of key pedestrian streets, public parks and civic spaces.”
(emphasis added)(CDSP p. 76)
“Public-Private Interface: A vibrant and economically vital 15
Downtown is best served by private developments that
positively contribute to the public realm.”(emphasis
added)(CDSP p. 76)
“Downtown Linkages: Civic Heart: The Civic Center/Midtown area is also one of Downtown’s principal activity noes,
additionally recognized as the symbolic center of the
community. Highlighted by a collection of extraordinary civic
landmarks sited in accordance with the historic Bennett Plan,
this place should be highly accessible and communicate its
status as the heart of the community. Public improvement
that reinforce the significance and grandeur of the Bennett
Plan axial arrangements are recommended.”(emphasis added)
(CDSP p. 77)
“The Public Realm – Concept: District –wide Map 22 Public
Open Space Concept describes an interconnected network of
outdoor spaces. An important objective of this open space
12
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concept is to respect and continue Downtown’s landscape
heritage by offering a wide array of publicly accessible outdoor
spaces that include tree-lined street, civic plazas, and intimae
courtyards and gardens. Other objectives include: 1) expand
open space network; 2) protect landscape resources; 3)
increase
recreational
opportunities;
4)
enhance
environmental quality; and 5) make Downtown walkable.”
(emphasis added) (CDSP p. 81)
“Open Space Network proposed (Parks & Plazas)
Public Parks: Because of limited Downtown parkland, there is
a critical need to maximize the benefit of existing park
resources, as well as explore opportunities for new park and
recreational facilities.” (emphasis added) (CDSP p. 81)
“District-wide Urban Design Concept - The Public Realm:
Encourage the provision of smaller-scale urban outdoor spaces
in conjunction with public improvement and private
development projects, allowing public access where feasible.”
(emphasis added) (CDSP p. 82)
15

“Urban outdoor spaces may encompass a variety of types,
including pocket parks, plazas, courtyards, gardens, and
pedestrian passages. These spaces will often accommodate
public access, especially when provided in conjunction with a
non-residential project.” (emphasis added) (CDSP p. 82)
“Precinct Character: Civic Center Core: This precinct in
particular functions as the City’s symbolic and public center,
and features a distinguished grouping of civic buildings that
includes City Hall and the Central Library. The design of all
buildings and public spaces in the precinct should reflect the
highest quality, respect the prominence of civic landmark
buildings, and reinforce the vision of the Bennett
Plan”(emphasis added) (CDSP p. 102)
Sub-district Concept: Civic Center/Midtown: “City Beautiful
Vision”: Some of Pasadena’s most significant architectural
treasures are found within the Civic Center/Midtown areas,
13
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particularly the complex of public buildings that includes the
City Hall, the Central Library, and the Civic Auditorium. The
setting for these building is no less important, and therefore,
the realization of the 1920’s “City Beautiful Vision should be
advocated through 1) preservation of historically significant
buildings; 2) requirements for new buildings that are
complementary to existing landmarks, and 3) reintegration of
the Beaux-Arts axial plan.” (emphasis added) (CDSP p. 104)
“Major Public Spaces: Investment in public space should
enhance this Sub-district’s more unique attribute – its civic
character; one of the pleasure of the Civic Center is its
continuously unfolding series of public spaces. Well-designed,
major public gathering spaces will readily communicate the
nature of this area by supporting civic ceremonies, activities
and events, and creating a highly public and people-oriented
environment. These spaces should be of the highest quality.”
(emphasis added) (CDSP p. 104)
15

“Civic-minded Architecture: New buildings should exhibit
permanence and quality, as well as respect the dominance and
monumentality of civic building and the scale and form of
existing historic structures. In general, site buildings in a
manner that defines streets, permitting courtyards and
formal open spaces interior to the block.” (emphasis added)
(CDSP p. 105)
“Private Realm Design Guidelines District-wide Guidelines:
Site Planning:
SP2.1 “Locate and orient buildings to positively define public
streets and civic space, such as public plazas;”(emphasis
added) (CDSP p. 146)
“Building Design
“BD 1.3 Establish a harmonious transition between newer and
older buildings; compatible design should respect the scale,
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massing and materials of adjacent buildings and landscape.”
(emphasis added) (CDSP p. 152)
“BD.2 Mitigate Massing and Bulk: Intent: Large monolithic
buildings negate the qualities particular to the Central District.
As their worst, these buildings make Downtown a less
humane place. The proper consideration of the scale, massing
and detail of the individual buildings will contribute to a
coherent streetscape and satisfying public environment.”
(emphasis added) (CDSP p. 153)
“BD 2.1 Design building volumes to maintain a compatible
scale with their surroundings; in general, break down the
scale and massing of large buildings.” (emphasis added)
(CDSP p. 153)
“BD 2.2 Rely on building massing and orientation to place
strong visual emphasis on the street and other civic
spaces.”(emphasis added) (CDSP p. 153)(
“BD 2.5 Use articulated sub-volumes as a transition in size to
adjacent historic or residential structures that are smaller in
scale.”(emphasis added) (CDSP p. 153)
Section 10 Sub-district Guidelines Civic Center/Midtown
Design Character:
“Guideline 3: Create Dignified Public Spaces: Distinguish this
area by the presence of major public plazas and outdoor
spaces suitable for public gatherings. These should include
dignified spaces associated with public buildings and
institutions.”
“1. Respect the dominance of the principal civic landmarks;
building and landscape should define streets and contain
public space, creating a consistent and unified context for
these landmark buildings.” (emphasis added) (CDSP p. 171)

Site Planning:
15
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Guideline 1: “Provide a Gracious Landscape Setting:
The presence of gracious landscape spaces is one of the
defining qualities of the Civic Center/Midtown area.
Significantly, these spaces exhibit a strong
relationship and comfortable flow between interior
and exterior space. (emphasis added) (CDSP p. 172)
“Guideline 2: Embellish Outdoor Spaces: Courtyards,
gardens and other landscape areas should be
embellished with year-round greenery and floral
abundance. These elements present a gracious quality
and are evocative of the Tournament of Roses
Parade.” (emphasis added) (CDSP p. 172)

15

Section 11: Implementation Strategies: Urban Design
Implementation Strategies:
Major Civic Space Design & Provision: Provide major
public outdoor spaces that support community
gatherings and public celebration; potential locations
are associated with the Downtown’s major civic
institutions. The Pasadena Civic Center’s Midtown
District Design Project: Refine Concept Plan (Adopted
April 9, 2001) includes proposals for Centennial
Square, the Central Library forecourt, the Civic
Auditorium forecourt, and well as Garfield Avenue
and Holly Street Promenade.” (CDSP p. 192)
12. Alternatives to the Proposed Project
“When all of the various factors are considered, the
environmentally superior alternative would be Alternative 2E,

16
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the 107 Foot Setback with No Increased Height and Reduced
Room Count.” DEIR p. 4-17
However, this Alternative was not selected by the City as the
proposed project because “with its reduce operational capacity,
Alternative 2E may not fully meet the objective of developing
an economically sustainable, long-term use that would allow
the City to recoups its investment in the property with a
reasonable amount of time, and it would not have the same
contribution to the economic vitality of the surrounding area as
would the proposed project.” (DEIR p. 4-52)

16

Comment: The lack of public information regarding the
fincing of the proposed prject does not allow the public to
understand and/or challenge this statement. As a result,
the public is left with the only choice to “take our word for
it.”
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR.
Sincerely,
Marsha V. Rood
_____________________________
MARSHA V. ROOD, FAICP
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Letter No. 25 Marsha V. Rood
Marsha V. Rood
Member, Pasadena Civic Center Coalition
216 South Madison Avenue, #302
Pasadena, California 91101
March 1, 2016

Responses
Response 25-1
The comment is noted. Please see Responses to Comments 25-2 through 25-17 below.

Response 25-2
This comment concerns economic issues. This comment does not pertain to significant
environmental issues or the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR
(Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). Please see
Topical Response TR-GEN-1 regarding the business aspects of the proposed project.

Response 25-3
As noted by the commenter, the removal of the Sister City trees and other trees on the project site
is addressed in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. While removal of these trees is subject to the
provisions of the Pasadena Municipal Code, their removal would not result in a significant impact
on the environment as defined by the thresholds of significance identified in the Draft EIR.
Therefore, no mitigation is required to address the removal of the trees. It should be noted that
no portion of the project site is a public park or civic garden. The General Plan land use
designation for the site is Medium Mixed Use, and the site is zoned CD-2 (Central District Specific
Plan, Civic Center/Midtown Sub-District). Moreover, the site is not identified as a park, civic
garden, or open space in the City’s Green Space, Recreation and Parks Master Plan. Please also see
Response to Comment 17-17.

Response 25-4
Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2 regarding the Bennett Plan, including the 1925 drawings
for the Civic Center.

Response 25-5
Please see Responses to Comments 9-14 and 9-16 regarding valet parking, and Response to
Comment 9-15 regarding potential impacts to bicycle facilities on Marengo Avenue.

Response 25-6
Please see Response to Comment 9-15 regarding safety impacts associated with the valet turnout.
As described on pages 3.5-11 through 3.5-16 of the Draft EIR, auto delay (i.e., level of service) is
not a metric evaluated by the City of Pasadena for CEQA purposes.
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Response 25-7
Traffic impacts relating to use of the commercial loading/access zone on Union Street are
addressed in Section 3.5, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR (see heading for “Impact
TRAFFIC-4” on pages 3.5-19 and 3.5-20). This analysis includes a discussion of the impact of
service vehicles entering and existing Union Street and includes a Mitigation Measure
(MM-TRAFFIC-1) related to the proposed service entrance.

Response 25-8
The commenter’s observation regarding the project objectives is noted and is hereby part of the
Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking
any action on the proposed project. It should be noted that the objectives of the proposed project
include support for the economic vitality of the project area and creation of a “vibrant entrance to
the City's Civic center” but do not reference intense commercial development of the project site
or creation of a vibrant commercial use, as project objectives. No further response is required
because the comment does not raise any new significant environmental issues or address the
adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section
21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).

Response 25-9
The commenter’s statement regarding the loss of landscaped area is noted and is hereby part of
the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking
any action on the proposed project. Please see Response to Comment 25-3 regarding the
landscape area on the project site and Response to Comment 28-4 regarding the removal of
landscape area from the project site. No further response is required because the comment does
not raise any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).

Response 25-10
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Topical Response TR-CR-2 regarding compatibility with the historic resources, including the
issue of subordination. Please also see Response to Comment 17-22 regarding the project’s
consistency with CDSP design guidelines.

Response 25-11
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding potential impacts to the Historic District and Response
to Comment 17-9 regarding symmetry in connection with the District and the use of the term
“parks” to refer to landscape areas on the project site. Please also see Topical Response TR-GEN-2
regarding the Bennett Plan, voter propositions, and their relationship to the landscaped area
along Garfield Avenue.
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Response 25-12
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Topical Response TR-CR-5 regarding the Robinson Memorial.

Response 25-13
As noted by the commenter, the impacts of the proposed project on parks, including pocket parks,
are addressed in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. As indicated in that section, the project is considered
consistent with the provisions of the identified regional and local plans because it meets the
general intent of the plans, and would not preclude the attainment of the primary intent of the
land use plan or policy. As noted in Section 3.3, if the project were determined to be inconsistent
with individual objectives or policies of an applicable land use plan, but was determined to be
largely consistent with the other goals and policies of that plan and would not preclude the
attainment of the primary intent of the land use plan, then the project would be considered
consistent with the plan. Furthermore, any such inconsistency would also have to result in a
physical change in the environment, not analyzed in the other chapters of this EIR, to result in a
significant environmental impact. The consistency of the proposed project with individual goals
and objectives of various planning documents is evaluated in Appendix F of the Draft EIR.
Specifically, Table 2 addresses consistency with Objective 4 of the Central District Specific Plan,
which calls for expansion of the open space network in the downtown area. The commenter does
not provide substantial evidence that the impacts of the proposed project on policies related to
parks would be different from those determined in the Draft EIR. Moreover, the commenter does
not provide substantial evidence that the proposed project would result in a physical change that
would be considered to be a significant impact on the environment. Please see Responses to
Comments 17-20 and 28-4 regarding the loss of landscape area on the project site and Response
to Comment 17-14 regarding the loss of parkland and open space area in the Civic Center.

Response 25-14
Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2 for a discussion of the relationship between the Bennett
Plan and adopted regulatory land use documents.

Response 25-15
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
17-22; please refer to Response to Comment 17-22.

Response 25-16
This comment concerns economic issues. This comment does not pertain to significant
environmental issues or the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR
(Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). Please see
Response to Comment 17-32 regarding the environmentally superior alternative. As noted in that
response, the Draft EIR does not reject nor endorse any alternative. Please also see Topical
Response TR-GEN-1 regarding the business aspects of the proposed project.
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Response 25-17
The comment is noted. No further response is required because the comment does not raise any
new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis
included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15204(a)).
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Letter No. 26
MARSHA V. ROOD, FAICP
Civic Center Coalition
216 S. Madison Avenue #302
Pasadena, CA 91101
marsharood@earthlink.net

March 8, 2016
Design Commission
City of Pasadena
175 N. Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91101
SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT: YWCA /KIMPTON HOTEL PROJECT
Dear Design Commissioners:
I would like to make the following comments with respect to the Draft
Environmental Report (DEIR) dated February 2016:

1

1. DEIR p. ES-2: Exclusive Negotiation Agreement: “The City and
Kimpton entered into an Exclusive Negotiation Agreement in May 2013
to negotiate proposed terms of a ground lease. The City Council upon
completion of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will consider the
lease and other necessary project approvals.” In Project Objectives (ES9), the first Objective it is stated that one of the objectives of the Project
is the restore the YWCA into an economically sustainable, long-term use
2
that will allow the City to recoup its investment ($8 million) by way of a
market-rate ground lease.
Comment: The public must have an opportunity to review the ENA
because it sets the financial parameters for the Project which, in
turn, set the parameters for the size of the Project - the number of
room - which drives the height, massing and site plan for the
proposed Project. This is important because the inclusion of the
park area between Garfield Avenue and the back of the YWCA and
along Holly Street are, as Assistant City Manager Steve Mermell
1
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stated in a recent Planning Commission meeting, being “thrown in
to sweeten the deal”. This amounts to a give away of voter-approved
City-owned and trading 90-year-old public open space for a 2
proposed interior open space courtyard in the hotel complex.
2. DEIR pp. ES-2; ES-6; 2-9; DEIR pp. 3.3-25 & 37: The Sister City Trees
are being removed.
Comment: The loss of significant trees and associated open
space appear to be in conflict with Chapter 8.52 “Tree Protection
Ordinance” of the Pasadena Municipal Code. This Chapter
requires discretionary action by the Urban Forestry Advisory
Commission (UFAC) and the City Manager to remove any public
trees in Pasadena.
However, the proposed Project 3
assumes/requires removal of the 34 of the 61 protected public
trees on the park or “civic gardens” at Holly and Garfield
(including the five (5) Sister City Trees) in order to build the
proposed Project. No mitigation measures are proposed for such
a removal which are required as part of the environmental
review process. Essentially, the DEIR assumes that somehow,
after the fact of Project approval, the impacts will be addressed
by UFAC and the City Manager and “solved” later down the line.
3. DEIR p. ES-5; p. 3.3-18: The Bennett Plan: The statement is made that
“There has been no evidence found to indicate that the 1923 or 1925
drawings for the Civic Center were ever adopted by the City Council,
Planning Commission or the voters.”
Comment: The facts are:
• May 11, 1923: The 1923 Bennett Plan was adopted by the
Planning Commission (Proposition 2) along with a $3.5 million
bond issue to acquire land and construct three civic buildings,
along with “suitable appurtenances, grounds and approaches”
(Proposition No. 1)
• June 7, 1923: Pasadena voters approved the “City Plan” and bond
issue by a vote of 80%.

2
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• June 11, 1923: The Board of Directors (City Council) certified the
results by Ordinance No. 2116. ,
• The “City Plan” or “Bennett Plan” clearly shows two symmetrical
gardens across from each other at Garfield and Holly that were
purchased by the city in 1924, the land now proposed for private 4
hotel use as part of the proposed Project.
• There is no evidence that the Planning Commission, the voters
and/or the Board of Directors ever adopted the 1925 drawings
for the Civic Center.
3. DEIR p. ES-6 and pp. 3.5-16 & 17: Valet Parking on Marengo Avenue:
“Parking for the new hotel would be valet-only, with vehicles then taken
to and from off-site locations provided at existing parking lots and
structures in the nearby area.” “In addition, a turnout is proposed along
Marengo Avenue for guest drop-off, valet parking and access to the main
pedestrian entrance of the hotel and restaurant. A curb-cut would be
required along Marengo Avenue for valet parking and a second curb cut
5
would be required on Union as a service entrance…”
Comment: The Request for Proposals (RFP) for the YWCA project
Goals and Objectives call for the construction of “adequate parking
facilities to meet the demand for the YWCA building site and the
‘Water & Power’ site.” However, there is no mention of the number
of spaces needed for the hotel development and if there is excess
capacity in nearby garages to satisfy the demand. In terms of the
valet-only drop off along Marengo, a major connector street to the
210 Freeway, there is no analysis of the impact on northbound 6
Marengo traffic of open car doors, auto cues and the current
dedicated bicycle lane as well as the removal of the green space in
front of the YWCA as a City Historic Monument. Finally, in terms of
the proposed service entrance on Union Street, there is no analysis 7
of the impact of service vehicles entering and exiting Union Streets
and therefore no discussion of mitigation measures.
4. DEIR p. ES-9: Project Objectives refer to enhancing the “dynamic
environment of the Civic Center”, creating a “vibrant entrance to the 8
City’s Civic Center”, and supporting the “economic vitality” of the
Downtown.

3
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Comment: The “District-Wide Land Use Concept” for the Central
District Specific Plan (“CDSP”) calls for Colorado Boulevard to act as
Pasadena’s “Main Street” where “…intense commercial and mixed
use development, as well as street level activity and retail continuity
should highlight the prominence of this street”. There is no mention 8
in the CDSP of the Civic Center as a location for intense commercial
development or for “vibrant” commercial use. In this way, the
proposed Project’s objectives do not mirror those in the CDSP for
the Civic Center.
5. DEIR p. ES-10: Areas of Known Controversy include the following:
“Land use impacts related to reduction of landscaping along Garfield
Avenue, including the Robinson Memorial and Sister City Trees.”
Comment: The clearer statement of the area of controversy would
be to state that the proposed Project would cause the loss of about 9
78% of the park/open space of the 90-year-old “civic gardens” at the
southwest corner of Holly Street and Garfield Avenue and the
removal 34 protected trees which are on the park/open space at
Holly Street and Garfield Avenue, including five Sister City Trees.
The Robinson Memorial is not being reduced as part of the proposed
Project.
6. DEIR p. 2-18; p. 3.1-23 & 24: 2.7.1.2 New Building: “The proposed
new building would be compatible with adjacent historic resources and
the historic character of the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District in
terms of materials, features and scale. The new building would have
massing similar and complimentary to the existing adjacent YWCA
building.” “Although the new building would be taller than the YWCA
building, the height of the new building would not be fully discernable …”
The DEIR goes on the describe various viewing points and describes them 10
in such a way as to minimize the impacts. According to the DEIR (p. 3.123), the new buildings at 60 feet high would be taller than most on the
contributing buildings, which range between two and five stories high”
(except for City Hall which is 64 feet 6 inches). The DEIR goes on to state
that the new construction is “…in keeping with the existing condition of
the Civic Center area that includes non-contributing buildings up to nine
stories in height.” The DEIR concludes that the proposed Project “would
have a less-than-significant” impact to the historic significance and
4

