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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

This section summarizes the characteristics of the proposed project, alternatives, environmental 
impacts associated with the proposed project, mitigation measures, and the level of significance 
of project impacts after mitigation. 
 

PROJECT SYNOPSIS 
 

Project Applicant 
 
The Reverend J. Edwin Bacon, Jr. and Vestry  
All Saints Episcopal Church 
132 N. Euclid Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 91101 
 

Project Description 
 
All Saints‟ Episcopal Church has applied to the City of Pasadena for a Master Development Plan, 
which is a 15-year framework for expansion of the church.  The project has been redesigned twice 
after prior review by the Planning Commission and Design Commission.  The proposed project is 
described below as depicted in the application submittals and the preliminary design may change 
during design review.  Graphics showing the proposed improvements and site location are 
contained in Section 2.0, Project Description.  The proposed project consists of: 
 

 Demolition of a commercial building (1,487 square feet), a building used for 
Sunday School/day care purposes (Scott Hall 6,195 square feet), and a trailer 
used for office and meeting space (1,800 square feet).  Demolition of the steel 
canopy and cupola structure added between the Parish (Regas) Hall and the 
Rectory building. 

 Interior renovation of the existing Rectory and conversion of the subterranean 
level of the existing parish hall (Regas House) to a music room (see Figure 2-4 – 
ground floor, Figure 2-8 – second floor, and Figure 2-9 Subterranean Plan) 

 Relocation of the Maryland Hotel wall approximately three feet forward 
(west).  

 Construction of a columbarium along the interior (east) property line. 

 Construction of a subterranean parking level with approximately 12,500 square 
feet of office, storage and mechanical equipment areas and 122 or 128 parking 
spaces with vehicular access from Walnut Street (see Figure 2-9).   

 The land-use entitlements under consideration include a minor conditional-use 
permit for use of tandem parking spaces as well as shared parking spaces for 
weekday uses (a day-care facility) and 50 commercial off-street parking spaces, 
variance to the off-street loading requirement, a variance to exceed the 
maximum setback requirement from Euclid Avenue, and setback variance for 
the columbarium.  
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 Outdoor spaces including a forecourt between the existing Rectory and West 
Building, a pre-function garden, an outdoor seating area on the north side of 
the West Building, two play yards, and a garden with a labyrinth on the east 
portion of the site (see Figure 2-4). 

 Construction of a multiple-story, four building complex (Buildings A, B, C, and 
E) in two phases.  Note that there is no Building D.  The new buildings consists 
of the following: 
 

Building A: West Building.  A 14,300-square foot, two-story (approximately 29-
feet in height) building with offices, conference rooms, (social hall with kitchen) and a 
kitchen for an outdoor café (see Figure 2-4 –ground floor and Figure 2-8 –second floor).  
Adjacent to the West Building would be the outdoor dining commons.  Gates would 
provide access from Euclid Avenue to the entrance of the courtyard café.  A wrought-iron 
fence is proposed to connect the gates to the front of the building. The preliminary design 
proposes metal panels and a stone wall with cast-stone details for the northern portion of 
the building façades (All Saints Church Site Key Elevations West & North Senior Housing 
Option Plans, Richard Meier & Partners LLP Submitted: December 18, 2009).  The building 
façade would be composed of glass doors and windows, a freestanding cast-stone 
colonnade, and perforated copper-mesh sunscreens (See Figures 4.1-3 and 4.1-4).  The 
façade of the southern portion of the building would be behind the repositioned Maryland 
Hotel wall. The Maryland Hotel wall, a historic feature of the site, would be repositioned 
approximately three feet to the west.  To accomplish the relocation, the wall would have to 
be substantially reconstructed in its new location.  The church is proposing to relocate the 
wall to provide more open space between the wall and the west elevation of Building A.  
Moving the wall forward would also facilitate public pedestrian access along the east side 
of the wall to the courtyard café via a new walkway.  Two palm trees that line the 
sidewalk west of the wall would be boxed and replanted next to the wall to maintain their 
existing spatial arrangement with the wall.   

 
Building B:  Forum – Alternate Worship.  A 6,700-square foot, two-level (approximately 

54 feet in height) assembly building (see Figure 2-4 –ground floor and Figure 2-8 – second floor) 
would be circular in plan composed of four slightly curved walls: one to the north, one to the east, 
and two to the south. It would be constructed with cast-in-place concrete and include glass 
windows along the west-facing façade.  The space would open into a plaza that could be used as 
supplemental outdoor seating for large events.  Stained glass windows would be used in the 
building along with sky-lights to provide natural lighting. A straight wall of eight to ten feet 
would run from the southern boundary of the Forum toward the existing Regas House.  It would 
be clad with stone to relate to the granite walls of the existing historic church buildings.  The 
entrance to the building would be composed of scored colored-concrete paving.  A labyrinth and 
contemplative garden would be adjacent to the southeastern edge of the building. 

 
Building C:  East Building.  An 18,000-square foot, three-story (approximately 54 feet in 

height) building would house a youth program, daycare, and classroom areas (see Figure 2-4 –
ground floor and Figure 2-8 - second floor).  This building would be built in simple modular form 
with architectural concrete and would have a column grid/glass façade along the western 
elevation. A row of sycamore trees would be planted in front of the western elevation of the 
building.  The ground–floor level of the building would contain classrooms with doors opening 
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onto the children‟s play yard for indoor/outdoor teaching directly in front of the building to the 
west.  

 
Building E:  North Building.  Two options are under consideration for the building at the 

northwest corner of the site:  
 

Scenario 1:  A 47,500-square foot, eight-story (approximately 75 feet in height), 45-
unit residential building for senior citizens (see Figure 2-3, Figure 2-4, and Figure 
2-5).  The proposed building would be of cement plaster construction.  The 
southern portion of the Euclid Avenue frontage would be partially behind a stone 
wall.  Entry doors to the building would be at the northern portion of the 
building‟s frontage on to Euclid Avenue.  The proposed building would be setback 
further than the existing restaurant adjacent to the east of the project site along 
Walnut Street.  A stone wall would screen the center portion of the Walnut Street 
frontage of the building.  The proposed building would have an ingress/egress 
ramp to the 122-space subterranean parking garage, accessible from Walnut Street 
at the building‟s eastern boundary.  The building would have non-reflective glass 
windows and residential units on the upper six floors would have balconies. 
 
Scenario 2:  A two-story (approximately 41 feet in height), 13,000-square-foot youth 
recreation building (see Figure 2-6, Figure 2-7 and Figure 2-8).  The building would 
have an exterior finish of cement plaster.  The southern portion of the Euclid 
Avenue frontage would be partially behind a stone wall.  Entry doors would be at 
the northern portion of the frontage on Euclid Avenue.  The ground-level frontage 
along Euclid Avenue would have windows of various sizes and rectangular 
shapes.  The proposed building would be setback further than the existing 
restaurant adjacent to the east of the project site along Walnut Street.  A stone wall 
would screen the center portion of the Walnut Street frontage of the building. The 
proposed building would have an ingress/egress ramp to the 128-space 
subterranean parking garage, accessible from Walnut Street at the building‟s 
eastern boundary.   

 
The project consists of a total of 42,018 square feet of net new church support uses and 45 
residential units (Scenario 1), or 55,018 square feet of net new church support uses (Scenario 2).  
The project will be designed consistent with Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
(LEED) certification pursuant to the requirements of Municipal Code 14.90.040.  The LEED 
program is designed to assign credits for environmentally-friendly design features and 
construction practices, so that projects may have less impact on the environment than standard 
construction would.    
 
Areas of Public Concern 
 
A scoping meeting was held for this project on October 28, 2009.  Issues of public concern 
included cultural resources, aesthetics, light and glare, traffic, alternatives, and sustainability.  
Table 1-1 in Section 1.0, Introduction, details scoping meeting comments and how these comments 
have been addressed.   
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Concerns regarding aesthetics, air quality, transportation, land use/planning, and historic 
resources were addressed within the body of the EIR.  In addition, general areas of public concern 
throughout California include the topics of water and global climate change.  Water resources are 
addressed in Section 4.5, Water Supply, while global climate change has been addressed following 
the discussion of cumulative impacts in Section 4.2, Air Quality.   
 

ALTERNATIVES 
 
Four alternatives to the proposed project were initially selected for consideration.  Subsequent to 
circulation of the Draft EIR, two additional alternatives that would address the proposed project‟s 
unavoidably significant historic resource impact were identified.  These six alternatives are 
described below. 
 

Alternative 1 - No Project.  This alternative assumes that the proposed project 
would not be developed and that existing development on the project site would 
remain.  Under this alternative, the visual character of the project site would 
remain in its current state. 
 
Alternative 2 – Retain the Maryland Hotel Wall.   This alternative retains the 
historic Maryland Hotel wall in place.  It avoids the Class I, significant and 
unavoidable, impact to historic resources. 
 
Alternative 3 – Retain Maryland Hotel Wall and Relocate Building ‘A’.  This 
alternative retains the historic Maryland Hotel wall in place and relocates 
Building „A‟ to the east.  These changes to the site plan avoid the Class I, 
significant and unavoidable, impact to historic resources. 
 
Alternative 4 – Retain Maryland Hotel Wall and Rotate Building ‘A’ (Combine 
Buildings A & C).  This alternative retains the Maryland Hotel wall in place and 
reconfigures Building „A‟by rotating it 90 degrees and combining it with 
Building C.  This alternative avoids the Class I, significant and unavoidable, impact 
to historic resources. 
 
Alternative 5 – Relocate/Reconfigure Building A and Retain Maryland Hotel 
Wall.  This alternative retains the historic Maryland Hotel Wall in place and 
relocates Building A to the north and reconfigures the building footprint and 
massing.  Building A would be reconfigured to be L-shaped with the southern 
portion being one story in height and the northern portion of the building being 
two stories in height (maximum height 35 feet).  The northern portion of the 
building would be set back from N. Euclid Avenue, creating a courtyard 
between Building A and Building E.  The area behind the Maryland Hotel Wall 
would be left open and would include a courtyard and a prefunction area for 
Building A.  These changes to the site plan avoid the Class I, significant and 
unavoidable, impact to historic resources. 

 
Alternative 6 – Relocate Building A and Retain Maryland Hotel Wall.  This 
alternative retains the historic Maryland Hotel Wall in place and relocates 
Building A to the north.  This alternative would reduce the length of Building A 
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and move it closer to Building E.  It would also locate a prefunction area along 
the east side of the building.  Building A would be three stories in height (55 feet 
maximum).  The area behind the Maryland Hotel Wall would be left open and 
would include a large courtyard.  These changes to the site plan avoid the Class 
I, significant and unavoidable, impact to historic resources. 
 

Alternative 1 (the “no project” alternative) would have no impact and may, therefore, be 
considered environmentally superior overall; however, it would not meet any of the project 
objectives.  Among the other alternatives, any could be considered environmentally superior 
overall because all would reduce the project‟s unavoidably significant historic resource impact to 
a less than significant level without creating any additional significant impacts beyond those 
identified for the proposed project. 
 
Of the alternatives described above, Alternative 1 (No Project), Alternative 4 (Retain Maryland 
Hotel Wall and Rotate Building A), Alternative 5 (Relocate/Reconfigure Building A and Retain 

Maryland Hotel Wall) and Alternative 6 (Relocate Building A and Retain Maryland Hotel Wall) 
conflict with one or more of the project objectives that were provided by the project architect.  
Alternatives 2 (Retain Maryland Hotel Wall) and 3 (Retain Maryland Hotel Wall and Relocate 

Building A) appear to generally achieve the applicant‟s objectives, though perhaps not to the 
same degree as the proposed project.   
Of the alternatives described above, Alternative 1 (No Project), and Alternative 4 (Retain 
Maryland Hotel Wall and Rotate Building A) conflict with the project objectives that were 
provided by the project architect.  Alternatives 2 and 3 are both environmentally superior to the 
proposed project because they eliminate the Class I, unavoidably significant, impact associated 
with reconstruction of the Maryland Hotel Wall.  Alternative 3 would provide a nine-foot 
setback from the wall, which may be considered preferable aesthetically and from a historic 
perspective, though the environmental impacts are the same as those of a six-foot setback.   
 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Table ES-1 lists the environmental impacts of the proposed project, proposed mitigation 
measures, and residual impacts.  Impacts are categorized by classes.  Class I impacts are 
defined as significant, unavoidable adverse impacts, which require a statement of overriding 
considerations pursuant to Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines if the project is approved. 
Class II impacts are significant adverse impacts that can be feasibly mitigated to less than 
significant levels and that require findings to be made under Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines.  Class III impacts are adverse, but less than adopted significance thresholds.  Class 
IV impacts are beneficial. 
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Table ES-1   

Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significance After Mitigation 

Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After 

Mitigation 

AESTHETICS 

Impact AES-1  The proposed project 
would not substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of 
the site and its surroundings and is 
consistent with applicable policies of 
the Central District Specific Plan as 
well as Citywide Design Principles and 
Criteria.  Therefore, these impacts 
would be Class III, less than 
significant. 

None required. Less than significant. 

Impact AES-2  The proposed project 
could alter views of the mountains as 
compared with current conditions from 
locations along North Euclid Avenue 
adjacent the site, and from portions of 
City Hall opposite the site under 
Scenario 1 Senior Residential, due to 
the construction of an eight-story 
building.  Construction of a two-story 
building under Scenario 2 would not 
alter views of the mountains as 
compared with current conditions.  
Because the mountains are currently 
partially obscured by existing 
development and because the project 
under either scenario would not 
substantially exacerbate a reduction in 
viewshed, the impact would be Class 
III, less than significant. 

None required. Less than significant. 
 

Impact AES-3  The proposed project 
is shown in preliminary designs as 
composed predominantly of concrete, 
stone, metal and glass and would be 
constructed in the Civic Center sub-
district of the Central District Specific 
Plan Area.  The project has the 
potential to contribute to increased 
light and glare.  The impact would be 
Class II, significant but mitigable. 

AES-3 (a) Glare Minimization.  To minimize the 
amount of glare associated with the glass ceiling of 
Building B, the exterior glass shall have low 
reflectivity.  Compliance with the intent of 
minimizing light spillover shall be determined 
during the design review process. The project 
contractor shall submit a report to the Planning 
Director verifying installation of the materials 
specified.    
 

AES-3 (b) Light Spillover Minimization.  To 
minimize the amount of light spillover that 
emanates from the site onto surrounding 
properties and into the night sky, the following 
measures shall be implemented in the project 
design.  Compliance with the intent of minimizing 
light spillover shall be determined during the 
design review process. The project contractor shall 
submit a report to the Planning Director verifying 
installation of the materials specified. 

 
• A lighting plan shall be prepared that 

shows All Saints campus lighting is of a 
pedestrian scale, highlighting landscape 
and pedestrian scaled features, and that is 

Less than significant. 
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Table ES-1   

Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significance After Mitigation 

Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After 

Mitigation 

downcast, minimizing light spillover to 
surrounding properties.  Maximum 
horizontal and vertical illuminance shall be 
0.05 foot-candle at 15 feet from the site 
boundary (LEED ND GIB Credit 17: Light 
Pollution Reduction).   

 
• Full illumination of the Forum Building 

(Building B) shall only occur during events 
and architectural or landscape lighting 
throughout the All Saints Campus shall be 
reduced during non-operational hours of 
the night to save energy and minimize light 
spillover. 

 
• Security lighting shall be triggered by 

sensors to the extent feasible and 
practicable.   

AIR QUALITY 

Impact AQ-1  Air pollutant emissions 
generated by construction of the 
proposed project would not exceed 
SCAQMD thresholds for NOx, CO, 
SO2, or PM10 or PM2.5 under either 
scenario.  This is a Class III, less-
than-significant impact. 

None Required. Less than significant. 

Impact AQ-2  Demolition of existing 
structures under both scenarios could 
release asbestos into the 
environment; however, compliance 
with existing SCAQMD regulations 
would ensure that impacts would be 
Class III, less than significant.   

None Required. Less than significant. 

Impact AQ-3  Operation of the 
proposed project would generate air 
pollutant emissions, but emissions 
would not exceed SCAQMD 
operational significance thresholds 
under either scenario.  Therefore, the 
project’s operational impact to 
regional air quality would be Class III, 
less than significant. 

None required. Less than significant. 

HISTORIC RESOURCES 

Impact HR-1  Implementation of either 
Scenario 1 or 2 would result in the 
demolition of Scott Hall in addition to 
steel framing and a cupola structure 
between the Regas House and the 
Rectory Building.  Scott Hall and the 
steel-framed tower are later additions 
to the campus and are not designated 
historic resources.  Removal of these 
later additions is a Class III, less than 
significant impact. 

None required. Less than significant. 
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Table ES-1   

Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significance After Mitigation 

Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After 

Mitigation 

Impact HR-2  Implementation of 
development facilitated by the project 
would require the relocation and , 
reconstruction and encroachment onto 
the setting of the Maryland Hotel Wall, 
which is a contributing element to a 
designated historic district.  No 
mitigation is available to reduce 
impacts resulting from the loss of this 
resource.  Therefore, impacts are 
Class I, unavoidably significant. 

HR-2(a)  Conformance with Standards.  Prior to 
the issuance of building permits, the City of 
Pasadena shall find that the final architectural 
plans for the proposed reconstruction of the 
Maryland Hotel Wall conform to the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for Reconstruction.  No 
building permit shall be issued unless such a 
finding can be made. 
 

HR-2(b)  Historic Documentation Report. A 
historic preservation professional qualified in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards shall be selected by the City of 
Pasadena to complete a documentation report on 
the Maryland Hotel Wall. The structure to be 
relocated shall be documented with archival quality 
photographs of a type and format approved by the 
City of Pasadena.  This documentation, along with 
historical background of the property, shall be 
submitted to an appropriate repository approved by 
the city.  The documentation reports shall be 
completed and approved by the City of Pasadena 
prior to the issuance of building permits, and 
utilized during concept design review in their 
evaluation of the design for the reconstructed wall. 

Unavoidably 
Significant 

Impact HR-3  Development that would 
occur under Scenarios 1 and 2 would 
result in the construction of new 
structures within the setting of an 
NRHP Historic District.  However, the 
project conforms to the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards in terms of 
project size, scale, proportion and 
massing in comparison to other 
buildings in the district.  Impacts would 
be Class II, significant but mitigable. 

HR-3  Independent Assessment Report.  The 
Planning Director shall select a historic 
preservation professional, at the project applicant’s 
expense, to conduct an independent assessment 
of compliance of the final project design in terms of 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.  The report 
shall be submitted to the Planning Director and be 
utilized by staff in their evaluation of the design for 
concept design review and recommendations for 
concept design review. 

Less than significant 

Impact HR-4  Demolition of structures 
and project construction could 
temporarily generate groundborne 
vibrations on and adjacent to the site 
which have the potential to affect 
historical resources.  Implementation 
of mitigations measures would reduce 
impacts to Class II, significant but 
mitigable.   

HR-4  Construction Vibration.  Construction 
Vibration.  The applicant shall retain a structural 
engineer to prepare a detailed construction 
vibration reduction plan describing the activities to 
be performed during the demolition and 
construction phases.  The report shall document 
methodology necessary such that the PPV 0.25 
(in/sec) threshold is not exceeded.  The PPV 0.25 
(in/sec) threshold may be superseded based on 
structural integrity of the most sensitive/most 
affected historic resource as documented by the 
structural engineer.  The vibration reduction report 
shall include but not be limited to the following. 
 
• Construction equipment sizes, functions, & 

duration of activities  
• Distances to the historic resources from 

construction activity  
• Structural integrity of the historic resources  
• Recommendations for vibration reduction 

Less than significant 
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Table ES-1   

Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significance After Mitigation 

Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After 

Mitigation 

strategies necessary to avoid damaging historic 
resources, including the Regas House, the 
Rectory, the Church, the Maryland Hotel Wall, 
and City Hall.   

 
Prior to the start of demolition or construction, the 
applicant shall retain services of a structural 
engineer to monitor the demolitions and vibration 
and submit periodic reports to the Planning 
Director.  The report shall address the procedures 
for vibration control.  Vibration reduction strategies 
could be accomplished through the following. 
 
• Limiting the size of equipment within 25 feet of 

the historical resources 
• Staging larger equipment further away  
• Phasing demolition and excavation separately so 

that earth-moving and ground-impacting 
operations do not occur within the same time 
period.   

 
During construction activities, the contractor shall 
implement vibration reduction controls in the plan 
as detailed by the structural engineer.  Compliance 
with the vibration reduction plan will be monitored 
during construction by the project contractor and a 
compliance report shall be submitted to the 
Planning Director. 

TRANSPORTATION/PARKING 

Impact T-1  The proposed project 
would incrementally increase traffic 
operational levels at analyzed 
intersections under both Scenario 1, 
Senior Residential and Scenario 2, 
Youth Recreation.  The increased 
operational traffic levels would not 
cause an exceedance of adopted 
significance criteria at any of the nine 
intersections under either Scenario.  
Therefore, the proposed project’s 
traffic impacts would be Class III, less 
than significant for both Scenario 1 
and Scenario 2. 

None required 
 

Less than significant.   

Impact T-2  The proposed project 
would cause an incremental decrease 
in ADT on Euclid Avenue between 
Walnut Street and Corson Street, and 
would cause a 3.5 to 4.5% increase in 
ADT along Euclid Avenue between 
Union Street and Walnut Street under 
both Scenario 1 and Scenario 2.  The 
impact to street segments would be 
Class II, significant but mitigable, for 
both scenarios due to the increase in 
ADT along Euclid Avenue between 

T-2  Street Segment Mitigation.  The proposed 
project shall contribute funds to the City of 
Pasadena’s Citywide Traffic Monitoring Program, 
and complete a Transportation Demand 
Management Plan in accordance with the City’s 
Trip Reduction Ordinance requirements (Municipal 
Code § 17.46.290 and §10.64).  The approved 
TDM Plan may include the following items: 
 
1.  Private vanpool operation; 
2.  Transit and vanpool fare subsidies; 
3.  Pay parking for employees; 

Less than significant.  
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Table ES-1   

Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significance After Mitigation 

Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After 

Mitigation 

Union Street and Walnut Street.   4.  Provision of subscription bus services; 
5.  Alternative work hours; 
6.  Capital improvements for transit services; 
7.  Reduction of parking fees for carpools and 
vanpools; 
8.  Bikeway linkages to established bicycle routes; 
9.  Provision of an on-site employee transportation 
coordinator 

Impact T-3  Based on project parking 
demand, the project has a surplus of 
four (4) parking spaces during 
weekdays and 500 spaces on typical 
Sundays under Scenario 1.  The project 
has a surplus of seven (7) during 
weekdays and 510 spaces on typical 
Sundays under Scenario 2. Therefore, 
impacts to parking supply would be 
Class III, less than significant, for both 
Scenario 1 and Scenario 2.   

None Required. Less than significant.   

Impact T-4  On Sundays, the 
proposed project would incrementally 
increase traffic operational levels at 
study area intersections under 
Scenario 1, Senior Residential and 
Scenario 2, Youth Recreation. The 
increased traffic operational levels 
would not cause an exceedance of 
adopted significance criteria at any of 
the nine intersections for either 
Scenario.  Therefore, the proposed 
project’s traffic impacts with respect to 
Sunday mid-day peak hour traffic 
volumes would be Class III, less than 
significant, for both Scenario 1 and 
Scenario 2. 

None Required. Less than significant. 

Impact T-5  The proposed project 
would not generate trips exceeding 
CMP criteria at CMP locations under 
either Scenario 1 or Scenario 2.  Thus, 
impacts to CMP routes are considered 
Class III, less than significant for both 
Scenario 1 and Scenario 2. 

None Required. Less than significant. 

Impact T-6  The preliminary designs 
showing access and circulation within 
the subterranean garage under both 
Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 indicate 
there are impediments to free 
circulation.  This is a Class II, 
significant but mitigable, impact for 
both Scenario 1 and Scenario 2. 

T-6(a) Ramp Alignment.  For Scenario 1, Senior 
Residential, and Scenario 2, Youth Recreation, the 
drive ramp shall be aligned with the parking aisle 
or otherwise designed to ensure safe passage and 
that queuing shall not impede circulation, subject 
to review and approval by the City of Pasadena 
Department of Transportation.    

 

T-6(b)  Parking Reconfiguration.  For Scenario 2, 
Youth Recreation, the parking spaces shall be 
reconfigured to ensure unimpeded passage 
subject to review and approval by the City of 
Pasadena Department of Transportation.  
Additional off-site parking may be provided in 

Less than significant. 
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Table ES-1   

Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significance After Mitigation 

Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After 

Mitigation 

accordance with standard City policies regarding 
shared parking, subject to review and approval by 
the City of Pasadena Department of 
Transportation.   