Letter No. 26
integrity of the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District and “eligibility for
listing of resources within the District.”
Comment: The fact of the matter is that the new building at six
stories high is about twice as tall as the YWCA at two to three stories.
The new building overwhelms and subordinates the historic YWCA
and minimizes its importance as a City Historic Monument, a higher
designation than “contributing building” to the Pasadena Civic
Center Historic District. This is contrary to Preservation Brief 14
that states: “…Inherent in all of the guidance is the concept that an
addition needs to be subordinate to the historic building.” It is also
contrary to CDSP Planning Concepts Civic Center/Midtown “CivicMinded Architecture: New buildings should exhibit permanence 10
and quality, as well as respect the dominance of monumentality of
major civic building, and the scale and form of existing historic
structures.” (p. 105) Just because it has a smaller footprint than the
YWCA and is connected only by a narrow bridge at the third floor of
the new building does not mean the Project does not need to
conform to these standards. In fact, it violates these standards. This
sets a very dangerous precedent for this historic district and others in
the city. Also, the CDSP, Private Realm Design Guidelines, Districtwide Guidelines: Building Design Intent specifically calls for
human-scale buildings: “The individual interacts with the street
level of a building in an intimate fashion, and this is likely to
influence our perception of the entire place. If emphasis is placed
on the human-scale, buildings will communicate that Downtown is
an inviting and pleasant living environment.”
7. DEIR p. 3.1-23 Pasadena Civic Center Historic District: “The new
construction would occupy a portion of the landscaped area fronting
Garfield Avenue between Holly and Union streets and alter the
symmetrical arrangement of landscaped areas that mirror one another
on both side of Holly Street facing City Hall.” The DEIR goes on to state 11
that 1) this lack of symmetry would be most visible from the rotunda
observation area of City Hall which is not open to the public and 2) the
effect would be “less discernable” from street level because the remaining
“landscaping” south of Holly Street would continue to “generally read as
landscape” despite the encroachment and the lack of symmetry of the
design and massing of the existing buildings on the flanking blocks north
5
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and south of Holly Street. On this basis, the DEIR concludes that: “The
proposed project alterations to the spatial relationships in the District
and removal of landscaped area would not reduce the integrity of any
historic resources such that the historic significance of these resources
would be threated. Therefore, the proposed project would have a lessthan-significant impact to the historic significance and integrity of the
Pasadena Civic Center Historic District and eligibility for listing of
resources within the District.” (p. 3.1-24)
Comment: The continued use of the word “landscape” for the
symmetrical “Civic gardens” or “park” at Holly and Garfield and
along Holly Street dismisses the importance of this park feature of
the Beaux-Arts Civic Center. According to the National Register of
Historic Place Bulletin 15, “setting is the physical environment of a
historic property.” (p. 3.1-13) The DEIR further states that: “The
property must, however, retain the essential physical features that 11
enable it to convey its historic identity.” (p. 3.1-13) State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5(b) states that a project that causes a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historic
resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the
environment. (p. 3.1-16) The guidelines further state that a
“substantial adverse change” means “physical demolition,
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its
immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical
resource would be materially impaired.” (p. 3.1-16) In fact, the
symmetry of the “Civic Gardens” or “park” would essentially be
destroyed and about 78% of the park at the southwest corner of
Holly and Garfield would be “physically demolished” and replaced
with a private use, the rear of the hotel building of the proposed
Project. These two “civic gardens” or parks were purchased in 1924
as part of the creation of the Civic Center and have remained in open
space park use ever since.
Both of these “park” spaces are a portion of the 1923 voterapproved Bennett Plan for the Pasadena Civic Center that is listed in
the National Register of Historic Places in 1980. The Bennett Plan
was created for the city by the Chicago firm of Bennett, Parsons and
Frost, the successor firm to Daniel Burnham Architect, who
developed the 1893 Columbian Exposition in Chicago and the Plan
6
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of Chicago in 1909, and established the profession of city planning.
The two civic gardens or “parks” are symmetrical in accordance
with the City Beautiful Movement design principles established by
Burnham that hold that setting was as important as the building
themselves. Also, the green space between the north elevation of the
YWCA building and the decorative sidewalk paving on Holly Street
is proposed for a private hotel function area.
The DEIR also sates that:
“Two L-shaped areas were designed to line Holly Street from
Marengo Avenue to Garfield Avenue and wrap one block to
the north and south onto the west side of Garfield Avenue.
The configuration of streets, sidewalks, parkways, and
landscaped spaces embody key tenets of the City Beautiful
Movement and define important spatial relationships within
the Civic Center Historic District.” (emphasis added) (DEIR 3.110)
Important for evaluating the historic resources that these civic
gardens or parks represent, the National Register of Historic Places
Nomination Form (“Nomination Form”) for the Pasadena Civic
Center District states the following:
“Upon entering the district, one is aware that this is an
important place in the city. Far less commercial and much
more park-like, the Civic Center area is distinct from its
surrounding neighborhoods both in architectural style and
feeling. The streets are wider here, and lined with trees, the
sidewalks are wider too; some of them paved in tile and brick
set in decorative patterns. Small parks abound, planted with
trees and flowers. Unlike other areas in the city, this section
was planned around the citizen, truly a place for people—to
walk, to picnic and sunbathe, and to sit with friends among
the trees and enjoy the open vistas.” (Nomination Form:
Continuation Sheet Significance Item Number 8 Page 2)
(emphasis added)

7
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The Nomination Form specifically calls out these areas as providing
space for “handsome plantings”, including double rows of
“handsome and mature” trees. Importantly, the Nomination Form
also states:
“To the east of the YMCA and the YWCA are small park areas,
attractively landscaped with paths, lawns, shrubs, flowers
and California redwood trees. These unbuilt areas allow the
facades of the Post Office to the south and the balancing Gas
Company to the north to play their parts in the composition.”
(Nomination Form: Continuation Sheet Significance Item
Number 8 Page 2)

11

On this basis, unlike the conclusion of the DEIR (“…the removal of
landscaped area would not reduce the integrity of any historic
resources such that the historic significance of these resources would
be threatened.” p. 3.1-24), this loss of public park or green space
should be evaluated in its own right in terms of Cultural Resource
impacts just as the proposed Project’s Cultural Resources impacts
on the YWCA were evaluated at length in the DEIR. The National
Register Nomination Form supports these comments. Essentially,
the parks an “essential physical feature” according to the National
Register of Historical Places.
8. DEIR p. 3.1-7 The Pasadena Robinson Memorial: The DEIR states:
“The Pasadena Robinson Memorial is a commemorative public at piece
and less than fifty years old, as such, it does not qualify as an historical
resource under CEQA”. As a result, no analysis is included in the DEIR on
the impact of the proposed Project on this historic resource.
Comments: Although less than 50 years old, the Pasadena Robinson
Memorial appears to be eligible for listing in the National Register 12
and the California Register because it may meet at least one of the
four criteria for the Registers. The Robinson brothers are
associated with events of more than 50 years ago and have made
significant contributions to national, state and local history (i.e.
Jackie Robinson broke the color barrier in major league baseball in
1947 and Mack Robinson won the silver medal for the 200-meter
dash at the 1936 Berlin Olympics); for the same reasons they are
8
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associated with the lives of persons of significant in our past; the art
work embodies distinctive characteristics of a type, period or
method or work of a master or possesses high artistic values (artists
include John Outterbridge), and likely to yield information
important in prehistory or history of the region, State or nation.
12
On this basis, the Pasadena Robinson Memorial may be eligible for
listing in both the National Register of Historic Places or the
California Register of Historical Resources and the proposed
Project’s impacts on the Memorial should be analyzed.
9. DEIR p. 3.3.3.2; p. 3.3-37 Local Green Space, Recreation and Parks
Master Plan The DEIR states that a portion (78%) of the landscaped area
along Garfield Avenue would be removed, and the symmetry of the north
and south park spaces would be altered. It further states that this loss of
“landscaped area” would not “diminish Garfield Avenue as the major civic
promenade that visually and physically links the Central Library, City Hall
and the Civic Auditorium” nor would it alter Holly Street’s role as the
ceremonial entrance to the Civic Center. Importantly, it states that: “The
landscaped area is not designated as a recreational facility, parkland, or
open space under existing land use or zoning designations.” It further
states: “…the site does no provide the amenities associated with pocket
13
parks, such as picnic facility and small playgrounds.”
The DEIR concludes that the removal of the landscaping and trees “would
not impede the implementation of the General Plan or CDSP with respect
to landscape resources in the Downtown and Civic Center area” and
therefore “would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environment effect. No mitigation
is required.”
Comments: Contrary to the statement in the DEIR, the project takes
more than a “portion” (78%) of the Civic Gardens or “park” area of
the Civic Center, a good example of “demolition by neglect”. No
major investment has been made into the parks for decades. That is
regrettable because they are an important part of the Bennett Plan
as recognized in the National Register Nomination Form. The Green
Space, Recreation and Parks Master Plan (“Green Space Master
9
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Plan”) calls for additional public open space which it defines as:
“…public outdoor spaces that cannot be classified as parks, but that
fulfill many of the same functions as public parks. Public plazas, golf
courses and the grounds of museums and historic sites are
examples this type of open space. Community gardens and pocket
parks also fit into this classification.” (Emphasis added) The civic
gardens or parks at Holly and Garfield can be defined as “pocket
parks”. According to both the CDSP and the Green Space Master
Plan, there is a critical shortage of park space in the Central District.
Regarding the lack of park space in the Central District, the CDSP
states: “Because of limited Downtown parkland, there is a critical
need to maximize the benefit of existing park resources, as well as
explore opportunities for new park and recreational facilities.” (See
Section 6 “District wide Urban Design Concept The Public Realm, p.
81) Also, the policy framework of the CDSP includes “Expand Open
Space Network”, “The Public Realm” (the provision of accessible
open space not only serves recreational needs, but also “finds a
balance between build and natural resources” p. 76), “Urban
13
Outdoor Spaces” (encourage “the provision of smaller-scaled urban
outdoor spaces” in conjunction with public improvements and
private development projects, allowing public access where feasible
p. 82), “Preserve Historic & Cultural Resources,” and “Protect
Landscape Resources” (protect and enhance landscaped resources,
including mature street trees) (DEIR, p. 33.14). Also, the CDSP calls
for the “presence of gracious landscape space” as one of the
“defining qualities of the Civic Center/Midtown area” (CDSP p. 172)
and “Courtyards, gardens and other landscape area should be
embellished with year-round greenery and floral abundance.”
(CDSP p. 172)
In recognition of the need for parks in the Central District (and
citywide), and the fact that available land is scarce and expensive in
the Central District, the City Council adopted an ordinance in 2014
that added “Pocket Park” to the definition of park that could be
funded by the City’s residential impact fees. “Pocket Parks” are
defined in this ordinance as small urban outdoor space, usually less
than one acre in size, that are open to the general public. “These
public outdoor spaces may include amenities such as seating areas,
plazas, rest areas, landmarks and public art installations, are
10
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typically in urbanized areas of the city, and primarily serve the
immediate local population.” (Chapter 4.7 of the Pasadena
Municipal Code)
The definition of “Pocket Park” succinctly describes the nature of
the “Civic Gardens or parks at Holly and Garfield and the tree-lined 13
promenade north of the YWCA and south of the YMCA along Holly
between N. Garfield and N. Marengo. The effect of having funding
available for “Pocket Parks” is that these long-standing and
neglected parks in the Civic Center can now fulfill adopted plans for
renovation (see “Design Development Plan for the Pasadena Civic
Center/Mid-town District Design Project, 2003 and 2007).
10. DEIR p. 3.3-19 “The Bennett Plan is not an officially adopted Land Use
and Planning document (i.e., it is not a Specific Plan) under Government
Code Sections 65450 et. seq. Moreover, the CDSP specifically states that
the CDSP supersedes other planning documents prepared for this area
and it is the officially adopted document with which development must
comport.”
Comment: The Bennett Plan was a vote of the people, the Planning
Commission and the Board of Directors (now City Council) in 1923, 14
42 years before the adoption of “Specific Plans” by the State of
California in 1965. As such, the Bennett Plan serves as a
foundational document for the Civic Center and the City as the
boundaries were understood at the time the Bennett Plan was
adopted. Furthermore, the CDSP references the Bennett Plan at
least five (5) times and is therefore incorporated in the CDSP by
reference. Finally, the Bennett Plan was not included in the list of
prior planning efforts/documents superseded by the CDSP (see
Appendix B, pp. 212-216 of the CDSP).
11. DEIR 3.3-23 Methodology: The DEIR states:
“The project is considered consistent with provisions of the 15
identified regional and local plans if it meets the general intent of
the plan, and would not preclude the attainment of the primary
intent of the land use plan or policy. The given project need not be

11
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in perfect conformity with each and every policy or land use
designation for a site.” (DEIR p. 3.3-23)
Comment: This consistency standard establishes an impossible bar
by which to judge the proposed project. The “general intent” and
“perfect conformity” statements are not supported by fact and are
more in the nature of unsubstantiated opinions. The “general intent”
of the CDSP referred to in the DEIR should be written out because it is
not obvious on its face. In fact, the CDSP is replete with 84 polices,
objectives, guidelines and recommendations supporting retention
of the civic gardens or parks and the standard of compatibility of
new construction with historic resources. Twenty-five (25)
examples are:
Section 4 District-Wide Land Use Concept District-Wide Map
10: Precinct Concept (CDSP p. 43) The Civic Center-Mid-town 15
is divided into three “Precincts”, one of which is the “Civic
Center Core B”. On this basis, it is called out as a distinct area
of the Central District.
Section 4 District-Wide Land Use Concept Map 11: The Civic
Center core has primary emphasis on “Public Institution”
with an additional emphasis on “Mixed Use.” (CDSP p. 46)
“The Public Realm: An engaging public realm is important to
the development of any great city. Pasadena’s residents also
believe that their quality of life is related to the provision of
accessible outdoor space that not only services their
recreation needs, but also finds a balance between built and
natural resources. Building on the notion of a well-connected
Downtown, this component describes a District-wide network
of key pedestrian streets, public parks and civic spaces.”
(emphasis added)(CDSP p. 76)
“Public-Private Interface: A vibrant and economically vital
Downtown is best served by private developments that
positively contribute to the public realm.”(emphasis
added)(CDSP p. 76)

12
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“Downtown Linkages: Civic Heart: The Civic Center/Midtown area is also one of Downtown’s principal activity nodes,
additionally recognized as the symbolic center of the
community. Highlighted by a collection of extraordinary civic
landmarks sited in accordance with the historic Bennett Plan,
this place should be highly accessible and communicate its
status as the heart of the community. Public improvement
that reinforce the significance and grandeur of the Bennett
Plan axial arrangements are recommended.”(emphasis added)
(CDSP p. 77)
“The Public Realm – Concept: District –wide Map 22 Public
Open Space Concept describes an interconnected network of
outdoor spaces. An important objective of this open space
concept is to respect and continue Downtown’s landscape
heritage by offering a wide array of publicly accessible outdoor
spaces that include tree-lined street, civic plazas, and intimae
courtyards and gardens. Other objectives include: 1) expand
15
open space network; 2) protect landscape resources; 3)
increase
recreational
opportunities;
4)
enhance
environmental quality; and 5) make Downtown walkable.”
(emphasis added) (CDSP p. 81)
“Open Space Network proposed (Parks & Plazas)
Public Parks: Because of limited Downtown parkland, there is
a critical need to maximize the benefit of existing park
resources, as well as explore opportunities for new park and
recreational facilities.” (emphasis added) (CDSP p. 81)
“District-wide Urban Design Concept - The Public Realm:
Encourage the provision of smaller-scale urban outdoor spaces
in conjunction with public improvement and private
development projects, allowing public access where feasible.”
(emphasis added) (CDSP p. 82)
“Urban outdoor spaces may encompass a variety of types,
including pocket parks, plazas, courtyards, gardens, and
pedestrian passages. These spaces will often accommodate
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public access, especially when provided in conjunction with a
non-residential project.” (emphasis added) (CDSP p. 82)
“Precinct Character: Civic Center Core: This precinct in
particular functions as the City’s symbolic and public center,
and features a distinguished grouping of civic buildings that
includes City Hall and the Central Library. The design of all
buildings and public spaces in the precinct should reflect the
highest quality, respect the prominence of civic landmark
buildings, and reinforce the vision of the Bennett
Plan”(emphasis added) (CDSP p. 102)
Sub-district Concept: Civic Center/Midtown: “City Beautiful
Vision”: Some of Pasadena’s most significant architectural
treasures are found within the Civic Center/Midtown areas,
particularly the complex of public buildings that includes the
City Hall, the Central Library, and the Civic Auditorium. The 15
setting for these building is no less important, and therefore,
the realization of the 1920’s “City Beautiful Vision should be
advocated through 1) preservation of historically significant
buildings; 2) requirements for new buildings that are
complementary to existing landmarks, and 3) reintegration of
the Beaux-Arts axial plan.” (emphasis added) (CDSP p. 104)
“Major Public Spaces: Investment in public space should
enhance this Sub-district’s more unique attribute – its civic
character; one of the pleasure of the Civic Center is its
continuously unfolding series of public spaces. Well-designed,
major public gathering spaces will readily communicate the
nature of this area by supporting civic ceremonies, activities
and events, and creating a highly public and people-oriented
environment. These spaces should be of the highest quality.”
(emphasis added) (CDSP p. 104)
“Civic-minded Architecture: New buildings should exhibit
permanence and quality, as well as respect the dominance and
monumentality of civic building and the scale and form of
existing historic structures. In general, site buildings in a
manner that defines streets, permitting courtyards and
14
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formal open spaces interior to the block.” (emphasis added)
(CDSP p. 105)
“Private Realm Design Guidelines District-wide Guidelines:
Site Planning:
SP2.1 “Locate and orient buildings to positively define public
streets and civic space, such as public plazas;”(emphasis
added) (CDSP p. 146)
“Building Design
“BD 1.3 Establish a harmonious transition between newer and
older buildings; compatible design should respect the scale,
massing and materials of adjacent buildings and landscape.”
(emphasis added) (CDSP p. 152)
“BD.2 Mitigate Massing and Bulk: Intent: Large monolithic
buildings negate the qualities particular to the Central District.
As their worst, these buildings make Downtown a less
humane place. The proper consideration of the scale, massing
and detail of the individual buildings will contribute to a
coherent streetscape and satisfying public environment.”
(emphasis added) (CDSP p. 153)
“BD 2.1 Design building volumes to maintain a compatible
scale with their surroundings; in general, break down the
scale and massing of large buildings.” (emphasis added)
(CDSP p. 153)
“BD 2.2 Rely on building massing and orientation to place
strong visual emphasis on the street and other civic
spaces.”(emphasis added) (CDSP p. 153)(
“BD 2.5 Use articulated sub-volumes as a transition in size to
adjacent historic or residential structures that are smaller in
scale.”(emphasis added) (CDSP p. 153)
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Section 10 Sub-district Guidelines Civic Center/Midtown
Design Character:
“Guideline 3: Create Dignified Public Spaces: Distinguish this
area by the presence of major public plazas and outdoor
spaces suitable for public gatherings. These should include
dignified spaces associated with public buildings and
institutions.”
“1. Respect the dominance of the principal civic landmarks;
building and landscape should define streets and contain
public space, creating a consistent and unified context for
these landmark buildings.” (emphasis added) (CDSP p. 171)
Site Planning:
Guideline 1: “Provide a Gracious Landscape Setting: The 15
presence of gracious landscape spaces is one of the defining
qualities of the Civic Center/Midtown area. Significantly, these
spaces exhibit a strong relationship and comfortable flow
between interior and exterior space. (emphasis added) (CDSP
p. 172)
“Guideline 2: Embellish Outdoor Spaces: Courtyards, gardens
and other landscape areas should be embellished with yearround greenery and floral abundance. These elements present
a gracious quality and are evocative of the Tournament of
Roses Parade.” (emphasis added) (CDSP p. 172)
Section 11: Implementation Strategies: Urban Design
Implementation Strategies:
Major Civic Space Design & Provision: Provide major public
outdoor spaces that support community gatherings and
public celebration; potential locations are associated with the
Downtown’s major civic institutions. The Pasadena Civic
Center’s Midtown District Design Project: Refine Concept
Plan (Adopted April 9, 2001) includes proposals for
Centennial Square, the Central Library forecourt, the Civic
16
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Auditorium forecourt, and well as Garfield Avenue and Holly 15
Street Promenade.” (CDSP p. 192)
12. Alternatives to the Proposed Project
“When all of the various factors are considered, the environmentally
superior alternative would be Alternative 2E, the 107 Foot Setback with
No Increased Height and Reduced Room Count.” DEIR p. 4-17
However, this Alternative was not selected by the City as the proposed
project because “with its reduce operational capacity, Alternative 2E
may not fully meet the objective of developing an economically
sustainable, long-term use that would allow the City to recoup its 16
investment in the property with a reasonable amount of time, and it
would not have the same contribution to the economic vitality of the
surrounding area as would the proposed project.” (DEIR p. 4-52)
Comment: The lack of public information regarding the financing of
the proposed project does not allow the public to understand
and/or challenge this statement. As a result, the public is left with
the only choice to “take our word for it.”
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR.
Sincerely,

Marsha V. Rood
___________________________
MARSHA V. ROOD, FAICP
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Letter No. 26 Marsha V. Rood
Marsha V. Rood
Member, Pasadena Civic Center Coalition
216 South Madison Avenue, #302
Pasadena, California 91101
March 9, 2016

Responses
Response 26-1
The comment is noted. Please see Responses to Comments 26-2 through 26-17 below.

Response 26-2
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
25-2. As noted in Response to Comment 25-2, please see Topical Response TR-GEN-1 regarding
the business aspects of the proposed project.

Response 26-3
The content of this comment is identical to Comment 25-3; please refer to Response to Comment
25-3.

Response 26-4
The content of this comment is identical to Comment 25-4. As noted in Response to Comment
25-4, please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2 regarding the Bennett Plan, including the 1925
drawings for the Civic Center.