WATER SUPPLY 

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

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

Less than significant. 

LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Impact LUP-1  Scenario 1 and 
Scenario 2 of the proposed project 
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 environmental 
effect.  Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 of 
the project would not conflict with the 
City of Pasadena’s General Plan, 
Central District Specific Plan, or Zoning 
Ordinance.  Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 
of the project layout implement the 
objectives of the Specific Plan to 
provide active uses and a comfortable 
pedestrian environment along the street 
edge.  The site plan has already been 
modified in response to direction from 
the Planning Commission and Design 
Commission.  Therefore, the proposed 
project would not cause any significant 
land use impacts and the impact would 
be Class III, less than significant. 

None Required. Less than significant. 

INITIAL STUDY 

Initial Study Section 6d. The project 
will require the removal of 44 non-
protected trees. While the site is 
located in a developed urban area, 
given the number and size of trees 
proposed for removal, a mitigation 
measure (BIO 1) is included that 
requires the applicant to comply with 
the Federal Migratory Bird Act. With 
adherence to the mitigation measure, 
the project will not interfere with the 
movement of any migratory wildlife 
species or with migratory wildlife 

BIO 1: Construction of the project shall comply 
with the provisions of the Federal Migratory Bird 
Act and disturbance or removal of existing 
vegetation shall take place outside of the breeding 
bird season of March 1 to August 31 to avoid take 
of migratory birds (including disturbances which 
would cause abandonment of active nests 
containing eggs and/or young). If the project 
cannot avoid the breeding season, nest surveys 
shall be conducted by a qualified biologist prior to 
demolition or removal of trees. Active nests shall 
be avoided and provided with a buffer of at least 
100 feet (300 feet for Raptors). No work shall 

Less than significant. 
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Table ES-1   

Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significance After Mitigation 

Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After 

Mitigation 

corridors. This is a Class II, significant 
but mitigable, impact. 

occur within the buffer zone until all young have 
fledged the nest as confirmed by the site biologist, 
which will not likely occur until the end of the 
breeding season.  The applicant shall record the 
results of the recommended protective measures 
to document compliance with applicable State and 
Federal laws pertaining to the protection of native 
birds. 

Initial Study Section 7b. If 
archaeological resources are unearthed 
during construction, the project could 
have the potential to adversely affect 
such resources. A mitigation measure 
(CR 1) is included that requires work to 
stop in the vicinity of the resource, 
consultation with an archaeologist, a 
course of action based on the nature of 
the find, and clearance to resume 
construction activities. With adherence 
to the mitigation measure, the project 
will not adversely affect significant or 
unique archaeological resources. This 
is a Class II, significant but mitigable, 
impact. 

CR 1: If archaeological resources are encountered 
during project construction, all construction 
activities in the vicinity of the find shall halt until an 
archeologist certified by the Society of Professional 
Archeologists examines the site, identifies the 
archaeological significance of the find, and 
recommends a course of action.  Construction 
shall not resume until the site archaeologist states 
in writing that the proposed construction activities 
will not significantly damage archaeological 
resources. 

 
Less than significant. 

Initial Study Section 7c. If 
paleontological resources are 
unearthed during construction, the 
project could have the potential to 
adversely affect such resources.  This 
is a Class II, significant but mitigable, 
impact. 

 

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

Less than significant. 

Initial Study Section 19e. The 
increase in density associated with the 
project would require upgrades to 
wastewater conveyance infrastructure. 
A mitigation measure (Utilities 1) has 
been included that will require the 
developer to make the appropriate 
infrastructure upgrades or pay fair 
share fees. This is a Class II, significant 
but mitigable, impact. 

UTILITIES 1: The applicant shall either correct the 
sewer deficiency on Colorado Boulevard between 
Euclid Avenue and Los Robles Avenue, a length of 
456 feet, and in Los Robles Avenue between 
Marengo Avenue and 315 feet north of Marengo 
Avenue or pay their share of a fee that the City will 
use to correct the deficiency. 

Less than significant. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
This document evaluates the environmental effects of the All Saints Church Master 
Development Plan, which involves the demolition of select existing improvements, excavation 
for a one-level subterranean garage, and subsequent construction of a multiple-story, four-
building complex.  This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) evaluates two scenarios for 
Building E, proposed at the corner of North Euclid Avenue and Walnut Street.  Scenario 1 
consists of a 46,700 square foot (sf), eight-story structure to house 45 senior residential units, 
while Scenario 2 consists of a 13,000 sf two-story youth recreation building.  The project also 
includes outdoor spaces, including a forecourt, a pre-function garden, an outdoor seating area 
for a café, play yards for a day care use, and a contemplative garden.   
 
This section describes the purpose and legal authority of the EIR, the scope and content of the 
document, agencies with approval authority over the project, and the intended uses of the EIR.  It 
also provides an overview of the environmental review process under CEQA.  Section 2.0, Project 
Description, describes the proposed project in detail. 
 
During the public review period, written comments may be forwarded to: 
 
Lead Agency:  City of Pasadena 

Contact Person: Antonio Gardea, Associate Planner  
Planning & Development Department 

 
Address:  175 N. Garfield Avenue (Hale Building) 
   Pasadena, California 91101-1704 
Phone:   (626) 744-6725 
E-mail:   AGardea@cityofpasadena.net 
 
The Draft EIR and supporting documents are also available for review at the Planning and 
Development Department Public Counter located at 175 North Garfield Avenue, Pasadena CA 
91109. 

 
A Draft EIR was circulated for public review starting on July 19, 2010, and concluding on 
October 1, 2010.  Subsequent to the closure of the public review period City staff determined 
that additional analysis of project alternatives was necessary, and to prepare and circulate for 
public review a revised Draft EIR that includes Section 6.0, Alternatives.  Two additional project 
alternatives have been included in this section of the Draft EIR.  All changes to these sections 
are shown in either strikeout (deletions) or underline (additions). 
 
All sections of the previous Draft EIR, including this revised Draft EIR and supporting 
documents are available for review at the Planning Department Public Counter located at 175 
North Garfield Avenue, Pasadena CA 91109.  During the public review periods, written 
comments should be forwarded to: 
 

Lead Agency:  City of Pasadena 
Contact Person: Antonio Gardea, Associate Planner 
   Planning Division 

mailto:AGardea@cityofpasadena.net
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Address:  175 N. Garfield Avenue (Hale Building) 
   Pasadena, California 91101-1704 
Phone:   (626) 744-6725 
E-mail:   agardea@cityofpasadena.net 

 
 

1.1 PURPOSE AND LEGAL AUTHORITY 
 
This EIR has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
and the CEQA Guidelines.  In accordance with Section 15121 (a) of the CEQA Guidelines (California 
Administrative Code, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3), the purpose of an EIR is to serve as an 
informational document that: 
 

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

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

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

 
This EIR is to serve as an informational document for the public, and decision-makers of the 
City of Pasadena.  The process will culminate with Planning Commission and City Council 
hearings to consider certification of a Final EIR and  consideration of the project. 
 

1.2 SCOPE AND CONTENT 
 
This EIR addresses the issues determined to be potentially significant pursuant to the initial 
study, input from neighbors in the community, and responses to the Notice of Preparation 
(NOP), which was circulated for 30 days from October 19, 2009 to November 19, 2009 in 
accordance with Article 7, Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines. This EIR addresses these issues 
and identifies potentially significant environmental impacts of the project and cumulative 
development in the City in accordance with provisions set forth in the CEQA Guidelines.  The 
EIR also recommends feasible mitigation measures, where possible, that would reduce or 
eliminate adverse environmental effects. 
 
The issues addressed in this EIR include: 
 

 Aesthetics  Land Use 

 Air Quality/Global Climate Change   Transportation/Parking 

 Historic Resources  Water Resources 
 

mailto:agardea@cityofpasadena.net
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The Initial Study Checklist also indicated that other categories of significant impacts include 
hydrology & water quality, noise and utilities & service systems.  Impacts related to hydrology 
& water quality as well as utilities & service systems that were found to be potentially 
significant in the Initial Study relate to groundwater supplies.  The issue of groundwater supply 
is addressed in this EIR within the Water Supply section of this EIR (Section 4.5).  Impacts 
related to noise that were found to be potentially significant in the Initial Study relate to 
construction-generated vibration and the potential to adversely affect the historic structures 
onsite.  The issue of construction-generated vibration is addressed within the cultural resources 
section of this EIR (Section 4.3).   
 
The scoping meeting mentioned above was held during the 30-day review period for the Notice 
of Preparation.  The scoping meeting was conducted at a Planning Commission meeting on 
October 28, 2009.  The Table 1-1 shows common themed scoping meeting comments and how 
those comments have been addressed pursuant to CEQA within this EIR and the Initial Study 
which is attached in Appendix A.   
 
In preparing the EIR, pertinent City policies and guidelines, existing EIRs and technical reports 
prepared by the applicant were used.  City staff reviewed the Historic Resources Report 
prepared by San Buenaventura Research Associates (25 February 2010) which is also used in 
preparing the EIR.   A full reference list is contained in Section 7.0, References and Preparers. 
 
 

Table 1-1  
Scoping Meeting Comments and EIR Response 

Issue Area Specific Comment/Request How and Where it was Addressed 

Energy The commenter requests energy analysis 
within the EIR and specifically requested 
analysis of the consumption of an all glass 
building.   
 
 
 

Energy calculations including 
electricity and natural gas 
consumption and quantification were 
conducted for the initial study based 
on a standard spread sheet model 
that is consistently used to evaluate 
all new development demands within 
the City.  
 
Glass materials provide a means of 
passive heating during the winter and 
of daylighting at all times of the year, 
both of which reduce overall energy 
demand.  Moreover, there are 
additional means of shading glass in 
the summer to prevent excessive 
heat gain, including but not limited to, 
exterior and interior shading devices, 
high performance glazing to reduce 
solar heat gain and deciduous trees 
that shade the structure in the 
summer and allow for heat gain 
during the winter.  
 
The overall project was also 
evaluated with respect to energy 
usage and CO2 equivalent 
contributions within Section 4.2, Air 
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Table 1-1  
Scoping Meeting Comments and EIR Response 

Issue Area Specific Comment/Request How and Where it was Addressed 

Quality/Global Climate Change. 
 

Scenic Vistas/View 
Corridors 

Request to have scenic vistas from vantages 
other than N-S corridor studied.  Request to 
have scenic vistas from Civic Center and along 
the center of the block across from the Civic 
Center Studied.   
 

In response to this comment, the 
discussion of views from publicly 
accessible space at the City Hall was 
added to the aesthetics discussion in 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics. 
 

LEED design vs. 
obtaining LEED 
certification 

Request clarification of whether the project will 
be required to obtain LEED certification vs. 
Design for LEED certification (Initial Study 
page 13).  

The initial study was updated to 
clarify that compliance with the City’s 
ordinance only requires designing for 
LEED certification. 
 

Land Use and 
Planning 

Initial Study pages 6 (Item 3c) and page 23 
(Item 12b).  Commenter requests that Land 
Use and Planning should be separate from the 
Aesthetics Discussion to focus more on the 
issue of whether the project conflicts with any 
of the relevant planning docs. 
 
Request exploration of the legislative intent 
behind the Civic Center Specific Plan. 
 
Request analysis of Land Use and Planning 
Docs regarding the Civic Center, does one 
document replace the former guidance 
document (Grey Report?) 
 
Request to look specifically at development 
direction for Euclid Avenue in planning 
documents. 
 
Request adding Land Use and Planning to the 
Mandatory findings of significance in the Initial 
Study. 

In response to this comment, the 
Initial Study has been updated to 
reflect Land Use and Planning as a 
potentially significant impact that will 
be addressed in the EIR.  Section 
4.6, Land Use and Planning, has 
been added to the EIR to explore 
these issues. 

Light and Glare Request analysis of light and glare due to the 
proposed design which includes an all glass 
building.  

Though the issue was found to be 
less than significant in the Initial 
Study; however, in response to this 
comment, the EIR will explore this 
issue further within Section 4.1,  
Aesthetics.  
 

Commission 
Meetings 

Commenter requests that the project be 
reviewed by the Historic Preservation 
Commission in addition to the Design 
Commission during the Public Review Period. 

This request involves a modification 
of City review standards and process 
and is not applicable to the content of 
the EIR.   
 
By code, the Design Commission 
acts as the City’s historic preservation 
commission in the Central District. 
(and has acted in this capacity for 25 
years).  The National Park Service 
and the State of California Office of 
Historic Preservation—through the 
Certified Local Government 
program—recognizes two historic 
preservation commissions in 
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Table 1-1  
Scoping Meeting Comments and EIR Response 

Issue Area Specific Comment/Request How and Where it was Addressed 

Pasadena:  the Design Commission 
and the Historic Preservation 
Commission.  One member of the 
Historic Preservation Commission 
serves on the Design Commission.   

Historic Resources Request analysis pursuant to the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards, including all of the 
many chapters such as landscape, new 
construction, interior renovations, etc. 

This comment was relayed to the 
Historic Resources Consultant and 
the Historic Resources Report 
evaluates the project pursuant to the 
applicable Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation and the 
Illustrated Guidelines for 
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (see 
Appendix C).   
 

Traffic Request an explanation as to why LOS E is 
acceptable and where/when was this standard 
adopted by the City. 
 

Level of service impacts are 
addressed in Section 4.4, 
Transportation/Parking.  In particular, 
operational thresholds are discussed 
on page 4.4-24. 

Aesthetics  Request that the Aesthetics discussion include 
a compatibility discussion with the CDSP 
sections 7 and 10.  Request specific address 
to materials and colors.  Request specific 
address to pages 104, 105, 170, and 172 of 
the CDSP. 
 

Consistency with the Central District 
Specific Plan guidelines is evaluated 
in Section 4.1, Aesthetics. 

Alternatives Request a serious study of a useful range of 
alternatives 
 
Request high-quality alternatives that provide 
additional platforms to develop a better project 
 
Request an alternative that includes the 
following: 
1) a public passage through to the Plaza Las 

Fuentes courtyard on the east and 
2) Maryland Wall as a terminus of an east-

west garden axis. 
3) demonstrates relationships to existing 

buildings 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6, alternatives were 
selected first and foremost based on 
the likelihood of reducing or 
eliminating significant effects of the 
project.   
 
While alternative project designs may 
be more attractive to some 
commenters for one reason or 
another, the EIR is not required to 
analyze them unless there is potential 
to reduce a significant impact that 
could not otherwise be mitigated to a 
level that is less than significant.   
 
The EIR is required to analyze the 
project as proposed, and any basis 
for mitigation or project modifications 
is founded on reducing physical 
environmental impacts that have 
exceeded adopted thresholds.   
 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
§15040, CEQA authorizes the use of 
discretionary powers for 
environmental protection consistent 
with express and implied limitations 
provided by other laws. 
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Table 1-1  
Scoping Meeting Comments and EIR Response 

Issue Area Specific Comment/Request How and Where it was Addressed 

Sustainability  Request a discussion of whether the project 
will be sustainable 

The project is being designed as a 
LEED project and will be required to 
incorporate a minimum amount of 
design considerations to enhance 
sustainability pursuant to the LEED 
prerequisites.  Sustainability issues 
are discussed in Section 4.2, Air 
Quality/Global Climate Change. 
 

 
The level of detail contained throughout this EIR is consistent with the requirements of CEQA 
and applicable court decisions.  The CEQA Guidelines provide the standard of adequacy on 
which this document is based.  The CEQA Guidelines state: 
 

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

1.3 LEAD, RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES 
 
The CEQA Guidelines define "lead," "responsible" and "trustee" agencies.  The City of Pasadena 
is the lead agency for the project because it has the initial responsibility for approving the 
project. 
 
A “responsible agency” refers to a public agency other than the “lead agency” that has 
discretionary approval over the project.  A "trustee agency" refers to a state agency having 
jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by a project.  There are no responsible or 
trustee agencies associated with the proposed project.   
 

1.4 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 
 
The environmental impact review process, as required under CEQA, is summarized below and 
illustrated on Figure 1-1.  The steps are presented in sequential order. 
 
 

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

2. Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Prepared.  The DEIR must 
contain:  a) table of contents or index; b) summary; c) project description; d) 
environmental setting; e) significant impacts (direct, indirect, cumulative, 
growth-inducing and unavoidable impacts); f) alternatives; g) mitigation 
measures; and h) irreversible changes. 

 
3. Public Notice and Review.  The lead agency must prepare a Notice of 

Availability of an EIR.  The Notice must be placed in the County Clerk's 
office for 30 days (Public Resources Code Section 21092) and sent to anyone 
requesting it.  Additionally, public notice of DEIR availability must be given 
through at least one of the following procedures: a) publication in a 
newspaper of general circulation; b) posting on and off the project site; and c) 
direct mailing to owners and occupants of contiguous properties.  The lead 
agency must consult with and request comments on the DEIR from 
responsible and trustee agencies, and adjacent cities and counties.  The 
minimum public review period for a DEIR is 30 days.  When a DEIR is sent 
to the State Clearinghouse for review, the public review period must be 45 
days, unless a shorter period is approved by the Clearinghouse (Public 
Resources Code 21091). Distribution of the DEIR may be required through 
the State Clearinghouse. 
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Figure 1-1
City of Pasadena

CEQA Environmental Review Process 

      Lead agency (City of Pasadena) 
prepares Initial Study 

City sends Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) to responsible agencies 

City prepares Draft EIR 

Public Review Period 
(45 day minimum) 

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

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

City prepares findings on the  
feasibility of reducing significant  

environmental effects 

City makes a decision 
on the project 

City files Notice of Determination 
with County Clerk 

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

Responsible agency decision-making bodies 
consider the Final EIR 

City solicits input from agencies & public 
on the content of the Draft EIR 
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4. Notice of Completion.  The lead agency must file a Notice of Completion with the 

State Clearinghouse as soon as it completes a DEIR. 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

10.  Notice of Determination.  An agency must file a Notice of Determination after 
deciding to approve a project for which an EIR is prepared. A local agency must file 
the Notice with the County Clerk. The Notice must be posted for 30 days and sent to 
anyone previously requesting notice. Posting of the Notice starts a 30-day statute of 
limitations on CEQA challenges. 
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2.0  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
This section provides a detailed description of the proposed project, including the project 
applicant and location, a description of the major project characteristics, project objectives, and 
a listing of discretionary approvals needed for the project.  The focus is on those characteristics 
and activities associated with the project that could cause physical changes to the environment. 
 

2.1 PROJECT APPLICANT 
 
The Reverend J. Edwin Bacon, Jr. and Vestry 
All Saints’ Church 
132 N. Euclid Avenue 
Pasadena CA 91101 
 

2.2 PROJECT LOCATION 
 
The project site is located in the central portion of Los Angeles County, in the City of Pasadena. 
Figure 2-1 illustrates the regional location of the project site.  The project site is situated at the 
southeast corner of North Euclid Avenue and Walnut Street in the Civic Center sub-district of 
the Central District Specific Plan Area.  Figure 2-2 shows the project’s location within 
downtown Pasadena.  The project site is regionally accessible from Interstate 210.  The site 
consists of three parcels totaling 2.79 acres.  The site address is 132 North Euclid Avenue.  
 

2.3 EXISTING SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
 
The project site is currently developed with a 17,500 square foot (sf) Church, a 5,200 sf Rectory 
and the 27,500 sf Regas House, all of which are proposed to remain under the proposed All 
Saints Church Master Plan.  In addition, the site is developed with three other ancillary 
buildings and surface parking lots that are proposed for demolition.  These buildings include 
the 6,195 sf Scott Hall, a 1,800 sf trailer, and a 1,487 sf storage building.  The site also contains a 
remnant wall of the Maryland Hotel along the western boundary, which is designated as a 
contributing feature to the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District.   
 
The project site is bordered by the following uses. 
 

 North – Kaiser Permanente parking lot and offices across Walnut Street  
 East –  Plaza Las Fuentes Complex (hotel, office and restaurant uses) 
 South – multi story residential and office, multi level parking structures, 

surface parking lots, and the Western Asset Office Complex  
 Southwest – Civic Center 
 West – Los Angeles County Courthouse 

 

2.4 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 
 
All Saints’ Episcopal Church has applied to the City of Pasadena for a Master Development 
Plan, which is a 15-year framework for expansion of the church.   
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In October 2007, the applicant submitted the project with three buildings and a surface parking 
lot/basketball court at the corner of the site.   In the following year, the Planning Commission 
and Design Commission approved the findings of the initial environmental study and the 
mitigated negative declaration but rejected the project for lack of a building at the corner of 
Walnut Street and Euclid Avenue.  In July 2008, the applicant redesigned the project in 
response to the Planning Commission and Design Commission concerns and added a fourth 
building at the corner.  Subsequently, the Design Commission recommended adoption of the 
mitigated negative declaration and approval of the project.  In December 2008, the Planning 
Commission recommended preparation of an environmental impact report.  In September 2009, 
the applicant resubmitted a revised project, which remained essentially the same as plans 
submitted in July 2008, but included the relocation of the Maryland Hotel wall.  
 
The proposed project is described below as depicted in the application submittals.  During 
design review, the preliminarily designed project may change in terms of density, height, open 
space, parking or loading, and sign requirements, as long as the conditions are not more 
restrictive than those prescribed by applicable zoning district regulations or a valid zoning 
entitlement. The proposed project will incorporate recommendations and requirements of the 
Design Commission with respect to architectural treatment, landscaping and other features.  
The proposed project includes the following.   
 

 Demolition of a commercial building (1,487 square feet), a building used for 
Sunday School/day care purposes (Scott Hall 6,195 square feet), and a trailer 
used for office and meeting space (1,800 square feet).  

 Interior renovation of the existing Rectory and conversion of the 
subterranean level of the existing parish hall (Regas House) to a music room 
(see Figure 2-4 – ground floor,  Figure 2-8 – second floor, and Figure 2-9 
Subterranean Plan). 

 Relocation of the Maryland Hotel wall approximately three feet forward.  

 Construction of a columbarium along the interior (east) property line. 

 Construction of a subterranean parking level that would include 
approximately 12,500 square feet of office, storage and mechanical 
equipment areas and 122 or 128 parking spaces with vehicular access from 
Walnut Street (see Figure 2-9).  The land use entitlements under 
consideration include a minor conditional use permit for use of tandem 
parking spaces as well as shared parking spaces for weekday uses 
comprising of a day-care facility and 50 commercial off-street parking spaces. 
In addition a variance to provide no on-site loading spaces is also required.   

 The outdoor spaces include a forecourt between the existing Rectory and 
West Building, a pre-function garden, an outdoor seating area on the north 
side of the West Building, two play yards, and a garden with a labyrinth on 
the east portion of the site (see Figure 2-4). 

 Construction of a multiple-story, four building complex (Buildings A, B, C, 
and E) in two phases.  Note that there is no Building D.  The new buildings 
consists of the following buildings: 
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Building A:  West Building.  A 14,300 square foot, two story (approximately 
29 feet in height) building with offices, conference rooms, (social hall with 
kitchen) and a kitchen for an outdoor café (see Figure 2-4 – ground floor and 
Figure 2-8 – second floor).  Adjacent to the West Building would be the 
outdoor dining commons.  Gates would provide access from Euclid Avenue 
to the entrance of the courtyard café.  A wrought-iron fence is proposed to 
connect the gates to the front of the building. The preliminary design 
proposes metal panels, a stone wall with cast-stone details for the northern 
portion of the building façades (All Saints Church Site Key Elevations West 
& North Senior Housing Option Plans, Richard Meier & Partners LLP 
Submitted: December 18, 2009).  The building façade would be composed of 
glass doors and windows, a freestanding cast-stone colonnade, and 
perforated copper-mesh sunscreens (See Figures 4.1-3 and 4.1-4).  The façade 
of the southern portion of the building would be behind the repositioned 
Maryland Hotel wall.  The Maryland Hotel wall, a historic feature of the site, 
would be repositioned approximately three feet to the west.  To accomplish 
the relocation, the wall would have to be substantially reconstructed in its 
new location.  The church is proposing to relocate the wall to provide more 
open space between the wall and the west elevation of Building A.  Moving 
the wall forward would also facilitate public pedestrian access along the east 
side of the wall to the courtyard café via a new walkway.  Two palm trees 
that line the sidewalk west of the wall would be boxed and replanted next to 
the wall to maintain their existing spatial arrangement with the wall.     
 