Response 26-5
The content of this comment is identical to Comment 25-5. As noted in Response to Comment
25-5, please see Responses to Comments 9-14 and 9-16 regarding valet parking, and Response to
Comment 9-15 regarding potential impacts to bicycle facilities on Marengo Avenue.

Response 26-6
With respect to the comments pertaining to traffic safety, the content of this comment is identical
to Comment 25-6. As noted in Response to Comment 25-6, please see Response to Comment 9-15
regarding safety impacts associated with the valet turnout. Please also see Topical Response
TR-CR-3 regarding the landscape area on Marengo Avenue.

Response 26-7
The content of this comment is identical to Comment 25-7; please refer to Response to Comment
25-7.

Response 26-8
The content of this comment is identical to Comment 25-8; please refer to Response to Comment
25-8.

Response 26-9
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
25-9; please refer to Response to Comment 25-9.

3-222

YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project Final EIR

Section 3.0 • Comments and Responses

Response 26-10
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
25-10; please refer to Response to Comment 25-10.

Response 26-11
The content of this comment is identical to Comment 25-11; please refer to Response to Comment
25-11.

Response 26-12
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
25-12. As noted in Response to Comment 25-12, please see Topical Response TR-CR-5 regarding
the Robinson Memorial.

Response 26-13
The content of this comment is identical to Comment 25-13; please refer to Response to Comment
25-13.

Response 26-14
The content of this comment is identical to Comment 25-14. As noted in Response to Comment
25-14, please see TR-GEN-2 for a discussion of the relationship between the Bennett Plan and
adopted regulatory land use documents.

Response 26-15
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
17-22; please refer to Response to Comment 17-22.

Response 26-16
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
25-16. As noted in Response to Comment 25-16, please see Topical Response TR-GEN-1
regarding the business aspects of the proposed project.

Response 26-17
The comment is noted. No further response is required because the comment does not raise any
new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis
included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15204(a)).

YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project Final EIR
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Letter No. 27
MARSHA V. ROOD, FAICP
Civic Center Coalition
216 S. Madison Avenue #302
Pasadena, CA 91101
marsharood@earthlink.net

March 9, 2016
Planning Commission
City of Pasadena
175 N. Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91101
SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT:
YWCA /KIMPTON HOTEL PROJECT
Dear Planning Commissioners:
I would like to make the following comments with respect to the Draft
Environmental Report (DEIR) dated February 2016:
1. DEIR p. ES-2: Exclusive Negotiation Agreement: “The City and Kimpton entered
into an Exclusive Negotiation Agreement in May 2013 to negotiate proposed terms of
a ground lease. The City Council upon completion of the Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) will consider the lease and other necessary project approvals.” In
Project Objectives (ES-9), the first Objective it is stated that one of the objectives of
the Project is the restore the YWCA into an economically sustainable, long-term use
that will allow the City to recoup its investment ($8.3 million) by way of a marketrate ground lease.
Comment: The public must have an opportunity to review the ENA because it
sets the financial parameters for the Project which, in turn, set the parameters
for the size of the Project - the number of room - which drives the height,
massing and site plan for the proposed Project. This is important because the
inclusion of the park area between Garfield Avenue and the back of the YWCA
and along Holly Street are, as Assistant City Manager Steve Mermell stated in a
recent Planning Commission meeting, being “thrown in to sweeten the deal”.
This amounts to a give away of voter-approved City-owned and trading 90-yearold public open space for a proposed interior open space courtyard in the hotel
complex.

1
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2. DEIR pp. ES-2; ES-6; 2-9; DEIR pp. 3.3-25 & 37: The Sister City Trees are being
removed.
Comment: The loss of significant trees and associated open space appear
to be in conflict with Chapter 8.52 “Tree Protection Ordinance” of the
Pasadena Municipal Code. This Chapter requires discretionary action by the
Urban Forestry Advisory Commission (UFAC) and the City Manager to
remove any public trees in Pasadena. However, the proposed Project
assumes/requires removal of the 34 of the 61 protected public trees on the
park or “civic gardens” at Holly and Garfield (including the five (5) Sister
City Trees) in order to build the proposed Project. No mitigation measures
are proposed for such a removal which are required as part of the
environmental review process. Essentially, the DEIR assumes that
somehow, after the fact of Project approval, the impacts will be addressed
by UFAC and the City Manager and “solved” later down the line.

3

3. DEIR p. ES-5; p. 3.3-18: The Bennett Plan: The statement is made that “There has
been no evidence found to indicate that the 1923 or 1925 drawings for the Civic
Center were ever adopted by the City Council, Planning Commission or the
voters.”
Comment: The facts are:
•

•
•
•

•

May 11, 1923: The 1923 Bennett Plan was adopted by the Planning
Commission (Proposition 2) along with a $3.5 million bond issue to acquire
land and construct three civic buildings, along with “suitable
appurtenances, grounds and approaches” (Proposition No. 1)

4

June 7, 1923: Pasadena voters approved the “City Plan” and bond issue by a
vote of 80%.
June 11, 1923: The Board of Directors (City Council) certified the results by
Ordinance No. 2116. ,
The “City Plan” or “Bennett Plan” clearly shows two symmetrical gardens
across from each other at Garfield and Holly that were purchased by the city
in 1924, the land now proposed for private hotel use as part of the proposed
Project.
There is no evidence that the Planning Commission, the voters and/or the
Board of Directors ever adopted the 1925 drawings for the Civic Center.

3. DEIR p. ES-6 and pp. 3.5-16 & 17: Valet Parking on Marengo Avenue: “Parking for
the new hotel would be valet-only, with vehicles then taken to and from off-site
locations provided at existing parking lots and structures in the nearby area.” “In
addition, a turnout is proposed along Marengo Avenue for guest drop-off, valet
parking and access to the main pedestrian entrance of the hotel and restaurant. A

2
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curb-cut would be required along Marengo Avenue for valet parking and a second
curb cut would be required on Union as a service entrance…”
Comment: The Request for Proposals (RFP) for the YWCA project Goals and 5
Objectives call for the construction of “adequate parking facilities to meet the
demand for the YWCA building site and the ‘Water & Power’ site.” However,
there is no mention of the number of spaces needed for the hotel development
and if there is excess capacity in nearby garages to satisfy the demand. In terms
of the valet-only drop off along Marengo, a major connector street to the 210
Freeway, there is no analysis of the impact on northbound Marengo traffic of 6
open car doors, auto cues and the current dedicated bicycle lane as well as the
removal of the green space in front of the YWCA as a City Historic Monument.
Finally, in terms of the proposed service entrance on Union Street, there is no
analysis of the impact of service vehicles entering and exiting Union Streets and 7
therefore no discussion of mitigation measures.
4. DEIR p. ES-9: Project Objectives refer to enhancing the “dynamic environment of
the Civic Center”, creating a “vibrant entrance to the City’s Civic Center”, and
supporting the “economic vitality” of the Downtown.
Comment: The “District-Wide Land Use Concept” for the Central District
Specific Plan (“CDSP”) calls for Colorado Boulevard to act as Pasadena’s “Main
Street” where “…intense commercial and mixed use development, as well as
street level activity and retail continuity should highlight the prominence of
this street”. There is no mention in the CDSP of the Civic Center as a location for
intense commercial development or for “vibrant” commercial use. In this way,
the proposed Project’s objectives do not mirror those in the CDSP for the Civic
Center.

8

5. DEIR p. ES-10: Areas of Known Controversy include the following: “Land use
impacts related to reduction of landscaping along Garfield Avenue, including the
Robinson Memorial and Sister City Trees.”
Comment: The clearer statement of the area of controversy would be to state
that the proposed Project would cause the loss of about 78% of the park/open
space of the 90-year-old “civic gardens” at the southwest corner of Holly Street
and Garfield Avenue and the removal 34 protected trees which are on the
park/open space at Holly Street and Garfield Avenue, including five Sister City
Trees. The Robinson Memorial is not being reduced as part of the proposed
Project.

9

6. DEIR p. 2-18; p. 3.1-23 & 24: 2.7.1.2 New Building: “The proposed new building
would be compatible with adjacent historic resources and the historic character of
the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District in terms of materials, features and scale. 10
The new building would have massing similar and complimentary to the existing
adjacent YWCA building.” “Although the new building would be taller than the YWCA
3
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building, the height of the new building would not be fully discernable …” The DEIR
goes on the describe various viewing points and describes them in such a way as to
minimize the impacts. According to the DEIR (p. 3.1-23), the new buildings at 60 feet
high would be taller than most on the contributing buildings, which range between
two and five stories high” (except for City Hall which is 64 feet 6 inches). The DEIR
goes on to state that the new construction is “…in keeping with the existing condition
of the Civic Center area that includes non-contributing buildings up to nine stories in
height.” The DEIR concludes that the proposed Project “would have a less-thansignificant” impact to the historic significance and integrity of the Pasadena Civic
Center Historic District and “eligibility for listing of resources within the District.”
Comment: The fact of the matter is that the new building at six stories high is
about twice as tall as the YWCA at two to three stories. The new building
overwhelms and subordinates the historic YWCA and minimizes its importance
as a City Historic Monument, a higher designation than “contributing building”
to the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District. This is contrary to Preservation
Brief 14 that states: “…Inherent in all of the guidance is the concept that an
addition needs to be subordinate to the historic building.” It is also contrary to
CDSP Planning Concepts Civic Center/Midtown “Civic-Minded Architecture:
New buildings should exhibit permanence and quality, as well as respect the
dominance of monumentality of major civic building, and the scale and form of
existing historic structures.” (p. 105) Just because it has a smaller footprint
than the YWCA and is connected only by a narrow bridge at the third floor of
the new building does not mean the Project does not need to conform to these
standards. In fact, it violates these standards. This sets a very dangerous
precedent for this historic district and others in the city. Also, the CDSP, Private
Realm Design Guidelines, District-wide Guidelines: Building Design Intent
specifically calls for human-scale buildings: “The individual interacts with the
street level of a building in an intimate fashion, and this is likely to influence
our perception of the entire place. If emphasis is placed on the human-scale,
buildings will communicate that Downtown is an inviting and pleasant living
environment.”
7. DEIR p. 3.1-23 Pasadena Civic Center Historic District: “The new construction
would occupy a portion of the landscaped area fronting Garfield Avenue between
Holly and Union streets and alter the symmetrical arrangement of landscaped areas
that mirror one another on both side of Holly Street facing City Hall.” The DEIR goes
on to state that 1) this lack of symmetry would be most visible from the rotunda
observation area of City Hall which is not open to the public and 2) the effect would
be “less discernable” from street level because the remaining “landscaping” south of
Holly Street would continue to “generally read as landscape” despite the
encroachment and the lack of symmetry of the design and massing of the existing
buildings on the flanking blocks north and south of Holly Street. On this basis, the
DEIR concludes that: “The proposed project alterations to the spatial relationships in
the District and removal of landscaped area would not reduce the integrity of any
historic resources such that the historic significance of these resources would be
4
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threated. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact
to the historic significance and integrity of the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District
and eligibility for listing of resources within the District.” (p. 3.1-24)
Comment: The continued use of the word “landscape” for the symmetrical
“Civic gardens” or “park” at Holly and Garfield and along Holly Street dismisses
the importance of this park feature of the Beaux-Arts Civic Center. According
to the National Register of Historic Place Bulletin 15, “setting is the physical
environment of a historic property.” (p. 3.1-13) The DEIR further states that:
“The property must, however, retain the essential physical features that enable
it to convey its historic identity.” (p. 3.1-13) State CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5(b) states that a project that causes a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historic resource is a project that may have a significant effect
on the environment. (p. 3.1-16) The guidelines further state that a “substantial
adverse change” means “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or
alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the
significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.” (p. 3.1-16)
In fact, the symmetry of the “Civic Gardens” or “park” would essentially be
destroyed and about 78% of the park at the southwest corner of Holly and
Garfield would be “physically demolished” and replaced with a private use, the
rear of the hotel building of the proposed Project. These two “civic gardens” or
parks were purchased in 1924 as part of the creation of the Civic Center and
have remained in open space park use ever since.
Both of these “park” spaces are a portion of the 1923 voter-approved Bennett
Plan for the Pasadena Civic Center that is listed in the National Register of
Historic Places in 1980. The Bennett Plan was created for the city by the Chicago
firm of Bennett, Parsons and Frost, the successor firm to Daniel Burnham
Architect, who developed the 1893 Columbian Exposition in Chicago and the
Plan of Chicago in 1909, and established the profession of city planning. The
two civic gardens or “parks” are symmetrical in accordance with the City
Beautiful Movement design principles established by Burnham that hold that
setting was as important as the building themselves. Also, the green space
between the north elevation of the YWCA building and the decorative sidewalk
paving on Holly Street is proposed for a private hotel function area.
The DEIR also sates that:
“Two L-shaped areas were designed to line Holly Street from Marengo
Avenue to Garfield Avenue and wrap one block to the north and south
onto the west side of Garfield Avenue. The configuration of streets,
sidewalks, parkways, and landscaped spaces embody key tenets of the
City Beautiful Movement and define important spatial relationships
within the Civic Center Historic District.” (emphasis added) (DEIR 3.1-10)

5
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Important for evaluating the historic resources that these civic gardens or
parks represent, the National Register of Historic Places Nomination Form
(“Nomination Form”) for the Pasadena Civic Center District states the following:
“Upon entering the district, one is aware that this is an important place
in the city. Far less commercial and much more park-like, the Civic Center
area is distinct from its surrounding neighborhoods both in
architectural style and feeling. The streets are wider here, and lined
with trees, the sidewalks are wider too; some of them paved in tile and
brick set in decorative patterns. Small parks abound, planted with trees
and flowers. Unlike other areas in the city, this section was planned
around the citizen, truly a place for people—to walk, to picnic and
sunbathe, and to sit with friends among the trees and enjoy the open
vistas.” (Nomination Form: Continuation Sheet Significance Item
Number 8 Page 2) (emphasis added)

11

The Nomination Form specifically calls out these areas as providing space for
“handsome plantings”, including double rows of “handsome and mature” trees.
Importantly, the Nomination Form also states:
“To the east of the YMCA and the YWCA are small park areas, attractively
landscaped with paths, lawns, shrubs, flowers and California redwood
trees. These unbuilt areas allow the facades of the Post Office to the
south and the balancing Gas Company to the north to play their parts in
the composition.” (Nomination Form: Continuation Sheet Significance
Item Number 8 Page 2)
On this basis, unlike the conclusion of the DEIR (“…the removal of landscaped
area would not reduce the integrity of any historic resources such that the
historic significance of these resources would be threatened.” p. 3.1-24), this loss
of public park or green space should be evaluated in its own right in terms of
Cultural Resource impacts just as the proposed Project’s Cultural Resources
impacts on the YWCA were evaluated at length in the DEIR. The National
Register Nomination Form supports these comments. Essentially, the parks an
“essential physical feature” according to the National Register of Historical
Places.
8. DEIR p. 3.1-7 The Pasadena Robinson Memorial: The DEIR states: “The
Pasadena Robinson Memorial is a commemorative public at piece and less than fifty
years old, as such, it does not qualify as an historical resource under CEQA”. As a
result, no analysis is included in the DEIR on the impact of the proposed Project on
this historic resource.
Comments: Although less than 50 years old, the Pasadena Robinson Memorial
appears to be eligible for listing in the National Register and the California
Register because it may meet at least one of the four criteria for the Registers.
6
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The Robinson brothers are associated with events of more than 50 years ago
and have made significant contributions to national, state and local history (i.e.
Jackie Robinson broke the color barrier in major league baseball in 1947 and
Mack Robinson won the silver medal for the 200-meter dash at the 1936 Berlin
Olympics); for the same reasons they are associated with the lives of persons of
significant in our past; the art work embodies distinctive characteristics of a
type, period or method or work of a master or possesses high artistic values
(artists include John Outterbridge), and likely to yield information important
in prehistory or history of the region, State or nation.

12

On this basis, the Pasadena Robinson Memorial may be eligible for listing in
both the National Register of Historic Places or the California Register of
Historical Resources and the proposed Project’s impacts on the Memorial
should be analyzed.
9. DEIR p. 3.3.3.2; p. 3.3-37 Local Green Space, Recreation and Parks Master
Plan The DEIR states that a portion (78%) of the landscaped area along Garfield
Avenue would be removed, and the symmetry of the north and south park spaces
would be altered. It further states that this loss of “landscaped area” would not
“diminish Garfield Avenue as the major civic promenade that visually and physically
links the Central Library, City Hall and the Civic Auditorium” nor would it alter Holly
Street’s role as the ceremonial entrance to the Civic Center. Importantly, it states that:
“The landscaped area is not designated as a recreational facility, parkland, or open
space under existing land use or zoning designations.” It further states: “…the site
does no provide the amenities associated with pocket parks, such as picnic facility
and small playgrounds.”
The DEIR concludes that the removal of the landscaping and trees “would not impede
the implementation of the General Plan or CDSP with respect to landscape resources
in the Downtown and Civic Center area” and therefore “would not conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environment effect. No
mitigation is required.”
Comments: Contrary to the statement in the DEIR, the project takes more than
a “portion” (78%) of the Civic Gardens or “park” area of the Civic Center, a good
example of “demolition by neglect”. No major investment has been made into
the parks for decades. That is regrettable because they are an important part
of the Bennett Plan as recognized in the National Register Nomination Form.
The Green Space, Recreation and Parks Master Plan (“Green Space Master Plan”)
calls for additional public open space which it defines as: “…public outdoor
spaces that cannot be classified as parks, but that fulfill many of the same
functions as public parks. Public plazas, golf courses and the grounds of
museums and historic sites are examples this type of open space. Community
gardens and pocket parks also fit into this classification.” (Emphasis added) The
civic gardens or parks at Holly and Garfield can be defined as “pocket parks”.
7
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According to both the CDSP and the Green Space Master Plan, there is a critical
shortage of park space in the Central District. Regarding the lack of park space
in the Central District, the CDSP states: “Because of limited Downtown
parkland, there is a critical need to maximize the benefit of existing park
resources, as well as explore opportunities for new park and recreational
facilities.” (See Section 6 “District wide Urban Design Concept The Public
Realm, p. 81) Also, the policy framework of the CDSP includes “Expand Open
Space Network”, “The Public Realm” (the provision of accessible open space not
only serves recreational needs, but also “finds a balance between build and
natural resources” p. 76), “Urban Outdoor Spaces” (encourage “the provision of
smaller-scaled urban outdoor spaces” in conjunction with public
improvements and private development projects, allowing public access where
feasible p. 82), “Preserve Historic & Cultural Resources,” and “Protect
Landscape Resources” (protect and enhance landscaped resources, including
mature street trees) (DEIR, p. 33.14). Also, the CDSP calls for the “presence of
gracious landscape space” as one of the “defining qualities of the Civic
Center/Midtown area” (CDSP p. 172) and “Courtyards, gardens and other
landscape area should be embellished with year-round greenery and floral
abundance.” (CDSP p. 172)
In recognition of the need for parks in the Central District (and citywide), and
the fact that available land is scarce and expensive in the Central District, the
City Council adopted an ordinance in 2014 that added “Pocket Park” to the
definition of park that could be funded by the City’s residential impact fees.
“Pocket Parks” are defined in this ordinance as small urban outdoor space,
usually less than one acre in size, that are open to the general public. “These
public outdoor spaces may include amenities such as seating areas, plazas, rest
areas, landmarks and public art installations, are typically in urbanized areas
of the city, and primarily serve the immediate local population.” (Chapter 4.7 of
the Pasadena Municipal Code)
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The definition of “Pocket Park” succinctly describes the nature of the “Civic
Gardens or parks at Holly and Garfield and the tree-lined promenade north of
the YWCA and south of the YMCA along Holly between N. Garfield and N.
Marengo. The effect of having funding available for “Pocket Parks” is that these
long-standing and neglected parks in the Civic Center can now fulfill adopted
plans for renovation (see “Design Development Plan for the Pasadena Civic
Center/Mid-town District Design Project, 2003 and 2007).
10. DEIR p. 3.3-19 “The Bennett Plan is not an officially adopted Land Use and
Planning document (i.e., it is not a Specific Plan) under Government Code Sections
65450 et. seq. Moreover, the CDSP specifically states that the CDSP supersedes other
planning documents prepared for this area and it is the officially adopted document
with which development must comport.”

8
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Comment: The Bennett Plan was a vote of the people, the Planning Commission
and the Board of Directors (now City Council) in 1923, 42 years before the
adoption of “Specific Plans” by the State of California in 1965. As such, the
Bennett Plan serves as a foundational document for the Civic Center and the
14
City as the boundaries were understood at the time the Bennett Plan was
adopted. Furthermore, the CDSP references the Bennett Plan at least five (5)
times and is therefore incorporated in the CDSP by reference. Finally, the
Bennett Plan was not included in the list of prior planning efforts/documents
superseded by the CDSP (see Appendix B, pp. 212-216 of the CDSP).
11. DEIR 3.3-23 Methodology: The DEIR states:
“The project is considered consistent with provisions of the identified
regional and local plans if it meets the general intent of the plan, and would
not preclude the attainment of the primary intent of the land use plan or
policy. The given project need not be in perfect conformity with each and every
policy or land use designation for a site.” (DEIR p. 3.3-23)
Comment: This consistency standard establishes an impossible bar by which to
judge the proposed project. The “general intent” and “perfect conformity”
statements are not supported by fact and are more in the nature of
unsubstantiated opinions. The “general intent” of the CDSP referred to in the
DEIR should be written out because it is not obvious on its face. In fact, the CDSP
is replete with 84 polices, objectives, guidelines and recommendations
supporting retention of the civic gardens or parks and the standard of
compatibility of new construction with historic resources. Twenty-five (25)
examples are:
15
Section 4 District-Wide Land Use Concept District-Wide Map 10:
Precinct Concept (CDSP p. 43) The Civic Center-Mid-town is divided into
three “Precincts”, one of which is the “Civic Center Core B”. On this basis,
it is called out as a distinct area of the Central District.
Section 4 District-Wide Land Use Concept Map 11: The Civic Center core
has primary emphasis on “Public Institution” with an additional
emphasis on “Mixed Use.” (CDSP p. 46)
“The Public Realm: An engaging public realm is important to the
development of any great city. Pasadena’s residents also believe that
their quality of life is related to the provision of accessible outdoor space
that not only services their recreation needs, but also finds a balance
between built and natural resources. Building on the notion of a wellconnected Downtown, this component describes a District-wide network
of key pedestrian streets, public parks and civic spaces.” (emphasis
added)(CDSP p. 76)
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“Public-Private Interface: A vibrant and economically vital Downtown
is best served by private developments that positively contribute to the
public realm.”(emphasis added)(CDSP p. 76)
“Downtown Linkages: Civic Heart: The Civic Center/Mid-town area is
also one of Downtown’s principal activity nodes, additionally
recognized as the symbolic center of the community. Highlighted by a
collection of extraordinary civic landmarks sited in accordance with the
historic Bennett Plan, this place should be highly accessible and
communicate its status as the heart of the community. Public
improvement that reinforce the significance and grandeur of the Bennett
Plan axial arrangements are recommended.”(emphasis added) (CDSP p.
77)
“The Public Realm – Concept: District –wide Map 22 Public Open Space
Concept describes an interconnected network of outdoor spaces. An
important objective of this open space concept is to respect and continue
Downtown’s landscape heritage by offering a wide array of publicly
accessible outdoor spaces that include tree-lined street, civic plazas, and
intimae courtyards and gardens. Other objectives include: 1) expand 15
open space network; 2) protect landscape resources; 3) increase
recreational opportunities; 4) enhance environmental quality; and 5)
make Downtown walkable.” (emphasis added) (CDSP p. 81)
“Open Space Network proposed (Parks & Plazas)
Public Parks: Because of limited Downtown parkland, there is a critical
need to maximize the benefit of existing park resources, as well as explore
opportunities for new park and recreational facilities.” (emphasis
added) (CDSP p. 81)
“District-wide Urban Design Concept - The Public Realm: Encourage the
provision of smaller-scale urban outdoor spaces in conjunction with
public improvement and private development projects, allowing public
access where feasible.” (emphasis added) (CDSP p. 82)
“Urban outdoor spaces may encompass a variety of types, including
pocket parks, plazas, courtyards, gardens, and pedestrian passages.
These spaces will often accommodate public access, especially when
provided in conjunction with a non-residential project.” (emphasis
added) (CDSP p. 82)
“Precinct Character: Civic Center Core: This precinct in particular
functions as the City’s symbolic and public center, and features a
distinguished grouping of civic buildings that includes City Hall and the
Central Library. The design of all buildings and public spaces in the
precinct should reflect the highest quality, respect the prominence of civic
10
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landmark buildings, and reinforce the vision of
Plan”(emphasis added) (CDSP p. 102)

the Bennett

Sub-district Concept: Civic Center/Midtown: “City Beautiful Vision”:
Some of Pasadena’s most significant architectural treasures are found
within the Civic Center/Midtown areas, particularly the complex of
public buildings that includes the City Hall, the Central Library, and the
Civic Auditorium. The setting for these building is no less important, and
therefore, the realization of the 1920’s “City Beautiful Vision should be
advocated through 1) preservation of historically significant buildings;
2) requirements for new buildings that are complementary to existing
landmarks, and 3) reintegration of the Beaux-Arts axial plan.” (emphasis
added) (CDSP p. 104)
“Major Public Spaces: Investment in public space should enhance this
Sub-district’s more unique attribute – its civic character; one of the
pleasure of the Civic Center is its continuously unfolding series of public
spaces. Well-designed, major public gathering spaces will readily
communicate the nature of this area by supporting civic ceremonies,
activities and events, and creating a highly public and people-oriented
environment. These spaces should be of the highest quality.” (emphasis
added) (CDSP p. 104)
“Civic-minded Architecture: New buildings should exhibit permanence
and quality, as well as respect the dominance and monumentality of civic
building and the scale and form of existing historic structures. In general,
site buildings in a manner that defines streets, permitting courtyards
and formal open spaces interior to the block.” (emphasis added) (CDSP
p. 105)
“Private Realm Design Guidelines District-wide Guidelines:
Planning:

Site

SP2.1 “Locate and orient buildings to positively define public streets and
civic space, such as public plazas;”(emphasis added) (CDSP p. 146)
“Building Design
“BD 1.3 Establish a harmonious transition between newer and older
buildings; compatible design should respect the scale, massing and
materials of adjacent buildings and landscape.” (emphasis added) (CDSP
p. 152)
“BD.2 Mitigate Massing and Bulk: Intent: Large monolithic buildings
negate the qualities particular to the Central District. As their worst,
these buildings make Downtown a less humane place. The proper
11
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consideration of the scale, massing and detail of the individual buildings
will contribute to a coherent streetscape and satisfying public
environment.” (emphasis added) (CDSP p. 153)
“BD 2.1 Design building volumes to maintain a compatible scale with
their surroundings; in general, break down the scale and massing of
large buildings.” (emphasis added) (CDSP p. 153)
“BD 2.2 Rely on building massing and orientation to place strong visual
emphasis on the street and other civic spaces.”(emphasis added) (CDSP
p. 153)(
“BD 2.5 Use articulated sub-volumes as a transition in size to adjacent
historic or residential structures that are smaller in scale.”(emphasis
added) (CDSP p. 153)
Section 10 Sub-district Guidelines Civic Center/Midtown Design
Character:

15
“Guideline 3: Create Dignified Public Spaces: Distinguish this area by
the presence of major public plazas and outdoor spaces suitable for
public gatherings. These should include dignified spaces associated
with public buildings and institutions.”
“1. Respect the dominance of the principal civic landmarks; building
and landscape should define streets and contain public space, creating a
consistent and unified context for these landmark buildings.” (emphasis
added) (CDSP p. 171)
Site Planning:
Guideline 1: “Provide a Gracious Landscape Setting: The presence of
gracious landscape spaces is one of the defining qualities of the Civic
Center/Midtown area. Significantly, these spaces exhibit a strong
relationship and comfortable flow between interior and exterior space.
(emphasis added) (CDSP p. 172)
“Guideline 2: Embellish Outdoor Spaces: Courtyards, gardens and other
landscape areas should be embellished with year-round greenery and
floral abundance. These elements present a gracious quality and are
evocative of the Tournament of Roses Parade.” (emphasis added) (CDSP
p. 172)
Section 11: Implementation Strategies: Urban Design Implementation
Strategies:

12
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Major Civic Space Design & Provision: Provide major public outdoor
spaces that support community gatherings and public celebration;
potential locations are associated with the Downtown’s major civic
institutions. The Pasadena Civic Center’s Midtown District Design
Project: Refine Concept Plan (Adopted April 9, 2001) includes
proposals for Centennial Square, the Central Library forecourt, the Civic
Auditorium forecourt, and well as Garfield Avenue and Holly Street
Promenade.” (CDSP p. 192)

15

12. Alternatives to the Proposed Project
“When all of the various factors are considered, the environmentally superior
alternative would be Alternative 2E, the 107 Foot Setback with No Increased Height
and Reduced Room Count.” DEIR p. 4-17
However, this Alternative was not selected by the City as the proposed project
because “with its reduce operational capacity, Alternative 2E may not fully meet the
16
objective of developing an economically sustainable, long-term use that would allow
the City to recoup its investment in the property with a reasonable amount of time,
and it would not have the same contribution to the economic vitality of the
surrounding area as would the proposed project.” (DEIR p. 4-52)
Comment: The lack of public information regarding the financing of the
proposed project does not allow the public to understand and/or challenge
this statement. As a result, the public is left with the only choice to “take our
word for it.”
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR.
Sincerely,
Marsha V. Rood
___________________________
MARSHA V. ROOD, FAICP
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Letter No. 27 Marsha V. Rood
Marsha V. Rood
Member, Pasadena Civic Center Coalition
216 South Madison Avenue, #302
Pasadena, California 91101
March 9, 2016

Responses
Response 27-1
The comment is noted. Please see Responses to Comments 26-2 through 26-17 below.

Response 27-2
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
25-2. As noted in Response to Comment 25-2, please see Topical Response TR-GEN-1 regarding
the business aspects of the proposed project.

Response 27-3
The content of this comment is identical to Comment 25-3; please refer to Response to Comment
25-3 and, as noted in that response, Response to Comment 17-17.

Response 27-4
The content of this comment is identical to Comment 25-4. As noted in Response to Comment
25-4, please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2 regarding the Bennett Plan, including the 1925
drawings for the Civic Center.

Response 27-5
The content of this comment is identical to Comment 25-5. As noted in Response to Comment
25-5, please see Responses to Comments 9-14 and 9-16 regarding valet parking, and Response to
Comment 9-15 regarding potential impacts to bicycle facilities on Marengo Avenue.

Response 27-6
With respect to the comments pertaining to traffic safety, the content of this comment is identical
to Comment 25-6. As noted in Response to Comment 25-6, please see Response to Comment 9-15
regarding safety impacts associated with the valet turnout. Please also see Topical Response
TR-CR-3 regarding the landscape area on Marengo Avenue.

Response 27-7
The content of this comment is identical to Comment 25-7; please refer to Response to Comment
25-7.

Response 27-8
The content of this comment is identical to Comment 25-8; please refer to Response to Comment
25-8.
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Response 27-9
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
25-9; please refer to Response to Comment 25-9.

Response 27-10
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
25-10; please refer to Response to Comment 25-10.

Response 27-11
The content of this comment is identical to Comment 25-11; please refer to Response to Comment
25-11.

Response 27-12
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
25-12. As noted in Response to Comment 25-12, please see Topical Response TR-CR-5 regarding
the Robinson Memorial.

Response 27-13
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
25-13; please refer to Response to Comment 25-13.

Response 27-14
The content of this comment is identical to Comment 25-14. As noted in Response to Comment
25-14, please see TR-GEN-2 for a discussion of the relationship between the Bennett Plan and
adopted regulatory land use documents.

Response 27-15
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
17-22; please refer to Response to Comment 17-22.

Response 27-16
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
25-16. As noted in Response to Comment 25-16, please see Topical Response TR-GEN-1
regarding the business aspects of the proposed project.

Response 27-17
The comment is noted. No further response is required because the comment does not raise any
new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis
included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15204(a)).
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difference in comparison to other places in the city where nearly every building of this era has been
destroyed through modernization. Although there have been intrusions, it is obviously a unique
collection of buildings and sites whose greatest value and impact arise from the fact that they relate
to each other and the environment in a special way, This district must be preserved as a unit. The
whole here is greater than the parts. (Item number 8, page 2, NR of Historic Places InventoryNomination Form, April 26, 1980)
The map of the National Register District labels the parcels on the Y blocks as “park,” clearly indicating
that all parties, the authors, the California State Historic Preservation Commission and the Keeper of the
National Register agreed that these were essential components of the Civic Center National Register
District.
As you can see from the statement above, the Civic Center is a special place in Pasadena and a significant
component is its park-like character, created by a number of small parks. City Hall itself encloses a
beautifully landscaped park. Two of the parks, across from the Civic Auditorium, were lost when the mall
was built in the late 1970s. At the time the NR nomination was prepared, the land on the southeast corner
of the County Court block was landscaped with trees and a lawn and was open to the public. The Senior
Center in Memorial Park was a much smaller building, leaving more parkland for public use.

3

Are we to continue this trend of taking parkland by approving this project, which will take by far the largest
chunk of remaining parkland, this time for private use alone? This action will not only mean the all-butcertain permanent loss of public open space on the YW block, but will also set a precedent for dealing with
the Civic Center’s remaining large area of parkland on the YM block.
Most of the Civic Center buildings have setbacks from the sidewalk with landscaped green space. The
Kimpton/YWCA project proposes creating a vehicular entry on Marengo that will destroy the green space
in the YW setback, an additional loss of parkland that will never return to public use.
The DEIR proposes several alternatives, all of them identified by the number of feet of setback which is
never clearly defined in the report. Setback from what? The curbline at Garfield Avenue? The easternmost
line behind the pocket car parking spaces on the west side of Garfield? The west line of the sidewalk along
Garfield? Or is the setback referring to the County Assessor’s Map, which identifies the L-shaped parkland
on the YWCA block as “Pasadena Civic Center.”

4

For the sake of clarity, I request that all alternatives be identified by the number of feet in each direction and
total number of square feet that they encroach into public park space. This is the only way to draw a true
comparison among the alternatives.
When the Civic Center was conceived the citizens of Pasadena were asked to vote to approve two ballot
measures: 1) the $3.5 million bond issue, and 2) to approve the 1923 plan by Bennett, Parsons, and Frost (the
Bennett Plan), including Ordinance 2116, which published the legal description of all land to be acquired
for the three principle buildings, including “approaches and appurtenances,” (land for streets and parkland
included in the plan).The plan was first published on the front page of the Pasadena Star News on March
28, 1923, and was later published again before the election in the Pasadena Evening Post, the Pasadena
Star-News, and in the Los Angeles Times on June 6, 1923. In addition, a brochure containing the drawing
of the plan and describing the plan and the ballot measures was sent to all customers of the City’s Power
Department. The bond issue and the plan passed overwhelmingly, and by 1924, all land for the City Hall
and Library, Holly Street, widening of Garfield and the parkland on the two Y blocks was on the tax rolls
as property of the City.
The 1925 plan was not approved by the voters, and despite the drawing showing a parking lot, the issue
came up in 1926 when the City Council wanted to dedicate it to parking for City employees, the idea was

5
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Note: This letter includes attachments. The attachments to this letter
are provided in Appendix A of this Final EIR.
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Letter No. 28 Ann F. Scheid
Ann F. Scheid
Member, Pasadena Civic Center Coalition
500 South Arroyo Boulevard
Pasadena, California 91105
March 1, 2016

Responses
Response 28-1
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. No
further response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft
EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). Please
see Responses to Comments 28-2 through 28-5 for responses to the commenter’s specific
concerns regarding the landscape areas facing City Hall and Holly Street.

Response 28-2
The comment is noted and is included as part of the Final EIR, which will be considered by
decision makers in taking action on the project. No further response is required because the
comment does not raise any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the
environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).

Response 28-3
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding potential impacts to the Historic District. Please see
Topical Response TR-CR-3 regarding the YWCA landscape area fronting Marengo Avenue. Please
see Responses to Comments 8-4 and 17-4 for discussions of cumulative impacts relating to the
removal of landscape areas on the project site.

Response 28-4
For the proposed project and alternatives, the setback from Garfield Avenue is measured from the
western edge of the decorative brick-and-concrete sidewalk along Garfield Avenue to the
proposed hotel building. The setback measurement for the proposed project is shown in
Figure 2-8. The setback measurements for each of the alternatives is shown in Figures 4-1, 4-3,
4-5, 4-8, 4-11, 4-13 and 4-16 of the Draft EIR. The following table shows the total square footage
of open space that would be removed, and the square footage of open space fronting
Garfield Avenue that would be removed, under each alternative. The existing amount of open
space fronting Holly Street and Garfield Avenue is 33,690 square feet, with 20,540 square feet
fronting Garfield Avenue (includes the Robinson Memorial and Sister City trees).
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Alternative

Proposed Project
No Project
Alternative 2A
Alternative 2B
Alternative 2C
Alternative 2D
Alternative 2E
Alternative 2F
Alternative 2G
Alternative 3

Proposed Total
Landscaped Area

Total Landscaped
Area Removed
(Square Feet)

Proposed Total
Landscaped Area
Fronting Garfield
Avenue (Square
Feet)

Landscaped Area
Fronting Garfield
Avenue Removed
(Square Feet)

23,350
33,690
21,900
27,500
27,500
27,500
33,690
33,690
33,690
23,350

10,340
0
11,790
6,190
6,190
6,190
0
0
0
10,340

10,200
20,540
8,750
14,570
14,570
14,570
20,540
20,540
20,540
10,200

10,340
0
11,790
5,970
5,970
5,970
0
0
0
10,340

Response 28-5
Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2 regarding the Bennett Plan, including the 1925 drawings
for the Civic Center. As noted in the topical response, while it is true that the 1923 drawing of the
Civic Center area was published in local newspapers leading up to the June 1923 vote regarding
acquisition of land and construction of City Hall, the public library, and the municipal auditorium,
the drawing was not included in Ordinance 2116 (which included the official sample ballot) or
Planning Commission Resolution 2. As such, it was not adopted by the Planning Commission,
Board of Directors, or voters as a regulatory land use plan for the Civic Center. Moreover, as also
noted in the topical response, the 1923 drawing was further refined in 1925 following an
architectural competition for the designs of the three buildings referenced above, and current
conditions more closely resemble the 1925 revised plan. Staff is unaware of any evidence that the
1923 drawing was circulated to municipal power customers; however, even if it was, this also
does not constitute approval of a plan by the Board of Directors, Planning Commission, or voters.
The voters approved only what was included in the ballot language, which did not include any
drawings or images.
The City has searched records and minutes of the City Council from 1926 as well as newspaper
indexes and found no records or documentation to substantiate the claim that a proposal for a
parking lot for City employees was proposed on this land in 1926. Even if such evidence is found
or produced, the rejection of one development proposal for a property does not constitute
rejection of any future development proposals on the same property.
Regarding the statement that the 1980 National Register document designates the landscape area
as public land, despite the fact that a map included in the National Register of Historic Places
Inventory Nomination Form identifies the landscaped areas that face Garfield Avenue to the north
and south of Holly Street as parks, the General Plan land use designation for these sites is Medium
Mixed Use, and the sites are zoned CD-2 (Central District Specific Plan, Civic Center/Midtown
Sub-District). Moreover, the sites are not identified as open space or as parks in the City’s Green
Space, Recreation and Parks Master Plan.
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Design Commission Meeting
March 8, 2016
Draft Environmental Impact Report
YWCA/Kimpton Hotel Project
Comments and Questions
Ann Scheid
500 S Arroyo Blvd
Pasadena, CA 91105
1. Aesthetics
To ignore the aesthetic impacts of the project, despite the request of Pasadena Heritage
in their letter of March 2015, and despite the fact that the project impacts the Civic
Center, a National Register of Historic Places Historic District of national significance,
is an unfortunate omission. As Pasadena Heritage stated in their letter, submitted during
the EIR Scoping process, “if Aesthetics are removed from this environmental evaluation,
what means will the commissions have to guide the project toward a design that responds
to its sensitive setting?” The DEIR justification for ignoring Aesthetics 1) “that the
project is on an infill site” incorrectly labels Parcel 3, listed as a park in the National
Register document, as though it were a gaping hole in a streetscape that needed filling to
create a continuous design. This is clearly not the case. The second justification for
ignoring Aesthetics is that the project is an “employment center.” However there is no
documentation in the DEIR of how many people will be employed with comparative
figures for similar properties in the Central Business District. An “employment center”
implies a significant number of employees in relation to other establishments in the
downtown. How does this employment center rank against other hotels, Parsons,
corporate headquarters, etc.? And in the end, as the letter from Pasadena Heritage states,
even if the aesthetic impacts are not able to overcome the regulatory inhibitors to consider
them, they are still important to the community in making decisions about the project.
2. Levels of Significance: The YWCA and the Civic Center National
Register Historic District
The DEIR is based on the premise that the YWCA by Julia Morgan is a significant
historic building as a contributor to the National Register of Historic Places and has also
been designated a Historic Monument of the City of Pasadena. However, the Civic
Center National Register District is registered as of national significance and by virtue of
its national stature qualifies also as a Historic Monument of the City of Pasadena
(Zoning Code, Chapter 17.62). Julia Morgan is only one of the nationally recognized
architects who created the Civic Center plan and designed its buildings. It is clear from
visual examination, the historical record, and the understanding of Beaux Arts planning
principles that Pasadena’s Civic Center includes a hierarchy of buildings, with City Hall
as the ultimate focal point, flanked by the Library and Auditorium, with other secondary
buildings, including the YWCA, playing a lesser role in the overall composition. Why
then is the DEIR focused on potential impacts on the YWCA building and not on the
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impacts on the far more significant Civic Center National Register District? Why does
the DEIR state that the parkland east of the Y is “not critical to understanding the
historic significance of the Pasadena YWCA,” when it is clearly critical to understanding
the Pasadena Civic Center? Why was the Civic Center National Register Nomination
not included as a key document in the DEIR?