Building B:  Forum – Alternate Worship.  A 6,700 square foot, two-level 
(approximately 54 feet in height) assembly building (see Figure 2-4 –ground 
floor and Figure 2-8 – second floor) would be circular in plan composed of 
four slightly curved walls: one to the north, one to the east, and two to the 
south. It would be constructed with cast-in-place concrete and include glass 
windows along the west-facing façade.  The space would open into a plaza 
for use as supplemental outdoor seating for large events.  Stained glass 
windows would be used in the building along with sky-lights to provide 
natural lighting. A straight wall of eight to ten feet would run from the 
southern boundary of the Forum toward the existing Regas House.  It would 
be clad with stone to relate to the granite walls of the existing historic church 
buildings.  The entrance to the building would be composed of scored 
colored-concrete paving.  A labyrinth and contemplative garden would be 
adjacent to the southeastern edge of the building. 
 
Building C:  East Building.  An 18,000 square foot, three-story 
(approximately 54 feet in height) building would house a youth program, 
daycare, and classroom areas (see Figure 2-4 –ground floor and Figure 2-8 -
second floor).  This building would be built in simple modular form with 
architectural concrete and would have a column grid/glass façade along the 
western elevation. A row of sycamore trees would be planted in front of the 
western elevation of the building.  The ground –floor level of the building 
would contain classrooms with doors opening onto the children’s play yard 
for indoor/outdoor teaching directly in front of the building to the west.  
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Building E:  North Building.  Two options are under consideration for the 
building at the northwest corner of the site:  
 
Scenario 1:  A 47,500 square foot, eight-story (approximately 75 feet in height), 
45-unit residential building for senior citizens (see Figure 2-3, Figure 2-4, and 
Figure 2-5).  The proposed building would be of cement plaster construction. 
The southern portion of the Euclid Avenue frontage would be partially 
behind a stone wall.  Entry doors to the building would be at the northern 
portion of the building’s frontage on to Euclid Avenue.  The proposed 
building would be setback further than the existing restaurant adjacent to the 
east of the project site along Walnut Street.  A stone wall would screen the 
center portion of the Walnut Street frontage of the building. The proposed 
building would have an ingress/egress ramp to the 122-space subterranean 
parking garage, accessible from Walnut Street at the building’s eastern 
boundary.  The building would have non-reflective glass windows and 
residential units on the upper six floors would have balconies. 
 
Scenario 2:  A two-story (approximately 41 feet in height), 13,000 square-foot 
youth recreation building (see Figure 2-6, Figure 2-7 and Figure 2-8).  The 
building would have an exterior finish of cement plaster.  The southern 
portion of the Euclid Avenue frontage would be partially behind a stone 
wall.  Entry doors would be at the northern portion of the frontage on Euclid 
Avenue.  The ground-level frontage along Euclid Avenue would have 
windows of various sizes and rectangular shapes.  The proposed building 
would be setback further than the existing restaurant adjacent to the east of 
the project site along Walnut Street.  A stone wall would screen the center 
portion of the Walnut Street frontage of the building.  The proposed building 
would have aAn ingress/egress ramp to the 128-space subterranean parking 
garage would be located underneath the building, extending beyond the 
building footprint.  This ramp would be, accessible from Walnut Street at the 
building’s eastern boundary.   

 
The project consists of a total of 42,118 018 square feet of new church support uses and 45 
residential units (Scenario 1), or 55,118 018 square feet of new church support uses (Scenario 2). 
The project will be designed consistent with Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
(LEED) certification pursuant to the requirements of Municipal Code 14.90.040.  The LEED 
program is designed to assign credits for environmentally-friendly design features and 
construction practices, so that projects may have less impact on the environment than standard 
construction would.    
 

2.5 PROJECTED CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 
 
The project would be constructed in two phases.  The first phase would include all 
improvements except Building E: North Building, which would be constructed in the second 
phase.  Though no specific schedule has been proposed, for the purposes of analysis, it is 
assumed that phase I of the project would require a period of two years.commence in the 
Spring of 2011.  Moreover, it is assumed that The first phase would involve demolition of  



All Saints Church Master Development Plan EIR
Section 2.0  Project Description

Figure 2-3
City of Pasadena

Scenario 1,
 Site Plan 

240 48  Feet

Drawing Source:  Richard Meier & Partners LLP, October 14, 2009.



All Saints Church Master Development Plan EIR
Section 2.0  Project Description

Figure 2-4
City of Pasadena

Ground Floor Plan - Scenario 1
Drawing Source:  Richard Meier & Partners LLP, December, 2009.

Scale in Feet

0                  25                 50 



All Saints Church Master Development Plan EIR
Section 2.0  Project Description

Figure 2-5
City of Pasadena

Scenario 1
 Typical Apartment Level

 

      240              48  Feet

Drawing Source:  Richard Meier & Partners LLP, October 14, 2009.



All Saints Church Master Development Plan EIR
Section 2.0  Project Description

Figure 2-6
City of Pasadena

Scenario 2
Site Plan

 

Drawing Source:  Richard Meier & Partners LLP, October 14, 2009.

Scale in Feet

0                35               70



All Saints Church Master Development Plan EIR
Section 2.0  Project Description

Figure 2-7
City of Pasadena

Ground Floor Plan - Scenario 2
Drawing Source:  Richard Meier & Partners LLP, December, 2009.

Scale in Feet

0                  25                 50 



All Saints Church Master Development Plan EIR
Section 2.0  Project Description

Figure 2-8
City of Pasadena

Scenario 2
 Second Level Gymnasium

 

     240           48 Feet

Drawing Source:  Richard Meier & Partners LLP, October 14, 2009.



All Saints Church Master Development Plan EIR
Section 2.0  Project Description

Figure 2-9
City of Pasadena

Subterranean Plan
Drawing Source:  Richard Meier & Partners LLP, August, 2008.

      240              48  Feet



All Saints Church Master Development Plan EIR 

Section 2.0  Project Description 

 
 

 

City of Pasadena 
2-21 

existing improvements, construction of the subterranean garage, renovation of the interiors of 
the Rectory and the Regas House, and construction of the three buildings. 
 

2.6 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

 
2.6.1 Main Project Objectives 
 

A) Provide new spaces and update and reconfigure existing spaces through the 
construction, rehabilitation and configuration of buildings that will serve the 
spiritual needs of All Saints Church and allow for the expansion of the 
religious and community serving programs and activities of All Saints 
Church. 

 
B)  Organize new buildings and spaces with massing, voids, shapes and 

adjacencies that maximize the functionality of the site and integrate the new 
and existing parts of the campus visually and functionally, all in a manner 
that expresses the religious and community serving mission of All Saints 
Church. 

 
C) Create an inspiring and sensitive design that expresses through architecture 

respect for the historical foundations of All Saints Church seen in its 
historically significant existing campus while embodying its relevance to the 
future in contemporary architectural styles that relate to the old in massing, 
materials and adjacencies. 

 
2.6.2 Supporting Project Objectives 
 

1)  Provide separate buildings specifically designed for their particular use and 
locate those buildings in places most appropriate to their size and nature of 
use. 

 
2)  Integrate into the architecture and grounds sacred shapes and spaces.  
 
3)   Where possible use outdoor spaces instead of building mass to meet religious 

and community program needs. 
 
4)  Create a large “outdoor room” for religious and community uses by 

orienting the buildings to create a protected courtyard using the historic 
church buildings as the “fourth wall” of the room to serve as a welcoming, 
yet private, space suitable for such uses as worship, weddings,  funerals, 
counseling, grieving and contemplative prayer. 

 
5)  Develop the courtyard as a single unified space which allows access from all 

of the new buildings into a central community gathering place and provides 
an unbroken visual connection between the new buildings on the north end 
of the campus and the historic Rectory and Church buildings on the south. 

 
6)  Integrate indoor and outdoor spaces through utilization of materials which 
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allow for a visual connection between the indoor and outdoor meeting and 
assembly spaces. 

 
7)   Carry into the new architecture materials and concepts from the historic 

building and use them in contemporary applications and proportions. 
 
8)  Locate buildings with reference to access from surrounding public streets, 

pedestrian travel times within the campus and creation of the sense of an 
active and unified religious community. 

 
9)  Design buildings at locations and scale respectful of the adjacent and 

surrounding historic buildings and structures, including the existing church 
buildings, the Maryland Hotel Garden Wall and the Civic Center. 

 
10)  Maximize the use and attractiveness of the site through development of 

below grade parking. 
 
11)  Build into the plan uses that serve the community such as a public café and 

meeting and assembly rooms accessible directly from Euclid. 
 
12)   Design well landscaped streetscapes and points of entry to the church 

campus to enhance the pedestrian experience within the Civic Center. 
 
13)  Contribute quality architecture to the rich and diverse pattern of 

architectural styles in Pasadena in compliance with the Central District 
Specific Plan and applicable historic resources regulations. 

 
14)  Construct buildings with an environmentally sustainable design which will 

minimize depletion of natural resources and which will qualify for a LEED 
rating. 

 

2.7 REQUIRED APPROVALS 

The proposed project would require the discretionary approval of the City of Pasadena.  The 
project would be reviewed by the City’s Design Commission and by the City’s Planning 
Commission, which will make a recommendation to the City Council.  The City Council will 
make decisions related to certification of the EIR and approval of the Master Development Plan.  

 Certification of the Final EIR 

 Consideration of the Master Development Plan 

 Minor Conditional Use Permit for the following ancillary uses: shared parking; 
commercial off-street parking (parking for unspecified, non-residential uses) and 
tandem parking spaces 

 Variance to provide on-street loading.  

 Minor Variances to exceed the minimum required front yard setback and exterior side 
yard setback  
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 Concept and Final Design Review Design Review by the Design Commission to 
review the proposed new design for compliance with adopted design guidelines 

 Minor Variance to construct a columbarium along an interior (east) property line  

 Certificate of Exception (lot line adjustment) to consolidate the three existing parcels 
into one lot - A lot tie may be used to join the parcels together prior to issuance of a 
building permit 

 Building and Demolition Permits 

 Any other incidental discretionary approvals needed for the construction and 
operation of the proposed project. 
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3.0  ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 

This section describes the regional and project site setting, as well as the cumulative 
development upon which the analysis of cumulative impacts is based. 
 

3.1 REGIONAL SETTING 
 
Pasadena is located approximately 12 miles north and east of downtown Los Angeles.  The City 
is located within the West San Gabriel Valley, at the base of the San Gabriel Mountains.  The 
City is world renowned for several of its architectural landmarks, arts, institutions and events.  
The city's popular shops and restaurants blend comfortably with tree-lined streets, distinctive 
neighborhoods, historic buildings, and a vibrant cultural scene. 
 
Pasadena is approximately 23 square miles in area.  The City also has a designated sphere of 
influence area adjacent to its southeastern boundary (generally north of Huntington Drive and 
west of Rosemead Boulevard), which is about 883 acres in size.  Pasadena’s population is 
approximately 150,185 (California Department of Finance, 2009).   
 
Pasadena is roughly bounded by two open space corridors along the eastern and western 
perimeters of the City.  The open space corridors are situated along two drainages, Arroyo Seco 
Stream and Eaton Wash.  Residential areas bound each of these areas of open space and extend 
along the northern and southern boundary of the City, surrounding the City’s commercial core. 
 
The City enjoys a subtropical and semi-arid climate.  The average daytime and nighttime 
temperatures are 77 degrees and 52 degrees Fahrenheit, respectively, with summer highs 
typically in the 80s and winter lows in the 40s.  Pasadena receives an average annual rainfall of 
about 20 inches, which falls primarily between the winter months of November and March. 
 
Regional access to Pasadena is provided by the 110 Freeway, State Route 134, and the 210 
Freeway.  The 110 Freeway connects the City to Downtown Los Angeles, Pasadena, and other 
areas of the southern California region.  The SR-134 and 210 Freeway serve as an east/west 
corridor, providing access to Ventura and Riverside Counties.  The Metro Gold Line provides 
regional rail access throughout Los Angeles County.  Arroyo Parkway, Colorado Boulevard, 
and Los Robles Avenue are major arterials with Fair Oaks Avenue and Lake Avenues minor 
arterials that provide for local circulation throughout the City.   
 