2

3. Symmetry and Subordination:
Following the principles of Beaux Arts planning, the Civic Center was designed as a
symmetrical composition focused on the three principle buildings. The parks facing the
Auditorium and the City Hall were intended to create a balanced composition created in
a former residential neighborhood, where lot sizes and residential buildings might have
disturbed the plan. While not perfectly symmetrical the parks facing City Hall create the
illusion of symmetry and therefore demand that any additions to the existing buildings
must not destroy the balance. Now the City wants to approve a project that will destroy
that balance. Furthermore, the proposed addition to the YWCA is clearly not visually or
physically subordinate to the historic building nor is it subordinate to its neighbor, the
Post Office, blocking the view of that building from the north and from the central plaza.
Its height and massing also challenge City Hall.

3

4. Cumulative impacts – Loss of parkland
The DEIR does not address the cumulative impacts over time of the loss of parkland in
the Civic Center. The original Civic Center plan as realized contained two parks across
from the Civic Auditorium, spaces that were clearly intended to set off the grand building
at the terminus of the Garfield axis, just as the parks at Holly and Garfield play a similar
role in relation to City Hall. The Auditorium parks were sacrificed in the 1980s for the
shopping mall, the construction of which provided the impetus for Pasadena Heritage’s
National Register nomination of Pasadena’s Civic Center. The NR nomination clearly
calls out the parks across from City Hall as well as the park on the County Courts block,
recently fenced off and no longer open to the public. Also listed in the NR nomination as
part of the Civic Center is Memorial Park, which has lost parkland through the
construction and later expansion of the Senior Center (see DEIR 3.1-9 ). This cumulative
loss of parkland has occurred at the same time as the City has pursued a policy of
residential development in the Central Business District. Parkland in this area is
desperately needed for inner-city residents of all ages and for their pets as well. The NR
nomination emphasizes the significance of the parks to the District:
Qualities which make the district distinct from its surroundings:
Upon entering the district one is aware that this is an important place in the city. Far less
commercial and much more park-like, the Civic Center area is distinct from its surrounding
neighborhoods both in architectural style and feeling. The streets are wider here, and lined with
trees, the sidewalks are wider too; some of them paved in tile and brick set in decorative patterns.
Small parks abound, planted with trees and flowers. Unlike other areas in the city, this section was
planned around the citizen, truly a place for people---to walk, to picnic and sunbathe, and to sit
with friends among the trees and enjoy the open vistas.
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Fronting City Hall is a large open plaza, an ideal place for street fairs, open air concerts and
festivals. Because it is not a major traffic area, it is an easy matter to close off streets without
disrupting the traffic flow through Pasadena.

The park-like character of the Civic Center is enhanced by the presence of landscaped
setbacks from the sidewalk for almost all of the contributing buildings. Trees, shrubs and
greenery characterize entire blocks and streetscapes in the Civic Center. In addition to
the loss of the two parks in front of City Hall that will be an inevitable consequence of this
project, the YWCA will lose its landscaping and street trees on Marengo to
accommodate a driveway for drop-off and valet parking.
5. Loss of trees – Sister City Trees
The loss of 34 mature public trees is not analyzed for environmental impacts, even in an
era of climate change when every tree is precious for shade, oxygenation of air, and other
benefits. Moreover, the Sister City Trees, which were planted in this place of honor in a
park across from City Hall, were intended to be permanent symbols of Pasadena’s
friendship and respect for other peoples and cultures. To remove them so callously
demonstrates an attitude in City Hall that is disrespectful at the least.
6. The Robinson Memorial –
This memorial to two famous Pasadena citizens is dismissed as insignificant because it is
not 50 years old. However, the National Register does allow for historic designation of
newer structures created by living artists/architects/craftsmen if they are of exceptional
significance. Apparently the backgrounds and significance of the artists have not been
researched, because few details are provided in the DEIR. At least the association with
Mack and Jackie Robinson, star athletes and famous for breaking the color barrier in the
Olympics and in baseball, would seem to merit historic designation. Since the proposed
project will clearly impact views of the Memorial from the south and the southeast, this
seems to be an oversight.
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Imagine the reaction to a proposal to block part of the view of the Vietnam Memorial on
the Washington Mall. That memorial is less than 50 years old and the artist is still living.
Why is Pasadena’s Robinson Memorial less significant?
6. Additions and adjacency
The DEIR goes to great lengths to avoid the problem of the gigantic addition that clearly
cannot be physically subordinate to the much smaller YWCA. It does this by creating a
“hyphen” – a covered walkway/driveway between the historic building and the addition, a
concept based on the NPS Guidelines for Rehabilitation in order to avoid the having to
meet the subordination requirement for additions outlined in NPS Pres Brief 14.
Whatever the rationale, the new building will still read as an addition to the historic
building. This is why the DEIR is so concerned with the Union Street elevation, where
the hyphen occurs. Views of the project and alternatives are carefully restricted to the
Union Street elevation, views to the southwest from Garfield north of City Hall and to
the southeast from the west side of Marengo at Holly. There are no views shown looking
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directly south from the YMCA block along Garfield or looking directly west across
Garfield near Union. The idea of the hyphen seems to be recent, since all of the
alternatives are still drawn as straightforward additions.

7

7. Design
The YWCA is an L-shaped building with a return on Union. Here Julia Morgan
suggested how to enclose the courtyard, a feature that she certainly meant to complete if
and when the Y had the money to do it. The elegantly simple symmetry of the principal
façade with its front-facing gable on each end becomes more interesting as it turns the
corner, introducing varied massing that reads as a grouping of smaller buildings along
Union. Following this design idea introduced by Julia Morgan would be the most
appropriate way to enclose the courtyard and complete the building. A six-story addition
pushed east into the park does not enclose the courtyard and complete the design.
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Furthermore, the six-story addition is no better architecturally than the major intrusions
in the Civic Center: the Mutual Savings Building (now Citbank), the County Courts
addition along Walnut, and the Plaza Pasadena (now Paseo Colorado). Applying Beaux
Arts design principles, the addition should have a central focus (entrance) facing City
Hall, with symmetrical flanking elements, a raised first story with a less tall second story
and an even lower third story, as in the YWCA above, City Hall, the Auditorium, etc.
Proportion is a key element of Beaux Arts design, and an understanding of that is clearly
lacking here.
8. Financial questions
The DEIR does not provide an accounting of the City’s investment role in the project nor
does it provide figures proving that the environmentally preferred alternative, 2E, is not
feasible. The City’s role is important for several reasons:
1) the public has a right to know what investment the City has made and how the City
proposes to get its return on the investment;
2) since the City is the Lead Agency under CEQA and also has a financial interest in the
project, this has the appearance of a conflict of interest;

9
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3) since the City is now the owner of the Historic Monument, why has the City not taken
steps to protect the building from further damage by securing the building and making
the roof water-tight?
4) the City reputedly paid $8.4 million for the YW building. With an annual budget of
over $600 million and a population of over 140,000, contrast this with the investment in
1923 dollars of $3.5+ million by a population of 45,000. Clearly the current investment is a
very small one factoring in inflation and based on current land values and the City’s overall
budget. Investing in protecting the Historic Monument should be a priority;
5) the City is providing the parkland free to the developer. What is the market rate land
value of Parcel 3?
6) without detailed figures for the development financial plan, how can the public, the
Commissions and the Council possibly judge the feasibility of any of the proposed
alternatives? An independent analysis of the financial plan by a reputable expert firm
should be included in the EIR as was done in the case of the Huntington Hotel project.
9. Rehabilitation questions:
The YWCA is a Historic Monument of the City of Pasadena. What interior spaces are
designated for preservation/restoration? There is mention in the DEIR of remnants of a
wall painting/mural on the interior, but no detailed plan showing locations of protected
spaces/elements. The DEIR does not provide an adequate plan for monitoring the
project to protect any and all significant spaces, surfaces, details, materials, etc.
According to the DEIR this will be left up to a consultant restoration architect, hired by
the applicant! This is an inadequate response.

9
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10. Who is the applicant? The DEIR should provide the legal name, address, and other
salient information about the applicant and details regarding the City’s relationship to the
applicant.
11. How was the applicant chosen and why? Who were the other applicants, what were
their design solutions and why were they rejected? This may not be a component of the
DEIR, but it should be public record.
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Letter No. 29 Ann F. Scheid
Ann F. Scheid
Member, Pasadena Civic Center Coalition
500 South Arroyo Boulevard
Pasadena, California 91105
March 8, 2016

Responses
Response 29-1
Please see Response to Comment 17-19 for a discussion of why the project site is considered to
be an infill site as defined by the Public Resources Code. Public Resources Code Section
20199(a)(1) defines an employment center as a project that is located on property zoned for
commercial use with a floor area ratio of no less than 0.75 and that is located within a transit
priority area. As detailed in the Initial Study (provided in Appendix A of the Draft EIR), the project
site is zoned CD-2, which is a commercial zoning designation, and the proposed project would
have a floor area ratio of 1.5. Also as outlined in the Initial Study, the project site is located within
a transit priority area as defined by Public Resources Code Section 21099(a)(7), because it is less
than one-quarter mile from a major transit stop, as defined in Public Resources Code Section
21064.3. Because the project meets all three criteria associated with Public Resources Code
Section 21099(d)(1), it is a project for which aesthetic impacts shall not be considered impacts on
the environment.

Response 29-2
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. The
content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comments
17-8 and 17-9; please refer to Responses to Comments 17-8 and 17-9. Regarding the question
pertaining to the Civic Center National Register Nomination, the nomination form was used as
reference material in the preparation of the Draft EIR (see Section 6, References, of the Draft EIR).

Response 29-3
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Response to Comment 17-9 regarding symmetry in connection with the District and the use of
the term “parks” to refer to landscape areas on the project site, and Response to Comment 9-11
regarding views of the U.S. Post Office. Please see Topical Response TR-CR-2 regarding
compatibility with historic resources, including the issue of subordination. Please see Response to
Comment 17-11 regarding the relationship of the proposed project to City Hall.
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Response 29-4
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
17-14; please refer to Response to Comment 17-14. Please also see Topical Response TR-CR-4
regarding the loss of landscaped area on the project site, Response to Comment 10-4 regarding
the landscaped area on the northwest corner of Garfield Avenue and Holly Street, and Topical
Response TR-CR-3 regarding the loss of landscaping along Marengo Avenue as a result of the
proposed project.

Response 29-5
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in,
Comments 17-16 and 17-17; please refer to Responses to Comments 17-16 and 17-17.

Response 29-6
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Topical Response TR-CR-5 regarding the Robinson Memorial.

Response 29-7
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Topical Response TR-CR-2 regarding compatibility with historic resources, including the
issue of subordination. Please see Response to Comment 17-12 regarding views included in the
Draft EIR.

Response 29-8
The commenter’s opinion regarding the project’s design is noted. This opinion is included as part
of the Final EIR, which will be considered by decision makers in taking action on the project.
Please see Topical Response TR-CR-2 regarding the compatibility of the proposed new building
with the YWCA building.

Response 29-9
These comments concern economic issues. These comments do not pertain to significant
environmental issues or the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR
(Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). Regarding
the comment that the City has a conflict of interest due to its financial interest in the project, lead
agencies are often project proponents with an interest in the proposed project, including a
financial interest. Please also see Topical Response TR-GEN-1 regarding the business aspects of
the proposed project.

Response 29-10
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
17-13; please refer to Response to Comment 17-13.
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Response 29-11
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. The
name of the applicant is Kimpton Hotel and Restaurant Group, LLC. (Following the merger of
International Hotel Group and Kimpton Hotel and Restaurant Group, LLC, the business entity that
is proceeding with negotiations with the City is KHPIII, LLC.) No further response is required
because the comment asks a question that does not raise any new significant environmental
issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR
(Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
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Letter No. 30 Ann F. Scheid
Ann F. Scheid
Member, Pasadena Civic Center Coalition
500 South Arroyo Boulevard
Pasadena, California 91105
March 9, 2016

Responses
Response 30-1
The comment regarding the scheduling of Design Commission, Historic Preservation Commission,
and Planning Commission public hearings is noted. No further response is required because the
comment does not raise any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the
environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). Please see Responses to Comment Letter 28 and Comment
Letter 31, which include the commenter’s comments made to the Historic Preservation
Commission and Responses to Comment Letter 29, which includes the commenter’s comments
made to the Design Commission.

Response 30-2
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
29-4; please refer to Response to Comment 29-4. Please also see Response to Comment 17-14
concerning the cumulative loss of parks in the downtown area, Response to Comment 28-4
regarding the square footage of landscaped area that would be removed under each alternative,
and Topical Response TR-CR-4 regarding the need for a Cultural Landscape Report.

Response 30-3
Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding potential impacts to the Historic District.

Response 30-4
Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 regarding the need to evaluate additional alternatives in
the EIR.

Response 30-5
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
29-9; please refer to Response to Comment 29-9.

Response 30-6
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
17-19 and Comment 29-1; please refer to Responses to Comments 17-19 and 29-1.

Response 30-7
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Topical Response TR-CR-2 regarding compatibility with historic resources, including the
issue of subordination.

3-254

YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project Final EIR

Section 3.0 • Comments and Responses

Response 30-8
The comment is noted. No further response is required because the comment does not raise any
new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis
included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15204(a)).
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Letter No. 31 Ann F. Scheid
Ann F. Scheid
Member, Pasadena Civic Center Coalition
500 South Arroyo Boulevard
Pasadena, California 91105
March 15, 2016

Responses
Response 31-1
The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those raised in, Comment
17-14; please refer to Response to Comment 17-14. Please also see Topical Response TR-CR-4
and Response to Comment 5-3 regarding the loss of landscaped area on the project site, and
Response to Comment 10-4 regarding the landscaped area on the northwest corner of Garfield
Avenue and Holly Street. Please also see Responses to Comments 8-4 and 17-4 for discussions of
cumulative impacts.

Response 31-2
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding potential impacts to the Historic District. Please see
Responses to Comments 8-4 and 17-4 for discussions of cumulative impacts.

Response 31-3
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. The
Draft EIR, on page 3.1-23, evaluates impacts on views of City Hall and concludes that they would
be less than significant because the building would continue to be visible from most vantage
points.

Response 31-4
Please see Topical Response TR-CR-3 regarding the YWCA landscape area fronting
Marengo Avenue. Impacts on the setting of the YWCA are evaluated in Section 3.1.6 of the
Draft EIR.

Response 31-5
For a discussion as to why a Cultural Landscape Report is not necessary for the purposes of CEQA
analysis, please see Topical Response TR-CR-4. It is not clear what report the commenter is
referring to in the reference to a Historic Structures Report. A report prepared by Architectural
Resources Group for the City of Pasadena in 2011 (“Pasadena YWCA Rehabilitation Study”) is
included in Appendix D of this Final EIR. Please see Response to Comment 8-15 regarding the
height of City Hall. The height of the YWCA building is identified in Section 2.2 of the Draft EIR.
The heights of buildings in the vicinity of the project site are identified in Section 2.4 of the Draft
EIR.
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Letter No. 32
April 5, 2016
Kevin Johnson, Senior Planner
Planning Department
City of Pasadena
175 North Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91101
Dear Kevin,
I have a few more comments to add to my previous comments to on the DEIR for the
Kimpton/YWCA project.

1

1) Cumulative Impacts on Pasadena Civic Center Vistas and Settings
Edward Bennett described the views to be enjoyed in his new Pasadena Civic Center as a
"sequence of vistas of beautiful buildings and settings [that] will be equal to any in the
world." (Bennett, Parsons and Frost, Pasadena: A National Garden. Report on a Plan for the City
of Pasadena, California. p 20). For almost 40 years Pasadenans and visitors enjoyed this
undisturbed sequence of vistas and settings.

2

Pasadena Civic Center, c 1930s, showing fully landscaped parks facing City Hall
Amazingly Pasadena remained true to the plan through the post-war period, continuing to
build compatible additions in the spirit of the original Bennett Plan through the 1950s,
adding the County Courts building (1951) flanking City Hall and making a seamless addition
to the Library (by original architects Hunt and Chambers). The City of Pasadena demanded
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that the architect add the arcaded loggia to the court building design to harmonize it with the
rest of the Civic Center’s buildings.
The first intrusion came in 1960 in the face of many citizen protests when the 10-story
Mutual Savings Building, a characterless box, went up flanking City Hall at Union and
Garfield, which blocked the vista of City Hall when viewed from the Civic Auditorium and
from Colorado Boulevard.

View north on Garfield from Civic Auditorium, 1960-1979. Note landscaped parks flanking
Garfield.

View south on Garfield, before 1979.
In 1969, the County built an addition to the 2-story 1951 County Courts building. The
addition, a 10 story slab, overwhelmed the original building and blocked the view to the
mountains from the core of the Civic Center, seriously compromising the setting.

1951 Court Building, with massive 1969 10-story addition behind, blocking mountains.

2
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The most serious damage was done, however, with the construction of Plaza Pasadena, a
shopping mall which severed the Garfield Axis and blocked the vista of the Civic
Auditorium from the Library and City Hall, as well as blocking the vista of the Library from
the Civic Auditorium. Again citizens protested vigorously, and their concerns were finally
heeded in the 1990s when the Garfield axis was partially re-opened. However, the grade
change imposed by the shopping mall's parking garage and the intrusion of multi-story
buildings flanking the axis continue to partially block the original vista, adding to the
cumulative impacts on the District.

2
View south on Garfield, after 1980

Views south and north on Garfield, 2014. Court building blocks views of moutains, bank
building blocks views of City Hall
The proposed project will further impact views along the Garfield axis and throughout the
Civic Center core, blocking or impeding views from various directions of the City Hall, the
Post Office, the Library, the Hale Building (Gas Co. 1929), the YMCA, the YWCA, the First
Baptist Church, the Turner and Stevens Building, and the 1951 County Courts Building. The
DEIR needs to include views from pedestrian and motorist heights from various directions
(irrespective of trees and other current vegetation) in order to clearly and truthfully show the
impacts of the project on views of all historic buildings in the District and on views from all
historic buildings in the District.
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Assuming similar new construction at a height of 60 ft on the YMCA site (including the
parkland), the result will be that City Hall will stand alone, unrelated to its immediate
surroundings and hemmed in by surrounding large buildings which compromise its setting.
This project will have the most significant and greatest negative impact on the Civic Center
since the severing of the Garfield axis in 1980. It is difficult to imagine that there will be any
2
similarly effective remediation of this impact that will be possible in future decades.
The proposed hotel terrace/patio (which will inevitably have a roof or awnings) sited in the
parkland along the Holly Street view corridor will also interrupt views of City Hall from
Marengo Avenue and views of the First Baptist Church from the core of the Civic Center.
2) Critical Role of Aesthetics
The project to be approved in the EIR will set the massing and footprint of the new
construction, leaving the Design Commission with only one task, to "decorate the box." The
architecture so far proposed fails to relate in massing, scale, proportion and detailing to the 3
setting and to surrounding historic buildings. The 10-foot first floor dooms the design to
fail as a compatible building in the setting of the Civic Center. It cannot be expected that
the current architectural design will, or even can be, brought up to the standard of the
historic buildings surrounding the Civic Center Plaza.
3) Zoning in Landmark and Historic Districts
It is difficult to understand how and why the Central District Specific Plan specifies 60 ft as
the governing height limit and a 10 ft setback as the governing setback over the National
4
Register Historic District. In the City’s Landmark Districts (mostly locally significant
residential neighborhoods), historic preservation guidelines trump zoning rules. Yet in
Historic Districts (all districts listed in the National Register, many of them nationally
significant) zoning trumps historic preservation guidelines. This is a glaring inconsistency in
the City’s regulations.
4) Response to the RFP and the Exclusive Negotiating Agreement
The RFP suggests a height limit of 46 ft, a more reasonable height limit given the location of
the proposed project. Why did the City need to agree to the 60 ft height limit? In the
5
successful applicant’s response, the applicant stipulated a 150-room hotel. When the
applicant returned with a demand for a 192-room hotel (since reduced to 179 rooms), why
did the City need to agree? The DEIR indicates that the environmentally preferred
Alternative has 142 rooms, only 8 rooms short of the initially agreed-upon 150 rooms. Why
is this alternative now impossible?
Please add these comments to others for the Draft EIR.
Sincerely,
Ann Scheid, 500 South Arroyo Boulevard, Pasadena, California 91105
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Letter No. 32 Ann F. Scheid
Ann F. Scheid
Member, Pasadena Civic Center Coalition
500 South Arroyo Boulevard
Pasadena, California 91105
April 5, 2016

Responses
Response 32-1
The comment is noted. Please see Responses to Comment Letters 28 through 31 for previous
comments made by the commenter. No further response is required because the comment does
not raise any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).

Response 32-2
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. The
Draft EIR, on page 3.1-23, evaluates impacts on views of City Hall and the U.S. Post Office building
and concludes that they would be less than significant because the building would continue to be
visible from most vantage points. The project would not impact views of the Southern California
Gas Company building, First Baptist Church the Turner and Stevens Building or the County Courts
Building for the same reasons that are indicated in the Draft EIR for City Hall and the U.S. Post
Office building. Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding potential impacts to the Historic
District. Please see Responses to Comments 8-4 and 17-4 for discussions of cumulative impacts
and Response to Comment 17-12 regarding views included in the Draft EIR.

Response 32-3
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding potential impacts to the Historic District. Please also see
the Response to Comment 9-22 regarding the first-floor height of the proposed project. The
comment pertaining to the role of the Design Commission pertains to the City’s entitlement
process and is not a comment on the Draft EIR.

Response 32-4
This comment pertains to the Central District Specific Plan and is not a comment on the Draft EIR.
No further response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft
EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
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Response 32-5
The questions regarding the details of the proposed project do not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft
EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). Please
see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 regarding the need to evaluate additional alternatives in the EIR.

Response 32-6
The comment is noted. Responses to the comments contained in this letter are provided in
Responses to Comments 32-1 through 32-5 above. No further response is required because the
comment does not raise any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the
environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). Please see Responses to Comments of Letter 28 through
Letter 31 for previous comments made.
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Letter No. 33
Dear Kevin,
I found out from Darrell Cozen, who is on the Preservation Commission, that the proposals for
the Julia Morgan YWCA building are not up to par, and that you are open to new suggestions. I feel very
strongly that with the focus on preservation of the character of our city’s beautiful buildings, we also
need to preserve the diverse character of the city.. we are rapidly losing our ethnic and economic
diversity—one of the core visions and mission of our city. This famous project would be honored by
having it used as Julia Morgan intended, housing for low income women. This would be in keeping with
the kind of housing across the street at Centennial Place and it would honor many who still recall living,
swimming and dinning there. I attended First Baptist across the street, for a number of years and some
of members there used to live in this building.
There is not only a lack of housing units for low income women, especially of color, the is really
no place for recreation or a coffee shop close by City Hall for meetings and hang out, as Y’s were
intended. I have written a book on affordable housing and one of the models featured is a mixed use
and mixed income (mostly lower income levels) development in the Five points area of Denver, with a
coffee shop that now serves as a local hangout for all the dignitaries. It’s a joy to go there. And we need
a resource like this by the City Hall.
I was also on a tour of affordable housing with SCANPH (see http://www.scanph.org/) last year
and some of their award winning developers have been able to use historic tax credits to redevelop
project like the Rosslyn Hotel, that is now pristine, and also houses 264 formerly homeless. When they
were developing it, they discovered the marble walls and a sky light that is beyond beautiful and.. they
were surprised by discovering “speak easy” in a hidden tunnel below the building! I suggest that you
search the SCANPH website can court some of the developers of their amazing work. I believe it was
SRO Housing that developed the Rosslyn hotel. See: http://la.curbed.com/2015/2/23/9988966/insidethe-dramatic-restoration-at-downtown-las-historic-rosslyn-hotel
Abode Communities also has experience with historic tax credits and a great track record with
the city of Pasadena.
I am praying as you explore the highest and best use of the historic building.
Jill Shook

"Don't look for big things, just do small things with great love....The smaller the thing, the greater must be our love." ― Mother
Teresa

Please consider the environment before printing this email
Jill Shook, Missions Door, Catalyst http://www.missionsdoor.org/missionaries/shook-jill
Doctor of Ministry, Bakke Graduate School
Blog: makinghousinghappen.net Website: makinghousinghappen.com
Author/Editor: Making Housing Happen: Faith Based Affordable Housing Models
Jill@ makinghousinghappen.com Phone: 626) 675-1316
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Letter No. 33 Jill Shook
Jill Shook
Bakke Graduate School
Doctor of Ministry
April 4, 2016

Responses
Response 33-1
The comment suggesting that the site be used for affordable housing and providing affordable
housing examples is noted. This comment is included as part of the Final EIR, which will be
considered by decision makers in taking action on the project. Please see Topical Response
TR-ALT-1 regarding the need to evaluate additional alternatives in the EIR.
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Letter No. 34
From: Ana Whitaker [mailto:amwjpw@earthlink.net]
Sent: Sunday, March 06, 2016 10:10 AM
To: Johnson, Kevin
Subject: moments on the YWCA Draft EIR

Dear Mr Johnson:

The YWCA building, designed by premier California Architect, Julia Morgan, is a great asset
within the Civic Center Plan and it should be preserved and protected.
It is fortunate that the proposed hotel proposal can maintain the original building use of spaces
such as a main entrance on Marengo, entry hall, etc.

1

A hotel use should promote vitality to the Civic Center area, a very unique and valuable space in
the Pasadena.
The design of the new buildings should be compatible and enhance the Civic Center area.
Any alternatives selected should protect the existing open space on the Garfield Ave side. Is a
resource, which has been part of the Civic Center area for a long time, and it is a green asset for a
beloved area of the city. Any extra space needs of the proposed hotel could be accommodated
through a re-design.

2

The Robinson memorial should be maintained in its present location. It is already recognized as a
landmark for Pasadena, often used in media coverage and publications. When it was located across
from City Hall, it provided a powerful symbolic message that the city recognized the value of all
its citizens and addressed, to some extent, previous severe discrimination issues.

3

Centennial Square has been “designed” as part of each previous plan for the Civic Center but it
was never implemented. It is a very important ceremonial space for the city where many historical
events have been held and which holds an important place as a central city space. It becomes alive
when it is used. Hopefully, it will be completed as part of this planning process.

4

Thank you very much for you consideration
Ana Maria Whitaker
690 Linda Vista Ave
Pasadena
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Letter No. 34 Ana Maria Whitaker
Ana Maria Whitaker
690 Linda Vista Avenue
Pasadena, California 91105
March 6, 2016

Responses
Response 34-1
The comments regarding the goals of the proposed project and the design of the new building are
noted and are hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. No further response is required
because the comment does not raise any new significant environmental issues or address the
adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section
21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).

Response 34-2
The commenter’s opinion regarding the selected alternative with respect to the landscaped area
along Garfield Avenue is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please
see Topical Response TR-HR-1 regarding the relationship between the landscaped area and the
Civic Center Historic District.

Response 34-3
As noted in Section 2 of the Draft EIR, the Robinson Memorial would not be affected by the
proposed project. Please see Topical Response TR-CR-5 regarding the Robinson Memorial.

Response 34-4
Centennial Plaza would not be affected by the proposed project. The proposed project would not
include any improvements to the plaza, or change its physical layout or use.
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Letter No. 35
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Letter No. 35 David Whitehead
David Whitehead
March 8, 2016

Responses
Response 35-1
The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please see
Topical Response TR-CR-2 regarding compatibility with historic resources, including the issue of
subordination.

Response 35-2
Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding potential impacts to the Historic District. Please
see Responses to Comments 8-4 and 17-4 for discussions of cumulative impacts relating to the
removal of landscape areas on the project site. Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2 regarding
the Bennett Plan and its relationship to the landscaped area along Garfield Avenue.

Response 35-3
Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2 regarding the Bennett Plan and its relationship to the
landscaped area along Garfield Avenue. Please also see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding
potential impacts to the Historic District, including the partial loss of landscaped area, and Topical
Response TR-CR-3 regarding potential impacts related to the landscaping along the
Marengo frontage of the YWCA building.
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3.2.3 Comments Received at the Public Hearings on Draft EIR
The following summarizes comments received from the public and the City of Pasadena Historic
Preservation Commission, Design Commission, and Planning Commission at the public hearings
held on the Draft EIR on March 1, 2016, March 8, 2016, and March 9, 2016, and provides
responses to these comments. In some cases, public comments expressed during oral testimony
were read from, or otherwise reflected by, the written comments submitted by the speakers.
Comments expressed at the hearing that were not submitted in writing are responded to
immediately below, whereas comments expressed at the hearing that were also submitted in
writing are responded to above in the responses to individual comment letters received on the
Draft EIR. Comments are paraphrased and not written verbatim. The audio comments and
responses are available online at: http://ww5.cityofpasadena.net/commissions/commissionmeetings-archived-recordings/.

3.2.3.1 City of Pasadena Historic Preservation Commission Public Hearing Comments
(March 1, 2016)
Public Comments
Matt Dillhoefer, Member, Pasadena Civic Center Coalition: More than 50 percent of trees will
be removed.
Response: Please see Response to Comment 17-17 regarding the loss of trees on the
project site.
Arnie Siegel: The City should keep the history of Plaza Pasadena in mind.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise
any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
Arnie Siegel: It would be nice for the EIR to have a photo simulation looking right from City Hall
to proposed project.
Response: Figure 2-19 of the Draft EIR provides a photo simulation of the project site
from a location along Garfield Avenue in front of City Hall.
Arnie Siegel: Alternatives that are 90+ feet and/or demolish part of YWCA building are bogus.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. A range of alternatives was studied in the Draft EIR. Of the eight build
alternatives studied, two were at a height of 90 feet or greater and two would involve
demolition of a portion of the YWCA building. Please also see Topical Response TR-ALT-1
regarding the range of alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR.
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Arnie Siegel: The treatment of the open space area is tricky.
Response: Please see Section 3.3, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR for analysis of
the proposed project on landscaped areas located on the project site. Please also see
Topical Response TR-CR-1.
Arnie Siegel: Centennial Plaza is a barren wasteland – greenspace would at least provide
something.
Response: The comment is not on the proposed project. The proposed project would not
alter Centennial Plaza.
Arnie Siegel: Regarding the project objectives, preserving the YWCA is important, but there
needs to be a better way to do this in a manner that results in a return on investment.
Response: The comment on the return on investment of the proposed project is noted
and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. This comment does not
raise any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the
environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section
21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). Please see Topical Response TR-ALT1 regarding the analysis of alternatives in the Draft EIR.
Arnie Siegel: A boutique hotel is supposed to be 150 rooms or less.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise
any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
Arnie Siegel: A 6-story building will not be subordinate to existing three story building.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-CR-2 regarding the relationship of the new
building to the existing YWCA building.
Emina Darakjy: During the current drought we should be concerned with preserving trees, not
removing them.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. Please see Response to Comment 17-17 regarding the loss of trees on
the project site.
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Emina Darakjy: The Engelmann Oaks along Holly next to project should be preserved.
Response: The Engelman Oak trees along Holly are identified on Table 2-2 as tree
numbers D through V. As shown on the table, all of these trees will remain in their current
locations.
Emina Darakjy: Opposed to removal of trees proposed.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. Please see Response to Comment 17-17 regarding removal of trees
from the project site. No further response is required because the comment does not raise
any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
Avram Gold: The City Hall building is incredibly majestic and its grandeur is emphasized by
space around City Hall. If we lose this open space we break down this grandeur.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding impacts associated
with the removal of a portion of the landscaped area on the project site and TR-CR-2
regarding preservation of the hierarchy of City Hall in the Historic District.
Avram Gold: Agrees with Alternative 2E – The civic center and presence around it should take
precedence over part of YWCA building.
Response: The commenter’s opinion regarding his preference in alternatives selection is
noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers
for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. No further
response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in
the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section
15204(a)).
David Whitehead: A pool is shown on the rooftop of the existing building – has anyone studied
whether it can be supported? I do not think it will.
Response: The comment is noted regarding location of the pool on the third floor and is
hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. The design of the hotel
will follow all design criteria and requirements, including structural requirements. No
further response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in
the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section
15204(a)).
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David Whitehead: The project should be redesigned to have 150 units and to avoid impacting
open space.
Response: The comment regarding redesign of the hotel to 150 unites is noted and is
hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please see Section 3.3,
Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR for an evaluation of impacts to open space. No
further response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in
the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section
15204(a)).
Chris Fedukowski, Member, Pasadena Civic Center Coalition: The EIR states that the building
will remain intact but there will be a loss of setting – I would reverse that: the setting will be
affected but the building will remain intact. How is that not a material effect?
Response: The comment regarding setting is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR,
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any
action on the proposed project. Please see Section 3.1, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR
for evaluation of effects to the historic setting in the project area, Topical Response
TR-CR-1 regarding the historical setting of the project site, and Section 3.3, Land Use and
Planning, of the Draft EIR for an evaluation of consistency of the proposed project with
City land use plans.

Historic Preservation Commission Summary Closing Comments
Commissioner Phelps: The EIR should include a perspective view of the project facing south
along Garfield Avenue from the north side of Holly Street.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. Figure 2-2 of the Draft EIR includes a perspective view of the project
facing south along Garfield Avenue from a position slightly north of Holly Street.
Commissioner Phelps: Do not agree that an Aesthetics analysis is not necessary.
Response: Please see Response to Comment 17-19 regarding why an aesthetics analysis
is not required in the EIR.
Commissioner Phelps: The EIR should identify the eave heights of other buildings in the vicinity
including the post office and YWCA.
Response: The height of the YWCA building is identified in Section 2.2 of the Draft EIR.
The heights of buildings in the vicinity of the project site, including the height of the
Post Office, are identified in Section 2.4 of the Draft EIR.
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Commissioner Phelps: Likes the entrance on Alternative 2A because it echoes the curve of the
parkland, sidewalk and City Hall.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise
any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
Commissioner Floyd: Economics are not discussed in EIR – does this need to be included in an
EIR?
Response: Per Section 15131(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, “economic or social effects
of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.” Although
considerations other than environmental impacts have a role in the action taken by the
decision-makers, the purpose of an EIR is to focus on significant environmental effects
associated with a Proposed Project. Further, CEQA does not require a discussion of the
economics related to a project within the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.
Commissioner Floyd: There are some variances in the two versions of the Bennett Plan, but it
seems clear that the 1923 plan was sold to the voters.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2 regarding the Bennett Plan.
Commissioner Floyd: What other alternatives could there be – maybe a bond measure to just
have City rehab the YWCA? Was this considered?
Response: As identified in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR, a Rehabilitation Only Alternative
was considered in the Draft EIR but was rejected from further analysis. Please see Topical
Response TR-ALT-1 regarding the lack of need to evaluate additional alternatives in the
EIR.
Commissioner Floyd: The setting is fairly important as part of the whole package that we are
trying to preserve. Changing the landscape area on south would set precedent for future
encroachment on the north.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding the historical setting of the
project site. The proposed project does not propose any development of the site on the
northwest corner of Garfield Avenue and Holly Street. Nevertheless, please see Topical
Response TR-CR-4 regarding potential impacts associated with the potential future
removal of landscaped area on the northwest corner of Holly Street and Garfield Avenue.
Commissioner Floyd: Although the L’Enfant design of Capital Mall did not envision Smithsonian
building, it still achieves grand plan. This should be considered in the design of this project.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise
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any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
Commissioner Miller: The loss of open space and trees and the height of the new building seem
to be the primary issues with the project.
Response: Section 3.3, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR evaluates the proposed
project’s effect on open space and trees; please also see Topical Response TR-CR-1
regarding impacts associated with the removal of a portion of the landscaped area on the
project site. Section 3.1, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR evaluates effects to historic
setting as a result of the height of the proposed new building; please also see Topical
Response TR-CR-2 regarding the relationship of the new building to the existing YWCA
building.
Commissioner Miller: Alternative 2E is superior.
Response: The commenter’s opinion regarding his preference in alternatives selection is
noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers
for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. No further
response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in
the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section
15204(a)).
Commissioner Miller: The HPC’s role is to advise Council on preservation issues. The HPC
should write a letter with a recommendation to the Council in regards to the historic resource
(not necessarily the EIR).
Response: The comment is noted. Please see Response to Comment 8-13 regarding the
role of the HPC with regards to the proposed project. No further response is required
because the comment does not raise any new significant environmental issues or address
the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources
Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
Commissioner Miller: The HPC should receive a copy of the Final EIR to review the responses to
its comments.
Response: The HPC will be notified of the availability of the Final EIR for review on the
City’s website.
Commissioner Miller: The drop-off on Marengo should be reconsidered; it could be on
Holly Street.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 regarding the lack of need to evaluate
additional alternatives, or permutations of alternatives already analyzed, in the EIR.
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Commissioner Miller: The Draft EIR fails to identify that the park areas are significant
contributing features of the district. Loss of them should be a significant impact and the EIR
should be revised to reflect that.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding the character-defining
features of the Civic Center Historic District and potential impacts to the District.
Commissioner Chasteen-Elfarra: The EIR does not do an adequate job at analyzing cumulative
impacts on setting of both the Civic Center Historic District and the YWCA in light of Union Street
Condominiums.
Response: The commenter does not provide any evidence that the Union Street
Condominiums would have an adverse impact on the setting of the Civic Center Historic
District or of the YWCA building. Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding
historical setting of the District and the YWCA.
Commissioner Axel: The Commission should provide comments on the subordination issue, the
tree issue, and what it means to preserve the Civic Center National Register District.
Response: This comment is noted. Please see Topical Response TR-CR-2 regarding the
relationship of the new building to the existing YWCA building, Response to Comment
17-17 regarding trees located on the project site, and Topical Response TR-CR-1
regarding impacts to the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District.
Commissioner Axel: There has not been a discussion about the facade of the new building and
how it relates to the District. How do you keep focus on the district, particularly City Hall, while it
appears to look like the back of the hotel?
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding impacts to the Pasadena Civic
Center Historic District and TR-CR-2 regarding preservation of the hierarchy of City Hall
in the Historic District.
Commissioner Axel: General agreement with comments from Pasadena Heritage; the 30’/40’
setback alternative appears to respond better to the Bennett Plan.
Response: The commenter’s opinion regarding his preference in alternatives selection is
noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers
for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. No further
response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in
the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section
15204(a)).
Commissioner Axel: Need an Aesthetics analysis as it impacts the Civic Center Historic District
and City Hall.
Response: Please see Response to Comment 17-19 regarding why an aesthetics analysis
is not required to be provided in the EIR. Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding
impacts to the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District and TR-CR-2 regarding
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preservation of the hierarchy of City Hall in the Historic District. The Draft EIR, on
page 3.1-23, evaluates impacts on views of City Hall and concludes that they will be less
than significant because the building would continue to be visible from most vantage
points.
Commissioner Rodriguez: Having two structures right in front of City Hall would diminish the
setting.
Response: The commenter’s opinion regarding the diminishment of setting is noted and
is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please see Section 3.1,
Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR and Topical Response TR-CR-1 for evaluations of
effects to the historic setting in the project area.
Commissioner Kranwinkle: The Commission has not seen enough information about the
features of the outside of the new building.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise
any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
Commissioner Kranwinkle: It seems likely that a porte-cochere would be needed on Marengo,
which will affect historic resources.
Response: A porte-cochere is not planned. Please see Topical Response TR-CR-3
regarding effects to the YWCA building of having a valet area on Marengo Avenue.
Commissioner Kranwinkle: Trees and positioning are important.
Response: The comment regarding trees is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and
will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any
action on the proposed project. Please see Section 3.3, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft
EIR for an evaluation of impacts to trees and open space. Please see Topical Response
TR-CR-1 regarding the critical character defining features of the Civic Center Historic
District, including positioning of trees.
Commissioner Kranwinkle: Agree that parkland is important and historic and should not be
torn down.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding the character-defining
features of the Civic Center Historic District and potential impacts to the District and
landscape area.
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3.2.3.2 City of Pasadena Design Commission Public Hearing Comments
(March 8, 2016)
Design Commission Opening Questions and Comments
Commissioner Rawlings: Vibration is a real issue. Not interested in something happening and
then fixing it. Need more vibration analysis up front—e.g., shoring contractor, no pneumatic tools,
etc.
Response: Mitigation Measure MM-NOISE-1 requires the Applicant to retain a structural
engineer with experience in structural vibration analysis and monitoring prior to the
approval of grading plans and/or prior to the issuance of construction permits. Among
other things, MM-NOISE-1 requires that measures to ensure that vibration levels would
remain below the potential for damage to the existing YWCA building be identified prior
to construction.
Commissioner Rawlings: None of the alternatives is lower than 6 stories. No examples show a
lower profile addition. To evaluate alternatives, it would be beneficial to see that. Would
appreciate a reduced-height alternative.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1, which explains why the Draft EIR does
not need to evaluate additional alternatives, or permutations of alternatives already
analyzed, in the EIR.