3.2 PROJECT SITE SETTING 
 
The project site is located at the southeast corner of the North Euclid Avenue and East Walnut 
Street intersection.  The project site is located within the Central District Specific Plan Area and 
also within the Civic Center Midtown sub-district and the Civic Center Core Precinct.  The site 
encompasses about 2.79 acres and is currently developed with a 17,200 square foot (sf) Church, 
a 5,200 sf Rectory, a 27,500 sf Regas House, the 6,195 sf Scott Hall, a 1,800 sf trailer, and a 1,487 
sf commercial building that is used for storage.  The northern portion of the site is also 
developed with surface parking and landscape trees are located throughout the parking lot and 
grounds.  In addition, the site contains a portion of the Maryland Hotel wall, which is a 
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remnant of the former Maryland Hotel.  The entire project site is located within the Civic 
Center District, which is a National Register Historic District.   
 
City Hall is across Euclid Avenue to the southwest.  The Kaiser Permanente parking lot and 
offices are across Walnut Street to the north.  Adjacent uses immediately to the east and south 
include the Plaza las Fuentes complex, multi-story residential and office buildings, multi-level 
parking structures, surface parking lots, and the Western Asset office complex.  Paseo Colorado 
shopping center and residences are located across Colorado Boulevard one block to the south.  
 
Additional setting information pertinent to Aesthetics, Air Quality, Historic Resources, Land 
Use, Transportation and Water Resources is contained in each of the Impact Analysis sections 
(Section 4.1 through Section 4.6). 
 

3.3 CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT 
 
Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more individual events that, when evaluated 
together, are significant or would compound other environmental impacts.  Cumulative 
impacts are the changes in the environment that result from the incremental impact of 
development of the proposed project and other nearby projects.  For example, traffic impacts of 
two nearby projects may be inconsequential when analyzed separately, but could have a 
substantial impact when analyzed together.    
 
Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of cumulative impacts.  The 
discussion of related or cumulative projects may be drawn from either a “list of past, present, 
and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts” or a “summary of 
projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document or in a prior 
environmental document which has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated 
regional or area wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact.” 
 
Planned and pending developments in the site vicinity are listed in Table 3-1.  As indicated, 
approximately 1,953 dwelling units and 1,185,603 square feet of non-residential development 
are currently planned or pending in the City.   



All Saints Church Master Development Plan EIR 

Section 3.0  Environmental Setting 

 
 

   City of Pasadena 
 3-3 

 

Table 3-1 

Planned and Pending Projects in the Site Vicinity 

Address 
Residential 

(DU) 
Non-Residential (SF) 

496 S. Arroyo Parkway 21 7,500 

556 E. Colorado Boulevard 0 111,830 

680 E. Colorado Boulevard 0 160,000 

31 S. Fair Oaks Avenue 0 85,577 

64-90 Fair Oaks Avenue 0 33,942 

1424 North Garfield 15 0 

747 East Green Street 30 13,000 

151 South Hudson Avenue 9 3,500 

171 South Hudson Avenue 20 2,200 

187 South Marengo 13 0 

229 South Marengo 6 0 

135 North Oakland Avenue 514 235,000 

270 South Oakland Avenue 18 0 

140 East Orange Grove Boulevard 22 10,559 

129 North Raymond Avenue 49 11,383 

474 South Raymond Avenue 0 4,046 

254 East Union Street 0 48,865 

686 East Union Street 38 41,315 

680 East Walnut Street 59 7,557 

737 East Walnut Street 23 0 

770 East Walnut Street 66 3,784 

25 West Walnut Street 110 257,000 

Westgate Pasadena (bound by Del Mar 
Boulevard, Pasadena Avenue, Valley 
Street, and De Lacey Avenue) 

820 20,760 

880 E. Colorado Boulevard 120 127,785 

Total 1,953 1,185,603 

Source:  Related Projects, City of Pasadena Department of Transportation, Fall 2009.  
Notes:  Totals are net increases and reflect reductions for demolition of existing uses. DU = 
dwelling units; SF = square feet 
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4.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 
This section discusses the possible environmental effects of the proposed project for the specific 
issue areas that were identified as having the potential to experience significant impacts.  
“Significant effect” is defined by the State CEQA Guidelines §15382 as “a substantial, or 
potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area 
affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and 
objects of historic or aesthetic significance.  An economic or social change by itself shall not be 
considered a significant effect on the environment, but may be considered in determining 
whether the physical change is significant.” 
 
The assessment of each issue area begins with a discussion of the setting relevant to that issue 
area.  Following the setting is a discussion of the project's impacts relative to the issue area.  
Within the impact analysis, the first subsection identifies the methodologies used and the 
“significance thresholds,” which are those criteria adopted by the City, other agencies, 
universally recognized, or developed specifically for this analysis to determine whether 
potential effects are significant.  The next subsection describes each impact of the proposed 
project, mitigation measures for significant impacts, and the level of significance after 
mitigation.  Each effect under consideration for an issue area is separately listed in bold text, 
with the discussion of the effect and its significance following.  Each bolded impact listing also 
contains a statement of the significance determination for the environmental impact as follows: 
 

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

 
Following each environmental impact discussion is a listing of recommended mitigation 
measures (if required) and the residual effects or level of significance remaining after the 
implementation of the measures.  In those cases where the mitigation measure for an impact 
could have a significant environmental impact in another issue area, this impact is discussed as 
a residual effect under the “Significance After Mitigation” heading. 
 
The impact analysis concludes with a discussion of cumulative effects, which evaluates the 
impacts associated with the proposed project in conjunction with other future development in 
the area.   
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6.0  ALTERNATIVES 
 
As required by Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, this EIR examines a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed project.  Included in this analysis are foursix alternatives that 
involve different development configurations on the site in addition to the CEQA-required “no 
project” alternative.  The alternatives primarily address the placement and layout of Building A 
in response to input from Design and Planning Commissioners as well as members of the 
public.  The six alternatives were devised to provide a reasonable range of alternatives, and in 
light of the fact that the environmental effects of the project can be reduced through 
preservation of the Maryland Wall in place.  The placement and configurations of Building B 
and the two options for Building E remain the same as the proposed project under all 
alternatives.  Depictions and information regarding various project layouts, provided by the 
applicant, were used in the project objectives analysis that follows.  The alternatives are listed 
below: 
 

 Alternative 1 - No Project  

 Alternative 2 - Retain Maryland Hotel Wall  

 Alternative 3 - Retain Maryland Hotel Wall and Relocation of Building A  

 Alternative 4 - Retain Maryland Hotel Wall and Rotation of Building A (Combine 
Buildings A & C)  

 Alternative 5 –Reconfiguration/Relocation of Building A and Retain Maryland Hotel Wall 

 Alternative 6 - Relocation of Building A  and Retain Maryland Hotel Wall 
 
The Alternatives are intended to explore elimination of the Class I impact resulting from 
reconstruction of the Maryland Hotel wall.  Each of the various alternatives is described below 
along with the relative impact analysis. This section also evaluates the feasibility of similar 
development at alternative locations and, as required by CEQA, includes a discussion of the 
“environmentally superior alternative” among those studied.  Table 6.1 summarizes the 
characteristics of the alternatives compared to the proposed project. 
 

Table 6-1  

Key Features of the Alternatives  

Scenario 
Church 

Support Uses 

Residential 

Units 
Stories Hotel Wall 

Proposed Project Scenario 1 42,118018 
45 Units 

(47,500 sf) 

Two to Eight  

(29 to 75 feet  
tall) maximum 

Reconstruction of 
the Hotel Wall               

(9-ft. 
setbackseparation 
from Building A to 

the Wall ) 

Proposed Project Scenario 2 55,118018 None 

Two to Three  

(26 to 54 feet 
tall) maximum 

Reconstruction of 
the Hotel Wall              

(9-ft. separation 
from Building A to 
the Wallsetback) 

Alternative 1 –  

No Project 
Existing None Two 

Retain the Hotel 
Wall (Children’s 

Play Yard setting) 

Alternative 2 –  42,118 018 45 Units Two to Eight         Retain the Hotel 
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Table 6-1  

Key Features of the Alternatives  

Scenario 
Church 

Support Uses 

Residential 

Units 
Stories Hotel Wall 

Retain Maryland Hotel Wall (Scenario 1) 

or 55,0118 
(Scenario 2) 

(Scenario 1)  

or None 
(Scenario 2) 

(Scenario 1) 

Or Two to 
Three      

(Scenario 2) 

Wall (with the 
existing 6-ft. 

separation from 
Building A to the 

Wallsetback) 

Alternative 3 –  

Retain Maryland Hotel Wall 
and Relocate Building A 
three feet east 

42,118 018 
(Scenario 1)  

or 55,0118 
(Scenario 2) 

45 Units 
(Scenario 1)  

or None 
(Scenario 2) 

Two to Eight         
(Scenario 1) 

Or Two to 
Three      

(Scenario 2) 

Retain the Hotel 
Wall (9-ft 

separation from 
Building A to the 

Wallsetback) 

Alternative 4 – Retain 
Maryland Hotel Wall and 
Rotate Building A (Combine 
Buildings A & C) 

42,118 018 
(Scenario 1)  

or 55,0118 
(Scenario 2) 

45 Units 
(Scenario 1)  

or None 
(Scenario 2) 

Two to Eight         
(Scenario 1) 

or Two to Three 
(Scenario 2) 

Retain the Hotel 
Wall (new 

courtyard behind 
wallgarden setting) 

Alternative 5 -  

42,018 sf 

(Scenario 1) 

or 55,018 
(Scenario 2) 

45 Units  

(Scenario 1) 

or None 
(Scenario 2) 

One to Eight  

(35 to 75 feet  
tall) maximum 

or Two to Three 
(Scenario 2) 

Retain the Hotel 
Wall (new 

courtyard behind 
wall) 

Alternative 6 -  

42,018 sf 

(Scenario 1) 

or 55,018 
(Scenario 2) 

45 Units 
(Scenario 1) 

or None 
(Scenario 2) 

Two to Eight  

(55 to 75 feet 
tall) maximum 

or Two to Three 
(Scenario 2) 

Retain the Hotel 
Wall (new 

courtyard behind 
wall) 

 

6.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
 

6.1.1 Description 
 
This alternative assumes that the proposed project would not be developed and that 
improvements on the project site would remain.  Scott Hall, the existing commercial building, 
the trailer and two surface parking lots would remain rather than being demolished to 
accommodate four new buildings.  In addition, the Maryland Hotel Wall would remain as it is 
now, bordering the Children’s play yard for the day care center.  
 

6.1.2 Impact Analysis 
 
Because this alternative would not involve a change in land use, no change in environmental 
conditions would occur.  Under this alternative, the Class I impact to the Maryland Hotel Wall 
would be avoided.  However, this alternative would not achieve the following main project 
objectives:  
 

A) Provide new spaces and update and reconfigure existing spaces through the 
construction, rehabilitation and configuration of buildings that will serve the 
spiritual needs of All Saints Church and allow for the expansion of the religious and 
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community serving programs and activities of All Saints Church. 
 
B) Organize new buildings and spaces with massing, voids, shapes and adjacencies 

that maximize the functionality of the site and integrate the new and existing parts 
of the campus visually and functionally, all in a manner that expresses the religious 
and community-serving mission of All Saints Church. 
 

C) Create an inspiring and sensitive design that expresses through architecture respect 
for the historical foundations of All Saints Church seen in its historically significant 
existing campus while embodying its relevance to the future in contemporary 
architectural styles that relate to the old in massing, materials and adjacencies. 

 
No new development would occur under the “no project” alternative, resulting in no new 
buildings or development of exterior spaces to accomodate program needs.  Consequently, the 
“no project” alternative would no meet any of the proposed project’s suporting objectives. 
 

6.2 RETAIN MARYLAND HOTEL WALL ALTERNATIVE 
 

6.2.1 Description 
 
This alternative would consist of the same project characteristics as the proposed project, but 
would retain the Maryland Hotel Wall in place; thereby decreasing the setbackspace between 
the proposed Building A and the Maryland Hotel Wall to six feet, rather than nine feet as 
proposed.  
 