Public Comments
Claire Bogaard: Has been involved in many Civic Center task force groups over the years and
always assumed that there would be development to east of YWCA and YMCA.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise
any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
Claire Bogaard: Supports Alternative 2A.
Response: The comment’s opinion regarding her preference in alternatives selection is
noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers
for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. No further
response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in
the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section
15204(a)).
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Claire Bogaard: Would like to see more consideration of 5-story or less; 6-stories will
overwhelm YWCA.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1, which explains why the Draft EIR does
not need to evaluate additional alternatives, or permutations of alternatives already
analyzed, in the EIR and Topical Response TR-CR-2 regarding the relationship of the new
building to the existing YWCA building.
Claire Bogaard: Accept loss of greenspace – suggest mitigation of removing parking or moving
parking along Garfield.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR evaluated effects of loss of green space
relative to the applicable City land use plans. The evaluation concluded that effects would
be less than significant and mitigation is not required.
Claire Bogaard: The Sister Cities Committee is open to the relocation of the Sister City trees
within the Civic Center along with replacement of dead trees.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise
any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
David Whitehead: Why are we considering CEQA and the EIR without complete discussion of
objectives?
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. Please see Section 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR for a list of
project objectives. Please also see Response to Comment 17-31.
David Whitehead: Why are we giving away parking?
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. The EIR does not indicate that parking is being given away, only that
the applicant must secure off-site parking for the project (see page 1-2 of the Draft EIR).
Per Section 15131(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, “economic or social effects of a project
shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.” Although considerations
other than environmental impacts have a role in the action taken by the decision-makers,
the purpose of an EIR is to focus on significant environmental effects associated with a
proposed project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise
any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental

YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project Final EIR

3-279

Section 3.0 • Comments and Responses

analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
Avram Gold: The DEIR is completely misleading.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. The commenter does not provide any evidence to support this
assertion; therefore, no further response is required.
Avram Gold: Option 2E has a smaller impact on the Historic District, however it is rejected
because it is not feasible because of room count and economics.
Response: Please see Response to Comment 17-32 regarding the status of the project
alternatives in the Draft EIR. As noted in that response, none of the alternatives are
rejected in the Draft EIR.
Avram Gold: It is not possible to discuss alternatives without knowing what the primary
objective is. Is it revenue for City rather than Bennett Plan or preserving open space?
Response: The objectives of the proposed project are identified in Section 2, Project
Description, of the Draft EIR. The objectives do not include an objective of preserving open
space. Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2 regarding the Bennett Plan and Topical
Responses TR-CR-1 and TR-CR-4 regarding the loss of landscaped area on the project site.
Avram Gold: Do we really know what is economically feasible without a study?
Response: The question in this comment pertains to economic issues. Per Section
15131(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, “economic or social effects of a project shall not be
treated as significant effects on the environment.” Please see Topical Response
TR-GEN-1regarding the business aspects of the proposed project. This comment does not
raise any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the
environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section
21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)), therefore no further response is
required.
Avram Gold: This project defines the attitude to every project in Pasadena.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise
any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
Stefanos Polyzoides: There were three fundamental take aways from his research as part of the
working group process: 1) The left over open space has been interpreted by some members of the
public as part of the Bennett Plan, which is not true. 2) Beaux Arts planning principles are
extremely important. People that are saying that the left over open space is important are
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incorrect; the only way to finish the plan properly is to do it as if one of the people on the Bennett
Plan team was designing it. 3) The residual open space in front of the YWCA and YMCA has no
regulatory basis of being a park.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2 regarding the Bennett Plan, and
Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding the relationship of the project to Beaux Arts City
Planning concepts and parks in the Civic Center Historic District. Please also see Response
to Comment 9-18 for reasons why the landscaped area on the project site is not
considered to be a park.
Stefanos Polyzoides: The open space removed by the project could be regained by converting
the black top in front of City Hall (Centennial Square) to landscaping.
Response: The comment is noted. Centennial Plaza would not be affected by the
proposed project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise
any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
Chris Fedukowski, Civic Center Coalition: Support Alternative 2E.
Response: The comment’s opinion regarding a preference in alternatives selection is
noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers
for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. No further
response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in
the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section
15204(a)).
Chris Fedukowski, Civic Center Coalition: Landscape spaces should remain intact, which are a
character defining feature of Historic District.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding character-defining features of,
and impacts to, the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District.
Chris Fedukowski, Civic Center Coalition: Why is the project objective the reuse of the YWCA
as a hotel rather than the reconstitution of the Historic District?
Response: The commenter’s questions pertaining to the project objectives do not raise
any new significant environmental issues and do not address the adequacy of the
environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section
21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). These questions are included as part
of the Final EIR, which will be considered by decision makers in taking action on the
project.
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Chris Fedukowski, Civic Center Coalition: Why are we talking about adaptive reuse and not
restoration of YWCA?
Response: As identified in Section 4.4, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, a Rehabilitation Only
Alternative was considered in the Draft EIR but was rejected from further analysis. Please
see Topical Response TR-ALT-1, which explains why the Draft EIR does not need to
evaluate additional alternatives in the EIR.
Chris Fedukowski, Civic Center Coalition: In the Project Objectives, define “dynamic economic
environment/vitality” in terms of the General Plan and Central District Specific Plan.
Response: The commenter’s questions pertaining to the project objectives do not raise
any new significant environmental issues and do not address the adequacy of the
environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section
21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). These questions are included as part
of the Final EIR, which will be considered by decision makers in taking action on the
project.
Chris Fedukowski, Civic Center Coalition: The proposed cycle track along Union Street would
go by the hotel. With the loading zone and the intersection of Union and Marengo, a lot is going on
at that location. The EIR should study these issues in more detail.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR. The proposed cycle
track along Union Street would be located on the south side of Union Street; therefore,
conflicts with vehicles accessing the loading zone would not occur. The commenter
provides no evidence that the proposed location of the loading zone would result in any
significant impacts. Therefore, no further response is required.

Design Commission Summary Closing Comments
Commissioner Rawlings: Project objectives. The terms “Restore” and “rehabilitate” are used in
the first objective. She is more interested in seeing restoration and would like it to say “per the
Secretary of the Interiors Standards”.
Response: The commenter’s questions pertaining to the project objectives do not raise
any new significant environmental issues and do not address the adequacy of the
environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section
21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). Mitigation measure MM-CULTURAL1 requires the project to comply with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation. As defined by the National Park Service, “restoration” means “the act or
process of accurately depicting the form, features, and character of a property as it
appeared at a particular period of time by means of the removal of features from other
periods in its history and reconstruction of missing features from the restoration period.
In contrast, “rehabilitation” means “the act or process of making possible a compatible use
for a property through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions
or features which convey its historical, cultural, or architectural values.” Because the
project involves the act of making possible a compatible new use for the YWCA,
rehabilitation is the most appropriate treatment for the historic property.
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Commissioner Rawlings: More detailed analysis should be done about what happens with
specific character-defining features such as the pool.
Response: Interior character-defining features are listed in Section 3.1, Cultural
Resources, of the Draft EIR. As noted on page 3.1-22 of the Draft EIR, the existing
swimming pool would become hotel ballrooms. To address potentially significant impacts
associated with rehabilitation of the YWCA building, including potential impacts to
interior features, the Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure MM-CULTURAL-1 as well as
Conditions of Approval COA-CULTURAL-1 and COA-CULTURAL-2. Please also see
Responses to Comments 8-9 and 17-13 regarding preservation of character-defining
features.
Commissioner Rawlings: In the next objective, would like it to say National Register Historic
District
Response: The commenter’s questions pertaining to the project objectives do not raise
any new significant environmental issues and do not address the adequacy of the
environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section
21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1
regarding potential impacts to the Historic District.
Commissioner Rawlings: The fourth objective discusses parking. Parking is critical. The EIR
should indicate the quantity to be provided.
Response: As noted in Section 1.2 of the Draft EIR, all parking would be off-site and
would be provided at existing parking lots and structures in the nearby area.
Commissioner Rawlings: Objectives 4 & 5 should be more distinct from each other.
Objective 5 - a 4-star hotel has specific components. Those should be listed in the EIR.
Response: The commenter’s comments pertaining to the project objectives do not raise
any new significant environmental issues and do not address the adequacy of the
environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section
21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
Commissioner Rawlings: Strengthen language on character defining features on 3.1.3. There
should be an effort to show mitigation if one of them is removed.
Response: Character-defining features are identified in Section 3.1, Cultural Resources, of
the Draft EIR. To address potentially significant impacts associated with rehabilitation of
the YWCA building, including potential impacts to character-defining interior features, the
Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure MM-CULTURAL-1 as well as Conditions of
Approval COA-CULTURAL-1 and COA-CULTURAL-2. Please also see Topical Response
TR-CR-1 regarding potential impacts associated with character defining features.
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Commissioner Rawlings: The vibration mitigation should be strengthened. A civil engineer
should be included to stop potential vibration problems before they start.
Response: Mitigation Measure MM-NOISE-1 requires the Applicant to retain a structural
engineer with experience in structural vibration analysis and monitoring prior to the
approval of grading plans and/or prior to the issuance of construction permits. A
structural engineer is a specialization of civil engineering. Among other things,
MM-NOISE-1 requires that measures to ensure that vibration levels would remain below
the potential for damage to the existing YWCA building be identified prior to construction
(emphasis added). Therefore, the comment is adequately addressed in the proposed
mitigation measure.
Commissioner Rawlings: Would like to see an alternative that is less than six stories. The
massing is suffocating the YWCA.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1, which explains why the Draft EIR does
not need to evaluate additional alternatives, or permutations of alternatives already
analyzed, in the EIR. Please see Topical Response TR-CR-2 regarding the compatibility of
the proposed new building with the YWCA building with respect to massing.
Commissioner Rawlings: A cultural landscape plan should be included in the EIR.
Response: Topical Response TR-CR-4 discusses cultural landscape plans and outlines
why such a plan is not required for the proposed project.
Commissioner Hansen: Agrees with Commissioner Rawlings about rehabilitation vs.
restoration.
Response: As defined by the National Park Service, “restoration” means “the act or
process of accurately depicting the form, features, and character of a property as it
appeared at a particular period of time by means of the removal of features from other
periods in its history and reconstruction of missing features from the restoration period.
In contrast, “rehabilitation” means “the act or process of making possible a compatible use
for a property through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions
or features which convey its historical, cultural, or architectural values.” Because the
project involves the act of making possible a compatible new use for the YWCA,
rehabilitation is the most appropriate treatment for the historic property.
Commissioner Hansen: The entire Civic Center is a historic resource. The analysis should
consider both the built environment and landscape resources; not just the YWCA.
Response: A discussion of impacts to historic resources other than the YWCA building is
provided on pages 3.1-23 and 3.1-24 of the Draft EIR. Please also see Topical Response
TR-CR-1 regarding potential impacts to the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District and
the loss of landscaped area on the project site. Please also see Topical Response TR-CR-4
regarding the loss of landscaped area.

3-284

YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project Final EIR

Section 3.0 • Comments and Responses

Commissioner Hansen: There should be an alternative that merges 2A with footprint of 2E – like
2A design (Beaux Arts) but it’s too large. Leave 70 feet setback as compromise.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1, which explains why the Draft EIR does
not need to evaluate additional alternatives, or permutations of alternatives already
analyzed, in the EIR.
Commissioner Hansen: There should be a condition for symmetrical construction on the Water
& Power lot so that whatever is built on south side of Holly Street is duplicated on north side.
Response: The comment does not raise any new significant environmental issues and do
not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR
(Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). The
comment suggests an expansion of the project description, which will not be incorporated
into the EIR. Please see Responses to Comments 7-6 and 17-9 regarding development on
the northwest corner of Garfield Avenue and Holly Street.
Commissioner Hansen: In the EIR, do away with variations of Alt 2; each alternative should have
its own number.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise
any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
Commissioner Floyd: There should be balance on both sides of Holly Street. We should be
thinking inclusively and not just parcel specific; suggests a grander plan for District.
Response: The comment does not raise any new significant environmental issues and
does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR
(Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). The
comment suggests an expansion of the project description, which will not be incorporated
into the EIR. As noted in Section 2.6 of the Draft EIR, the project objectives are focused on
rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of the YWCA building and adjacent parcels. Regarding
the comment that there should be balance on both sites of Holly Street, please also see
Response to Comments 7-6 and 17-9 regarding development on the northwest corner of
Garfield Avenue and Holly Street.
Commissioner Byram: Alternative 2E has opportunities to be adjusted to add more rooms;
could be a hybrid of another alternative.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1, which explains why the Draft EIR does
not need to evaluate additional alternatives, or permutations of alternatives already
analyzed, in the EIR.
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Commissioner Byram: Not too concerned with 6-story height; seems appropriate limit.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise
any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
Commissioner Byram: The failure to identify Beaux Arts approaches to City Hall is a defect in
EIR. The approaches should be understood as a way to ensure visibility of the approach to City
Hall, which is important.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding the relationship of the project
to Beaux Arts City Planning concepts and a discussion of character-defining features. Please
see Topical Response TR-CR-4 for a discussion of the axial approaches in the Civic Center.
In addition, the Draft EIR, on page 3.1-23, evaluates impacts on views of City Hall and
concludes that they would be less than significant because the building would continue to
be visible from most vantage points.
Commissioner Byram: The 1923 Bennett Plan was published in the local newspaper, was used
for the bond measure and included open space. The 1925 Bennett Plan was not published for
public review and does not have more applicability than the 1923 plan.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2 regarding the Bennett Plan.
Commissioner Byram: The lead agency should review these matters and recirculate the Draft
EIR.
Response: Please see Response to Comment 5-7 regarding the conditions under which
the City would need to recirculate the Draft EIR.
Commissioner Byram: Made a motion that all comment letters submitted be included in Final
EIR.
Response: The Final EIR includes all comments made on the Draft EIR and responses to
those comments.
Commissioner Maitless: Agree with Commissioner Byram that there may be structural issues
with argument being put forward by City; not sure if requires wholesale rethinking of EIR, but
holes need to be filled in.
Response: This comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR. Responses to
specific comments raised by the Commissioners and other commenters are provided in
this Final EIR.

3-286

YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project Final EIR

Section 3.0 • Comments and Responses

3.2.3.3 City of Pasadena Planning Commission Public Hearing Comments
(March 9, 2016)
Public Comments
Claire Bogaard: Always assumed that new buildings would be added to east sides of YWCA and
YMCA.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise
any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
Claire Bogaard: The Julia Morgan building is very important and the new building must be
respectful to it and to the Civic Center.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. Please see Topical Response TR-CR-2 regarding the relationship of the
new building to the existing YWCA building.
Claire Bogaard: Design Guidelines are needed for both sites north and south of Holly – suggest
community meeting to see footprints of new building.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise
any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
Claire Bogaard: Supports Alternative 2A.
Response: The commenter’s opinion regarding her preference in alternatives selection is
noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers
for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. No further
response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in
the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section
15204(a)).
Claire Bogaard: Alternatives that increase height and/or demolish wing are not appropriate.
Response: The commenter’s opinion regarding his preference in alternatives selection is
noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers
for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. No further
response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in
YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project Final EIR
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the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section
15204(a)).
Claire Bogaard: Suggest an alternative with 5 stories; 6-story building may overwhelm the
YWCA.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1, which explains why the Draft EIR does
not need to evaluate additional alternatives, or permutations of alternatives already
analyzed, in the EIR. Please see Topical Response TR-CR-2 regarding the compatibility of
the proposed new building with the YWCA building with respect to massing.
Claire Bogaard: Suggest removing parking along Garfield frontage to be re-landscaped.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1, which explains why the Draft
EIR does not need to evaluate additional alternatives, or permutations of alternatives
already analyzed, in the EIR.
David Gaines: What he is impressed by are the architectural details in the front of the building
(entry), which he views from the opposite side of Marengo.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-CR-3 regarding impacts associated with
proposed alterations to the portion of the YWCA that faces Marengo Avenue.
David Gaines: Suggest moving valet to Holly Street rather than Marengo Avenue to preserve
Marengo Avenue frontage; the sidewalk, trees and landscaping along Marengo Avenue are
important part of the YWCA.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. Please see Topical Response TR-CR-3 regarding impacts associated
with proposed alterations to landscaping along Marengo Avenue.
David Gaines: An awning on Holly Street would be consistent with historic conditions.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise
any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
David Gaines: The design proposals look like contemporary designs. The new building doesn’t
look like the YWCA, City Hall, or the Hale Building. The YWCA has a gabled roof and those type of
architectural details should be carried forward to the new building.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
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proposed project. Please see Topical Response TR-CR-2 regarding the design of the new
building and compatibility with historic resources.
Ken McCormick: The Draft EIR is lacking background of economic tradeoffs in alternative.
Response: This comment pertains to economic issues. Per Section 15131(a) of the State
CEQA Guidelines, “economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant
effects on the environment.” Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-1 regarding the business
aspects of the proposed project. This comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in
the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section
15204(a)), therefore no further response is required.
Ken McCormick: An alternative should be considered that steps back upper floors.
Response: As shown in the Figures 2-15 and 2-16 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project
would step back the upper floors of the new building. Please also see Topical Response
TR-CR-2, which discusses these setbacks.
Ken McCormick: It is unusual that the new building would not have a 15-ft first floor to respond
to General Plan policies about pedestrian access.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. Section 2.8 of the Draft EIR identifies that a variance would be needed
for the proposed project regarding the first floor height. Please also see Response to
Comment 9-22.
Matt Dillhoefer, Civic Center Coalition: There is inadequate information in the Draft EIR about
land and lease deals.
Response: Land and lease deals are not an environmental topic that is required to be
discussed in an EIR. However, please see Topical Response TR-GEN-1 regarding business
aspects of the proposed project.]
Matt Dillhoefer, Civic Center Coalition: Why was there no alternative of commercial office
space?
Response: Alternative 3 considers commercial office space. Please see Section 4.6.3 of the
Draft EIR for a description and evaluation of Alternative 3.
Matt Dillhoefer, Civic Center Coalition: The working group was not a working group – it was a
presentation by the applicant.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise
any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental

YWCA Kimpton Hotel Project Final EIR

3-289

Section 3.0 • Comments and Responses

analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
Stefanos Polyzoides: The Beaux Arts Civic Center plan should be taken very seriously as this was
a very important movement for City-making in the country. Beaux Arts deals with symmetry,
building-to-building relationships, etc.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding the relationship of the
project to Beaux Arts City Planning concepts.
Stefanos Polyzoides: Nothing can be considered part of the Beaux Arts Civic Center other than
City Hall, YWCA, and YMCA. The plan is incomplete. Holly Street is the axis.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding the relationship of the
project to Beaux Arts City Planning concepts and a discussion of character-defining
features.
Stefanos Polyzoides: Bennett’s 1923 raw plan cannot be considered his finished plan. The 1925
plan is much further developed.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2 regarding the Bennet Plan.
Stefanos Polyzoides: The open space in front of the YWCA and YMCA are in no way regulated or
listed as parks. As little as 10 years ago these sites were presented in written documents as
development sites.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. Please see Response to Comment 9-18 for reasons why the landscaped
area on the project site is not considered to be a park.
Stefanos Polyzoides: Centennial Square should be where the park space is and not blacktop.
Response: The comment is noted. Centennial Plaza would not be affected by the
proposed project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise
any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
Avram Gold: Love Alternative 2E because it has the least impact and least encroachment into
open space, but now understand this is not a viable alternative, so attempted to find what the real
objectives of the project are. Return on investment is the primary objective and the overriding
design consideration.
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Response: The commenter’s opinion regarding a preference in alternatives selection is
noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be forwarded to the decision-makers
for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed project. Please see
Response to Comment 17-32 regarding the status of the project alternatives in the Draft
EIR. The commenter’s statement that the primary objective is return on investment is
incorrect. Please see Response to Comment 17-31 regarding the project objectives.
Avram Gold: This is sacred ground – we cannot let this project be dictated to us.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise
any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
Avram Gold: You cannot divorce this EIR from the lease agreement, because we do not know if a
109-room hotel can make money.
Response: This comment pertains to economic issues. Per Section 15131(a) of the State
CEQA Guidelines, “economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant
effects on the environment.” Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-1 regarding the
business aspects of the proposed project. Further, CEQA does not require that the
economic analysis of the project be presented in the EIR. The comment does not raise any
new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)), therefore no further response is required.
Avram Gold: What is the deal breaker – the money or the aesthetic integrity?
Response: The comment is not a comment on the Draft EIR. No further response is
required because the comment asks a question and does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in
the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section
15204(a)).

Planning Commission Summary Closing Comments
Commissioner Farhat: The Final EIR should contain more discussion of Robinson Memorial
potential for historic designation.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-CR-5 regarding impacts to the Robinson
Memorial and reasons why the Robinson Memorial is not a historic resource pursuant to
CEQA.
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Commissioner Farhat: The Final EIR should have a mitigation plan for removal of Sister City
trees.
Response: The removal of the Sister City trees is addressed in Section 3.3, Land Use and
Planning, of the Draft EIR. While removal of these trees is subject to the provisions of the
Pasadena Municipal Code, their removal would not result in a significant impact on the
environment as defined by the thresholds of significance identified in the Draft EIR.
Therefore, no mitigation is required to address the removal of the trees. See also
Response to Comment 17-17.
Commissioner Farhat: The Final EIR should address written comments regarding whether 1923
and 1925 plans were ever adopted.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-2 regarding the Bennet Plan.
Commissioner Farhat: The Final EIR should explain how the height of new building “would not
be discernable”.
Response: Page 2-18 of the Draft EIR states that “Although the new building would be
taller than the YWCA building, the height of the new building would not be fully
discernable when viewed looking northeast along the south facade of the YWCA building
from Union Street as the building would step back at the fourth floor on the west facade,
creating a rooftop patio, and at the fifth floor on the south facade for guestroom balconies.
The architecture of the sixth floor would effectively step back this floor as well. The
incremental set-backs at the upper floors would reduce the perception of height above the
fourth floor when viewed from Union Street.” Please also see Topical Response TR-CR-2
regarding the modulation of the height of the new building through the use of setbacks.
Commissioner Farhat: The Final EIR should analyze the project’s consistency with Bennett Plan.
Response: Section 3.3, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR evaluates the proposed
project’s consistency with applicable land use plans. The City completed an analysis of the
proposed project’s consistency with the Bennett Plan, which is provided as Appendix B-1
of this Final EIR. Please also see Topical Response TR-GEN-2.
Commissioner Farhat: The Final EIR should study a modified Alternative 2A that is 1-story
shorter.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1, which explains why the Draft EIR does
not need to evaluate additional alternatives, or permutations of alternatives already
analyzed, in the EIR.
Commissioner Farhat: The Final EIR should study a modified alternative with greater setback
along Garfield.
Response: The Draft EIR evaluated six alternatives (Alternatives 2A through 2G) with
greater setbacks along Garfield Avenue than the proposed project. Please see Topical
Response TR-ALT-1, which explains why the Draft EIR does not need to evaluate
additional alternatives, or permutations of alternatives already analyzed, in the EIR.
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Commissioner Farhat: The Final EIR should identify square footage of loss of public park space
with the project and each alternative.
Response: The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those
raised in, Comment 28-4; please refer to Response to Comment 28-4.
Commissioner Farhat: The Final EIR should contain a more detailed definition of operational
capacity.
Response: The comment is not a comment on the Draft EIR. No further response is
required because the comment asks a question and does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in
the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section
15204(a)).
Commissioner Farhat: The Final EIR should discuss whether potential impacts on operational
capacity are appropriate for a CEQA document.
Response: Impacts on operational capacity are an economic, not an environmental issue.
Per Section 15131(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, “economic or social effects of a project
shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.” While the Draft EIR notes
differences in operational capacity among the various alternatives, these differences were
not identified as impacts of the alternatives. Moreover, the Draft EIR does not reject nor
endorse any alternative for any reason, including differences in operational capacity.
Commissioner Farhat: The Final EIR should discuss whether financial objectives are
appropriate for EIR.
Response: Please see Response to Comment 17-31 regarding project objectives.
Commissioner Farhat: The Final EIR should define roles of developer and city.
Response: The comment is noted. Please see Responses to Comments 6-2, 6-3, and 9-24
regarding the roles of the City and the Applicant with respect to the proposed project. No
further response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in
the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines Section
15204(a)).
Commissioner Farhat: The Final EIR should better analyze impacts related to construction
noise.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. Please see Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of impacts
related to construction noise. The comment provides no substantial evidence supporting
the need for different analysis or conclusions from those in the Draft EIR. Therefore, there
is no basis for additional analysis and no further response is required (State CEQA
Guidelines, Sections 15204(c)).
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Commissioner Farhat: The Final EIR should address impacts to two Y sites and evaluate
symmetry.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding impacts to the Pasadena Civic
Center Historic District, including the YWCA, YMCA, and symmetry in the district. Please
also see Response to Comment 17-9.
Commissioner Farhat: The Final EIR should address potential safety impacts with pedestrians
and bicycles related to the valet.
Response: Please see Response to Comment 9-15 regarding potential safety impacts
related to the valet.
Commissioner Farhat: The Final EIR should include an analysis of safety impacts related to bike
lanes.
Response: Please see Response to Comment 9-15 regarding potential safety impacts to
bike lanes.
Commissioner Keane: The Draft EIR seems to be inconsistent or unclear on connections on 2nd
or 3rd floor between the new building and the existing building.
Response: As stated in Section 2.7.12 of the Draft EIR, the new building under the
Proposed Project would be separate and adjacent to the YWCA. Along the Holly Street
facade, the two buildings would be connected on the third floor level by a bridge. There is
no proposed connection between the two buildings on the second floor.
Commissioner Keane: Additional historic district analysis is needed rather than focusing just on
impacts to the YWCA building.
Response: A discussion of impacts to historic resources other than the YWCA building is
provided on pages 3.1-23 and 3.1-24 of the Draft EIR. Please also see Topical Response
TR-CR-1 regarding potential impacts to the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District.
Commissioner Keane: There is a need for more clarification about how the rehabilitation of the
YWCA will happen. The analysis indicates that it would be required to comply with the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards; however, the EIR should identify any specific elements that need to be
kept.
Response: Character-defining features of the YWCA building are identified in Section 3.1,
Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR. As described on page 2-17 of the Draft EIR, the ground
floor of the existing YWCA building would undergo rehabilitation to house uses similar to
what historically existed in the building. For instance, the existing YWCA lobby would
become the hotel lobby and registration space, the existing YWCA library would become
the hotel "living room" or common room, the existing YWCA cafeteria would become the
hotel restaurant, and the existing YWCA gymnasium and pool spaces would become the
hotel ballrooms. It is anticipated that a small portion of historic fabric would be removed
from the YWCA building as part of its rehabilitation although the majority of characterdefining features would be retained in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s
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Standards. Removal of original materials would be minor in comparison to all the
character-defining features that would remain and would not be altered or removed by
the project. To address potentially significant impacts associated with rehabilitation of the
YWCA building, including potential impacts to character-defining features, the Draft EIR
includes Mitigation Measure MM-CULTURAL-1 as well as Condition of Approval
COA-CULTURAL-2. As required by MM-CULTURAL-1, a historic preservation consultant
will oversee the design development to ensure that the plans, including impacts to any
character-defining features, comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation. As required by COA-CULTURAL-2, all important interior features,
including those that would not be retained, would be documented in accordance with
Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) guidelines. Please also see Topical Response
TR-CR-2 regarding how the rehabilitation of the YWCA building and new construction
would be compatible with historic resources.
Commissioner Keane: The uses programed for the YWCA building are consistent with the
historic use of YWCA. The ground floor seems well discussed, but could use more discussion of
second floor.
Response: Proposed uses on the upper floors of the YWCA building are described in
Section 2.7.1.1 if the Draft EIR. Although not a comment on the environmental analysis in
the EIR, it should be noted that the uses on the second floor would primarily be guest
rooms. Other uses on the second floor would include hotel meeting rooms with related
support space. This is in keeping with the historic use of the YWCA as a rooming house for
women, as a majority of these rooms were on the second floor, along with sitting areas,
lounge/club rooms, and offices. Potential impacts of the rehabilitation of the YWCA
building are addressed on pages 3.2-21 and 3.21-22. As noted above, Mitigation Measure
MM-CULTURAL-1 and Conditions of Approval COA-CULTURAL-1 and COA-CULTURAL-2
would address potential impacts associated with rehabilitation.
Commissioner Keane: Regarding the Historic District, the landscaped area and symmetry are
important and should be discussed in more detail. The project results in a loss of landscaped area
and symmetry that should be further evaluated in terms of the experience of the entrance to
City Hall.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 and TR-CR-4 regarding impacts to the
landscaped area on the project site. Response to Comment 17-9 and Topical Response
TR-CR-1 also address the issue of symmetry within the Pasadena Civic Center Historic
District.
Commissioner Keane: The project creates interior courtyards; not sure the project interacts
with the pedestrian realm well enough, which is a project objective.
Response: The commenter’s opinion regarding the pedestrian realm are noted, and will
be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on
the proposed project. As noted in Section 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the
proposed project would include new landscaping and water features in the interior
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courtyard, with walkways to Holly Street, Garfield Avenue, and Union Street, which would
create a pedestrian friendly environment for the public.
Commissioner Keane: The EIR should provide a mitigation plan for not only the Sister City trees
but all trees.
Response: Please see Responses to Comments 17-17 and 25-3 regarding the Sister City
and other trees on the project site, which explain why removal of the trees from the
project site would not result in an environmental effect that would require a mitigation
measure in the EIR.
Commissioner Keane: There should be more information about how each alternative impacts
Sister City trees.
Response: The content of this comment is similar to, and raises the same issues as those
raised in, Comment 8-10; please refer to Response to Comment 8-10.
Commissioner DeWolfe: There should be an Alternative 2A-1 that is 1-story shorter.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1, which explains why the Draft EIR does
not need to evaluate additional alternatives, or permutations of alternatives already
analyzed, in the EIR.
Commissioner Jones: The discussion of impacts on City Hall and parkland should go further and
beyond just what is required.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. Please see Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of impacts on the
historic features of the Civic Center Historic District, including City Hall, and Section 3.3 of
the Draft EIR for an evaluation of impacts on parks. Please also see Topical Response
TR-CR-1. The comment provides no substantial evidence supporting the need for different
analysis or conclusions from those in the Draft EIR. Therefore, there is no basis for
additional analysis and no further response is required (State CEQA Guidelines, Sections
15204(c)).
Commissioner Jones: It seems illogical that we would be talking about creating parks on
Colorado Boulevard and are giving up land here.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. Please see Section 3.3, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR for an
evaluation of effects on parkland in the project area. It should be noted that retention of
the landscaped area on the project site is a separate issue from the City’s desire to create
public space on Colorado Boulevard.
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Commissioner Hansen: The EIR should consider the entire Civic Center as historic resource and
not just the YWCA.
Response: The EIR does just that. Please see Section 3.3, Cultural Resources, of the Draft
EIR and Topical Response TR-CR-1 for an evaluation of the proposed project’s effects to
the Civic Center Historic District.
Commissioner Hansen: Is the new building a new building or adjacent construction?
Response: As stated in Section 2.7.12 of the Draft EIR, the new building under the
Proposed Project would be separate and adjacent to the YWCA. Along the Holly Street
facade, the two buildings would be connected on the third floor level by a bridge. In
addition, Section 6.3 of the Historic Resources Technical Report, which is included in the
Draft EIR as Appendix B, evaluates the impacts of new construction adjacent to the YWCA
according to Secretary of the Interior’s Standard #9, which refers to “new additions,
exterior alterations or related new construction.” This standard does not differentiate
between additions and related new construction and the impacts of the project on the
YWCA were evaluated in the Draft EIR in relation to this standard. Accordingly, the
project is a new building, which is adjacent to the historic structure, and attached to the
historic structure at one location.
Commissioner Hansen: The alternatives were structured in such a way that they hard to
decipher and some of the variations of Alternative 2 are unrealistic.
Response: Section 4.6 of the Draft EIR describes and evaluates the project alternatives.
Table 4-1 of the Draft EIR provides a comparison of the proposed project and variations of
Alternative 2. Without additional information from the commenter, it cannot be
determined what additional information is needed to explain the alternatives or why the
commenter states that the variations of Alternative 2 are unrealistic. Please see Topical
Response TR-ALT-1 regarding the alternatives evaluation in the EIR.
Commissioner Hansen: There should be an alternative that marries the design of 2A with the
massing of 2E to be more sympathetic and compatible (Commissioners Farhat and Keane
specifically supported this comment).
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1, which explains why the Draft EIR does
not need to evaluate additional alternatives, or permutations of alternatives already
analyzed, in the EIR.
Commissioner Hansen: How does the reduction of greenspace help create a pedestrian friendly
environment, which is one of the objectives?
Response: As noted in Section 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the proposed
project would include new landscaping and water features in the interior courtyard, with
walkways to Holly Street, Garfield Avenue, and Union Street, which would create a
pedestrian friendly environment for the public.
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Commissioner Hansen: What is a reasonable amount of time to recoup the City’s investment?
Response: This comment pertains to economic issues. Per Section 15131(a) of the CEQA
Guidelines, “economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant
effects on the environment.” Further, CEQA does not require that the economic analysis of
the project be presented in the EIR. Please see Topical Response TR-GEN-1 regarding the
business aspects of the proposed project. This comment does not raise any new
significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis
included in the Draft EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15204(a)), therefore no further response is required.
Commissioner Hansen: There should be a way to ensure that any future building built on the
parcel to the north is symmetrical with this project.
Response: The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final EIR, and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
proposed project. The proposed project does not propose any development of the site on
the northwest corner of Garfield Avenue and Holly Street. Nevertheless, please see
Topical Response TR-CR-4 regarding potential impacts associated with the potential
future removal of landscaped area on the northwest corner of Holly Street and
Garfield Avenue. Please also see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding the landscape areas
that symmetrically frame the intersection of Garfield Avenue and Holly Street.
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Section 4.0
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING
PROGRAM
A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) describes the procedures that will be
followed to implement the mitigation measures adopted in connection with the approval of the
proposed project and the methods for monitoring such actions. The MMRP has been prepared in
conformance with Section 21081.6 of CEQA. The intent of the program is to (1) verify satisfaction
of the required mitigation measures of the EIR; (2) provide a methodology to document
implementation of the required mitigation; (3) provide a record of the monitoring program; (4)
identify monitoring responsibility; (5) establish administrative procedures for the clearance of
mitigation measures; (6) establish the frequency and duration of monitoring; and (7) utilize
existing review processes wherever feasible. An MMRP is necessary only for impacts which would
be significant if not mitigated. The following table consists of the mitigation measures associated
with the proposed project and provides and entry for each measure that notes the timing of the
measure, the responsible entity for mitigation monitoring, an entry to record when the mitigation
measure was completed, and the measures effectiveness.
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Table 4-1 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Mitigation Measure
Cultural Resources
MM-CULTURAL-1: Compliance with Secretary of
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. The applicant
will engage a historic preservation consultant that
meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
Qualifications Standards to oversee the design
development for compliance with the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Design
development will also be guided by the 2011
Pasadena YWCA Rehabilitation Study prepared for
the City of Pasadena by Architectural Resources
Group. The historic preservation consultant will
conduct on-site construction monitoring throughout
the construction phase. The historic preservation
consultant will submit monthly written progress
memoranda confirming Standards compliance and a
final report prior to the issuance of a Certificate of
Occupancy by the City.
MM-CULTURAL-2: Protection of Archaeological
Resources. If archaeological resources are
encountered during project construction, all
construction activities in the vicinity of the find shall
halt until an archaeologist certified by the Society of
Professional Archaeologists examines the site,
identifies the archaeological significance of the find,
and recommends a course of action. Construction
shall not resume until the site archaeologist states in
writing that the proposed construction activities will
not significantly damage archaeological resources.

Responsible
Implementation
Party

Monitoring
Period

Monitor/
Reporter/
Monitoring Agency

Project Applicant

Prior to issuance
of an occupancy
permit and
during
construction

Department of
Planning and
Community
Development, Design
and Historic
Preservation Section

Project Applicant

During grading/
excavation

Department of
Planning and
Community
Development, Design
and Historic
Preservation Section

Applicant

Prior to approval
of grading plans
and/or prior to
issuance of
demolition,
grading and
building permits,

Department of
Planning and
Community
Development

Noise and Vibration
MM-NOISE-1: Consult with Structural Engineer and
Project Historical Architect. Prior to approval of
grading plans and/or prior to issuance of demolition,
grading and building permits, the Applicant shall
retain a team to include a Professional Structural
Engineer with experience in structural vibration
analysis and monitoring for historic buildings and a
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Documentation of Compliance
Action/Reports

Effectiveness

Signoff/Date
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Mitigation Measure
Project Historical Architect (PHA) to perform the
following tasks:

Responsible
Implementation
Party

Monitoring
Period

Monitor/
Reporter/
Monitoring Agency

Documentation of Compliance
Action/Reports

Effectiveness

Signoff/Date

during demolition
and construction

Review the project plans for demolition and
construction;
Survey the project site and the existing YWCA
building, including geological testing, if
required; and
Prepare and submit a report to the Director
of Planning and Community Development to
include, but not be limited to, the following:
o

Any survey information obtained
from the survey identified above;

o

Any modifications to the
estimated vibration level limits
based on building conditions, soil
conditions, and planned
demolition and construction
methods to ensure that vibration
levels would remain below the
potential for damage to the
existing YWCA building;

o

Specific measures to be taken
during construction to ensure the
vibration level limits identified by
the Professional Structural
Engineer (or 0.12 ppv in/sec in
lieu of such specified limits) are
not exceeded, including modeling
calculations that demonstrate
the vibration levels following
implementation of the identified
measures; and

o

A monitoring plan to be
implemented during demolition
and construction that includes
post-construction and post-
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Mitigation Measure

Responsible
Implementation
Party

Monitoring
Period

Monitor/
Reporter/
Monitoring Agency

demolition surveys of the existing
YWCA building and
documentation demonstrating
that the measures identified in
the report have been
implemented.
Examples of measures that may be specified for
implementation during demolition or construction
include, but are not limited to, the following:
Prohibition of certain types of construction
equipment;
Requirement for lighter tracked or wheeled
equipment;
Specifying demolition by non-impact
methods, such as sawing concrete;
Phasing operations to avoid simultaneous
vibration sources; and
Installation of vibration measuring devices to
guide decision making for subsequent
activities.
MM-NOISE-2: Post-Construction Survey and
Repairs. At the conclusion of vibration-causing
activities, in the unanticipated event of discovery of
vibration-caused damage, the Structural Engineer
and the PHA shall document any damage to the
existing YWCA building and shall recommend
necessary repairs. The Applicant shall be responsible
for any repairs associated with vibration-caused
damage. Repairs shall be undertaken and completed,
as required, to conform to the Secretary of the
Interior’s Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic
Properties (36 Code of Federal Regulations Part 68)
and any other codes, if applicable, such as the
California Historical Building Code (24 CFR Part 8).
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Applicant

At the conclusion
of vibrationcausing activities

Department of
Planning and
Community
Development
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Mitigation Measure
MM-NOISE-3: Coordination of Scheduled
Construction Activities. The City of Pasadena will
coordinate with developers of the YWCA Kimpton
Hotel Project and the Union Street Condominiums
Project to ensure that construction activities that
have the potential to generate cumulatively
significant vibration, namely excavation and
grading/compaction, would be scheduled so as not
to occur simultaneously.

Responsible
Implementation
Party

Monitoring
Period

Monitor/
Reporter/
Monitoring Agency

Applicant

Prior to issuance
of demolition,
grading and
building permits,
and immediately
prior to start of
construction
activities that
would generate
vibration (i.e.,
excavation and
grading/compacti
on)

Department of
Planning and
Community
Development

Project Applicant
and City of
Pasadena
Department of
Transportation

Prior to issuance
of building and
occupancy
permits and
during
construction

Department of
Planning and
Community
Development,
Building & Safety
Division; Department
of Transportation

Documentation of Compliance
Action/Reports

Effectiveness

Signoff/Date

Traffic and Transportation
MM-TRAFFIC-1: Loading Zone Design. All loading
spaces shall be designed and maintained so that the
maneuvering, loading, or unloading of vehicles does
not require backing movements onto or from any
public street. If the applicant is unable to provide an
on-site loading zone which does not prevent backing
onto or from a public street, or an on-street loading
area is unavoidable, the applicant is limited to the
following:
If an on-street commercial loading zone is
proposed, the hours of operation for the onstreet loading zone shall be limited to 2:00
a.m. to 5:00 a.m. every day of the week.
If proposed, the on-street commercial
loading zone along Union Street shall provide
and maintain a lane closure throughout the
hours of operation.
Prior to issuance of the first building permit,
the applicant shall provide a traffic control
plan to the Department of Transportation for
review and approval of the lane closure
associated with the on-street commercial
loading zone. The plan shall identify
measures to direct oncoming traffic onto
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Mitigation Measure

Responsible
Implementation
Party

Monitoring
Period

Monitor/
Reporter/
Monitoring Agency

remaining traffic lanes that would not be
blocked by loading activity.
The above-mentioned traffic management
plan shall be prepared by a registered
professional engineer in California.
All lane closures shall be implemented in
accordance with the WATCH Manual, 2012
Edition.
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Action/Reports

Effectiveness

Signoff/Date