6.2.2 Impact Analysis 
 
This alternative would have impacts similar to those of the proposed project as it would consist 
of similar uses, buildings, and access schemes on the site.  However, this alternative would 
eliminate the unavoidably significant historic impact on cultural resources because of 
reconstructing the Maryland Hotel Wall.  Therefore, impacts would be incrementally reduced 
under this alternative.  This alternative would meet the project’s main and supporting 
objectives.  This alternative’s environmental effects are discussed below. 
 

a.  Aesthetics.  This alternative’s massing would be about the same as that of the 
proposed project, and would remain consistent with applicable policies of the Central District 
Specific Plan and with Citywide Design Principles and Criteria, and Impact AES-1 would 
remain Class III, less-than-significant, the same as with the proposed project.  This alternative 
would have similar massing and would thus have the same Class III, less-than-significant 
impact with respect to view corridors (Impact AES-2).  Because this design is essentially the 
same as with the proposed project except for the Maryland Hotel Wall, this alternative would 
likewise have Class II, significant-but-mitigable impacts related to light and glare (Impact AES-
3).  Mitigation measures AES-3(a) and AES-3(b) would still apply to reduce the potential for 
adverse effects from light and glare.  With incorporation of mitigation, impacts would be less-
than-significant under this alternative.   
 

b.  Air Quality.  Because the development intensity and uses are essentially the same, 
air quality impacts associated with this alternative would be essentially the same as those of the 
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proposed project.  Like the proposed project, air pollutant emissions generated by construction 
of this alternative would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds for ROG, NOx, CO, SO2, or PM10 or 
PM2.5 during construction (Impact AQ-1) or operation (Impact AQ-3).  Existing regulations 
regarding asbestos and lead based paint would ensure this alternative has less-than-significant 
impacts during demolition, the same as with the proposed project (Impact AQ-2).  Like the 
proposed project, long-term global climate change impacts would be less than significant under 
this alternative.  
 
 c.  Historic Resources.  This alternative would avoid the project’s Class I impacts related 
to reconstruction of the Maryland Hotel Wall, and preservation of the wall in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation would occur.  Therefore, mitigation 
measures HR-2(a) and HR-2(b) would not be required under this alternative.  Impact HR-2 
would be Class III, less-than-significant.  Under this alternative, the integrity of workmanship, 
materials, and location are all preserved, though the space setback between the proposed 
Building A and the Maryland Hotel Wall would be reduced from about nine feet to about six 
feet.   
 
The final design details of this alternative would still be required to be designed in accordance 
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment Rehabilitation of Historic 
Properties (reconstruction) and mitigation measure HR-3 would be required.  Like the 
proposed project, with implementation of mitigation measure HR-3, impacts would be less-
than-significant.  Similar to the proposed project, demolition of structures and project 
construction could temporarily generate groundborne vibrations on and adjacent to the site.  
Groundborne vibration would have the potential to affect historical resources.  Therefore, 
mitigation measure HR-4 would be required under this alternative.  Like the proposed project, 
with implementation of mitigation, impacts related to groundborne vibrations would be less-
than-significant. 
 
 d.  Transportation/Parking. Because the buildout square footage and development 
density is about the same as with the proposed project, this alternative’s transportation impacts 
would be about the same as the proposed project.  Impacts to the nine study area intersections 
(Impact T-1) would be Class III, less-than-significant.  Like the proposed project, impacts to 
street segments would be potentially significant and mitigation measure T-2 would be required. 
However, as with the proposed project, implementation of mitigation would reduce the impact 
to a level that is less than significant.  Impacts related to parking (Impact T-3), Sunday peak 
hour traffic (Impact T-4) and CMP intersections (Impact T-5) would be Class III, less-than-
significant. However, impacts related to access and circulation would be potentially significant, 
the same as the proposed project.  In addition, this alternative may require reconfiguration of 
the subterranean parking area which may result in a loss of parking spaces.  The project as 
designed would have excess parking spaces.  Therefore, mitigation measures T-6(a) and T-6(b) 
would be required under this alternative.  Like the proposed project, with implementation of 
mitigation, impacts to access and circulation would be less than significant.   
 
 e.  Water Supply.  This alternative would create a similar demand for water compared 
to the proposed project.  The impact would be the same as the proposed project, Class II, 
significant-but-mitigable, with inclusion of mitigation measure W-1. 
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 f.  Land Use and Planning.  Like the proposed project, impacts under this alternative 
would be Class III, less-than-significant.  No mitigation would be necessary.   
 

6.3 RETAIN THE MARYLAND HOTEL WALL AND RELOCATE 
BUILDING A ALTERNATIVE 

 

6.3.1 Description 
 
This alternative would consist of the same uses as the proposed project.  However, this 
alternative includes relocating Building A about three feet to the east in order to retain the 
Maryland Hotel Wall in place.  This alternative would result in the same nine-foot separation 
between the wall and the proposed Building A as would occur under the proposed project.  
 

6.3.2 Impact Analysis 
 
This alternative would have similar impacts to the proposed project as it would consist of 
similar uses on the site.  However, this alternative would avoid the Class I impact related to the 
reconstruction of the Maryland Hotel Wall.  This alternative would meet most of the basic 
project’s main and supporting objectives. This alternatives environmental effects are discussed 
below. 
 

a.  Aesthetics.  This alternative’s massing would be about the same as the proposed 
project, and would remain consistent with applicable policies of the Central District Specific 
Plan and with Citywide Design Principles and Criteria, and Impact AES-1 would remain Class 
III, less-than-significant, the same as with the proposed project.  This alternative would have 
similar massing and would thus have the same Class III, less-than-significant impact with 
respect to view corridors (Impact AES-2).  Because this design is essentially the same as with 
the proposed project except for the wall, this alternative would likewise have Class II, 
significant-but-mitigable impacts related to light and glare (Impact AES-3).  Mitigation 
measures AES-3(a) and AES-3(b) would still apply to reduce the potential for adverse effects 
from light and glare.  With incorporation of mitigation, impacts would be less-than-significant 
under this alternative.   
 

b.  Air Quality.  Because the development intensity and uses are essentially the same, 
air quality impacts associated with this alternative would be essentially the same as with the 
proposed project.  Like the proposed project, air pollutant emissions generated by construction 
of this alternative would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds for ROG, NOx, CO, SO2, or PM10 or 
PM2.5 during construction (Impact AQ-1) or operation (Impact AQ-3).  Existing regulations 
regarding asbestos and lead based paint would ensure this alternative has less-than-significant 
impacts during demolition, the same as with the proposed project (Impact AQ-2).  Like the 
proposed project, long-term global climate change impacts would be less-than-significant 
under this alternative.  
 
 c.  Historic Resources. This alternative would avoid the project’s Class I impacts related 
to reconstruction of the Maryland Hotel Wall.  Preservation of the wall in accordance with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation would occur.  Therefore, mitigation 
measures HR-2(a) and HR-2(b) would not be required under this alternative.  Impact HR-2 
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would be Class III, less-than-significant.  Under this alternative, the integrity of workmanship, 
materials, and location are all preserved.  The space setback between Building A and the 
Maryland Hotel Wall would be about nine feet, the same as under the current proposal.   
  
The same as with the proposed project, the final designs will need to be consistent with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.  Mitigation measure HR-3 would be 
required to ensure the final design is consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.  
With implementation of mitigation measure HR-3, impacts would be less-than-significant.  
Similar to the proposed project, demolition of structures and project construction could 
temporarily generate groundborne vibrations on and adjacent to the site.  This would have the 
potential to affect historical resources.  Therefore, mitigation measures HR-4 would be required 
under this alternative.  Like the proposed project, with implementation of mitigation, impacts 
related to groundborne vibration would be less-than-significant. 
 
 d.  Transportation/Parking.  Because the buildout square footage and development 
density is about the same as with the proposed project, this alternative’s transportation impacts 
would be about the same as the proposed project.  Impacts to the nine study area intersections 
(Impact T-1) would be Class III, less-than-significant.  Like the proposed project, impacts to 
street segments would be potentially significant and mitigation measure T-2 would be required. 
However, the same as with the proposed project, implementation of mitigation would reduce 
the impact to a level that is less-than-significant.  Impacts related to parking (Impact T-3), 
Sunday peak hour traffic (Impact T-4) and CMP intersections (Impact T-5) would be Class III, 
less-than-significant. However, impacts related to access and circulation would be potentially 
significant, the same as the proposed project.  In addition, the alternative may require 
reconfiguration of the subterranean parking area which may result in a loss of parking spaces. 
The project as designed would have excess parking spaces.  Therefore, mitigation measures T-
6(a) and T-6(b) would be required under this alternative.  Like the proposed project, with 
implementation of mitigation, impacts to access and circulation would be less-than-significant.   
 
 e. Water Supply.  This alternative would create a similar demand for water compared to 
the proposed project.  The impact would be the same as the proposed project, Class II, 
significant-but-mitigable, with inclusion of mitigation measure W-1. 
 
 f.  Land Use and Planning.  Like the proposed project, impacts under this alternative 
would be less-than-significant.  No mitigation would be necessary.     
 

6.4  RETAIN THE MARYLAND HOTEL WALL AND ROTATE 
BUILDING A (COMBINE BUILDINGS A & C) ALTERNATIVE 

 

6.4.1 Description 
 
This alternative would involve retaining the Maryland Hotel Wall in place and rotating 
Building A 90 degrees so that in plan its primary and longest walls face north-south and its 
shorter walls face east-west.  This reconfiguration would create a rectangular courtyard on the 
site.  Figure 6-1 shows this conceptual configuration.  This alternative would increase the 
massing of Building A from three two stories, as is currently proposed, to a minimum of three 
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stories and would consolidate the functions of Building C within the new building.  In addition, 
Building C proposed as part of the project would not be constructed under this alternative, and 
its functions would be integrated into an enlarged Building A.  For the purposes of this 
analysis, it is assumed that the overall square footage for church-support uses would be the 
same as under the proposed project, but would be located within three structures rather than 
four as in the proposed project.   
 

6.4.2 Impact Analysis 
 
This alternative would have similar impacts to the proposed project as it would consist of 
similar uses on the site.  However, this alternative would eliminate the unavoidably significant 
impact associated with reconstructing the Maryland Hotel Wall.   
 
This alternative would not meet most of the main project objectives.  Under this alternative, the 
functions of Building A (social hall, kitchen, café, offices and conference rooms) and Building C 
(child daycare center), would be consolidated in one building; thus, separate buildings 
designed for particular uses  would not be provided.  The building layout would not provide 
the  semi-enclosed outdoor space needed for Building E nor outdoor play area at the ground 
level for the proposed day care center.  The building placement north of the Maryland Hotel 
Wall would create a large gap between the existing and new buildings that would increase 
pedestrian travel times between the new and the existing buildings and would detract from the 
intended visual and functional integration of the campus.  The prefunction area and courtyard 
would be partially visible from Euclid Avenue reducing its privacy and sense of enclosure 
desired by the applicant for religious ceremonies.  The building layout would not provide for a 
single unifying space (open space axis) which is accessible from all of the new buildings.  The 
building placement and configuration, including the large courtyard behind the Maryland 
Hotel Wall, would create a void in the street pattern and works against repeating the sequence 
of building proportions and open spaces of the existing historic cloister. Additionally, this 
alternative would meet some of the project’s supporting objectives, and with refinement of the 
alternative design could meet some additional supporting objectives.  However, not all of the 
supporting objectives would be met even with design refinement.  This alternative’s 
environmental effects are discussed below. 
 
 a.  Aesthetics.  This alternative would involve three buildings rather than four and 
would relocate Building A to orient, east/west rather than north/south as proposed under the 
project.  Therefore, Building A would have a smaller façade as viewed from N. Euclid Avenue; 
however, it would be taller and wider to accommodate additional square footage from Building 
C.  In addition, the Maryland Hotel Wall would have more presence on the site, as it would not 
be directly adjacent to Building A.  The project would remain consistent with applicable 
policies of the Central District Specific Plan and with Citywide Design Principles and Criteria,  
and Impact AES-1 would remain Class III, less-than-significant, the same as with the proposed 
project.  This alternative would involve development of three buildings rather than four, so 
building A would have greater massing than the two-story building in the proposed project.  
However, as discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, under Impact AES-2, since an eight-story 
building at the north end of the site would not have a significant impact on the view corridor, a 
four- or fivethree-story building is unlikely to have a significant impact on the view corridor.  
Under this alternative, the configurations of the open areas are different than those of the 
proposed project due to the changes to the building placement and changes to the massing.  A 
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square-shaped pre-function garden would be created between the Maryland Hotel Wall and 
Building B.  In addition, a rectangular open space is created between Building A and Building 
E.  Under project Scenario 2, the rectangular open space would be the courtyard space for the 
residential building.  The outdoor play space requirement for the day-care center would have to 
be met by either dividing the open space area or providing play area on the rooftop of the 
Building A.  
 
Therefore, this alternative would likely have the same Class III, less-than-significant impact, 
with respect to view corridors (Impact AES-2).  This alternative would likewise have Class II, 
significant-but-mitigable, impacts related to light and glare (Impact AES-3).  Mitigation 
measures AES-3(a) and AES-3(b) would still apply to reduce the potential for adverse effects 
from light and glare.  With mitigation, impacts would be less-than-significant under this 
alternative.   
 

b.  Air Quality.  Because the development intensity and uses are essentially the same, 
air quality impacts associated with this alternative would be essentially the same as with the 
proposed project. Like the proposed project, air pollutant emissions generated by construction 
of this alternative would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds for ROG, NOx, CO, SO2, or PM10 or 
PM2.5 during construction (Impact AQ-1) or operation (Impact AQ-3).  Existing regulations 
regarding asbestos and lead based paint would ensure this alternative has less-than-significant 
impacts during demolition, the same as with the proposed project (Impact AQ-2).  Like the 
proposed project, long term global climate change impacts would be less-than-significant under 
this alternative.  
 
 c.  Historic Resources.  This alternative would avoid the project’s Class I impacts related 
to reconstruction of the Maryland Hotel Wall.  Preservation of the wall in accordance with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation would occur.  Therefore, mitigation 
measures HR-2(a) and HR-2(b) would not be required under this alternative.  Impact HR-2 
would be Class III, less-than-significant.  In addition, as shown in Figure 6-1, this alternative 
would create a spacious courtyard on the eastern side ofrestore a garden setting to the 
Maryland Hotel Wall, creating a spacious courtyard on the eastern side of the wall.  Under this 
alternative, the integrity of workmanship,  and materials, and location are all preserved and the 
impact on integrity of setting somewhat reduced.  Mitigation measure HR-3 would be required 
to ensure the design of the new construction is consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation, similar to the proposed project and all other alternatives.  Similar 
to the proposed project, demolition of structures and project construction could temporarily 
generate groundborne vibrations on and adjacent to the site.  This would have the potential to 
impact historical resources.  Therefore, mitigation measure HR-4 would be required under this 
alternative.  Like the proposed project, with implementation of mitigation, impacts related to 
groundborne vibrations would be less-than-significant. 
 
 d.  Transportation/Parking.  Because the buildout square footage and development 
density is about the same as with the proposed project, this alternative’s transportation impacts 
would be about the same as the proposed project.  Impacts to the nine study area intersections 
(Impact T-1) would be Class III, less-than-significant.  Like the proposed project, impacts to 
street segments would be potentially significant and mitigation measure T-2 would be required. 
However, the same as with the proposed project, implementation of mitigation would reduce 
the impact to street segments to a level that is less than significant.  Impacts related to parking 
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(Impact T-3), Sunday peak hour traffic (Impact T-4) and CMP intersections (Impact T-5) would 
be Class III, less-than-significant.  However, impacts related to access and circulation would be 
potentially significant, the same as the proposed project.  In addition, the alternative may 
require reconfiguration of the subterranean parking area, which may result in a loss of parking 
spaces.  The project as designed would have excess parking spaces.  Therefore, mitigation 
measures T-6(a) and T-6(b) would be required under this alternative.  Like the proposed 
project, with implementation of mitigation, impacts to access and circulation would be less-
than-significant.   
 
 e.  Water Supply.  This alternative would create a similar demand for water compared 
to the proposed project.  The impact would be the same as the proposed project, Class II, 
significant-but-mitigable, with inclusion of mitigation measure W-1. 
 
 f.  Land Use and Planning.  Like the proposed project, impacts under this alternative 
would be less-than-significant.  No mitigation is necessary.   
 

6.5  RELOCATE/RECONFIGURE BUILDING A AND RETAIN THE 
MARYLAND HOTEL WALL ALTERNATIVE 

 

6.5.1 Description 
 
This alternative would involve retaining the Maryland Hotel Wall in place and relocating 
Building A approximately 80 feet to the north and approximately 50 feet to the east.  This 
would increase the distance between Building A and the Rectory by about 80 feet for a 
separation of approximately 140 feet.  Building A would be reconfigured to be L-shaped with a 
single-story southern portion and a two-story northern portion (maximum 35 feet in height).  
The northern portion of the building would be set back from N. Euclid Avenue, creating a 
courtyard between Building A and Building E.  The area behind the Maryland Hotel Wall 
would be left open and would include a courtyard and a prefunction area for Building A.  
Building E would be eight stories in height and would include 45 senior residential units in 
Scenario 1 or a two-story, 13,000 sq. ft. youth recreation building in Scenario 2.  Building B 
would have a maximum height of approximately 55 feet, with 6,700 square feet of floor area.  
Figure 6-2 shows this conceptual configuration.  This alternative would reconfigure the 
massing of Building A, rearrange the open areas (courtyards) that are interspersed between 
building elements along the N. Euclid Avenue (western) side of the project site.  Figure 6-2 
provides dimensional illustrations of Alternative 5.  For the purposes of this analysis, it is 
assumed that the overall building area for church-support uses would be the same as the 
proposed project.   
 

6.5.2 Impact Analysis 
 
This alternative would have impacts similar to those of the proposed project as it would consist 
of similar types and intensities of uses on the site.  However, this alternative would eliminate 
the unavoidably significant impact associated with reconstructing the Maryland Hotel Wall.   
 
This alternative would not meet a number of main project objectives.  The building layout does 
not provide the required semi-enclosed outdoor space for Building E (Urban Housing standard 
for Scenario 1 – 45 senior residential units).  Relocating the building  
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80140 feet to the north creates a gap between the existing and new buildings that increases 
pedestrian travel times between the new and the historic buildings.  The building placement 
and configuration does not integrate the campus nor repeat the sequence of building 
proportions and open spaces of the existing historic cloister.  The prefunction area and 
courtyard would be visible from N. Euclid Avenue, and would not have sufficient privacy and 
sense of enclosure for religious ceremonies.  The building layout would not create a single 
unifying space (open space axis) which is accessible from all of the new buildings.  The 
placement of Building A closer to Building C would create a narrow, canyon-like pathway 
where shadows would be cast on the proposed children’s play area.  Furthermore the visual 
and functional connection between the proposed new buildings and existing buildings would 
be diminished.  Additionally, this alternative would meet some of the project’s supporting 
objectives, and with refinement of the alternative design could meet some additional 
supporting objectives.  However, nNot all of the supporting objectiveS would be met even with 
designconcept refinement.  This alternative’s environmental effects are discussed below. 
 

a.  Aesthetics.  This alternative would involve four buildings and would relocate 
Building A approximately 80 feet farther to the north and closer to Building E.  Building A 
would also be reconfigured to create a courtyard along N. Euclid Avenue between Building A 
and Building E.  Therefore, Building A would have a smaller façade that directly fronts on N. 
Euclid Avenue.  In addition, Building A would not be sited directly adjacent to the Maryland 
Hotel Wall.  The massing of buildings on the west side of the project site and fronting on N. 
Euclid Avenue would be interspersed with larger courtyards between Building A and Building 
E and between the Maryland Hotel Wall and Building B.  The alternative would remain 
consistent with applicable policies of the Central District Specific Plan and with Citywide 
Design Principles and Criteria, and Impact AES-1 would remain Class III, less-than-significant, 
the same as with the proposed project.  As discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, under Impact 
AES-2, an eight-story building at the north end of the project site would not have a significant 
impact on the view corridor, and it is not anticipated that Building E under this project 
alternative would change the level of this impact.  Under this alternative, the configurations of 
the open areas are different than those of the proposed project due to the building placement 
and massing changes.  A rectangular-shaped pre-function area would be created south of 
Building A and adjacent to the courtyard between the Maryland Hotel Wall and Building B.  
Although Building B would  be placed toward the easterly portion of the site the cylindrical 
building may be more visible from the street. 
 
Therefore, this alternative would likely have the same Class III, less-than-significant impact, 
with respect to view corridors (Impact AES-2).  It would, likewise have Class II, significant-but-
mitigable, impacts related to light and glare (Impact AES-3).  Mitigation measures AES-3(a) and 
AES-3(b) would still apply to reduce the potential for adverse effects from light and glare.  With 
mitigation, impacts would be less-than-significant under this alternative.   
 

b.  Air Quality.  Because the development intensity is the same as that of the proposed 
project, and uses are essentially the same, air quality impacts associated with this alternative 
would be essentially the same as those of the proposed project.  As with the proposed project, 
air pollutant emissions generated by construction of this alternative would not exceed 
SCAQMD thresholds for ROG, NOx, CO, SO2, or PM10 or PM2.5 during construction (Impact 
AQ-1) or operation (Impact AQ-3).  Existing regulations regarding asbestos and lead based 
paint would ensure that this alternative would have less-than-significant impacts during 
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demolition, the same as with the proposed project (Impact AQ-2).  As with the proposed 
project, long-term global climate change impacts would be less -han-significant under this 
alternative.  
 
 c.  Historic Resources.  This alternative would avoid the project’s Class I, unavoidably 
significant impact related to reconstruction of the Maryland Hotel Wall.  The wall would be 
preserved in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.  
Therefore, mitigation measures HR-2(a) and HR-2(b) would not be required for this alternative.  
Impact HR-2 would be Class III, less-than-significant.  In addition, as shown in Figure 6-2, this 
alternative would create a courtyard adjacent to the Maryland Hotel Wall.  Under this 
alternative, the wall’s integrity of workmanship and materials would be preserved.  Mitigation 
measure HR-3 would be required to ensure the design of the new construction is consistent 
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, similar to the proposed project 
and all other alternatives.  Similar to the proposed project, demolition of structures and project 
construction could temporarily generate ground borne vibrations on and adjacent to the site.  
This would have the potential to impact historical resources.  Therefore, mitigation measure 
HR-4 would be required under this alternative.  Like the proposed project, with 
implementation of mitigation, impacts related to groundborne vibration would be less-than-
significant. 
 
 d.  Transportation/Parking.  Because the buildout square footage is equivalent to that of 
the proposed project, this alternative’s transportation impacts would be the same as those of the 
proposed project.  Impacts to the nine study area intersections (Impact T-1) would be Class III, 
less-than-significant.  As with the proposed project, impacts to street segments would be 
potentially significant and mitigation measure T-2 would be required.  Similar to the proposed 
project, implementation of mitigation would reduce the impact to street segments to a level that 
is less-than-significant.  Impacts related to parking (Impact T-3), Sunday peak hour traffic 
(Impact T-4) and CMP intersections (Impact T-5) would be Class III, less-than-significant.  
Impacts related to access and circulation would be potentially significant, the same as the 
proposed project.  In addition, the alternative may require reconfiguration of the subterranean 
parking area, which may result in a loss of parking spaces.  Therefore, mitigation measures T-
6(a) and T-6(b) would be required under this alternative.  Like the proposed project, with 
implementation of mitigation, impacts to access and circulation would be less-than-significant.   
 
 e.  Water Supply.  This alternative would create a demand for water similar to that of 
the proposed project.  The impact would be the same as the proposed project, and would be 
Class II, significant-but-mitigable, with inclusion of mitigation measure W-1. 
 
 f.  Land Use and Planning.  As with the proposed project, impacts under this 
alternative would be less-than-significant.  No mitigation is necessary.   
 

6.6  RELOCATE BUILDING A AND RETAIN THE MARYLAND 
HOTEL WALL ALTERNATIVE 

 

6.6.1 Description 
 
This alternative would involve retaining the Maryland Hotel Wall in place and relocating 
Building A approximately 80 feet farther to the north.  This relocation would create a courtyard  
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on the site between Building B and the Maryland Hotel Wall.  Figure 6-4 shows this conceptual 
configuration.  It would increase the height but reduce the length of Building A, and move it 
closer to Building E.  It would also locate a pre-function area along the east side of the building.  
Building A would be three stories in height (55 feet maximum).  The area behind the Maryland 
Hotel Wall would be left open and would include a large courtyard.  Building E would be eight 
stories in height and would include 45 senior residential units in Scenario 1, or  a two- story, 
13,000 sq. ft. youth recreation building in Scenario 2.  Building B would have a maximum height 
of approximately 55 feet, with 6,700 square feet of floor area.  Figure 6.5 provides dimensional 
illustrations of Alternative 6.  For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the overall 
building area for church-support uses would be the same as the proposed project.   
 
6.6.2 Impact Analysis 
 
This alternative would have impacts similar to those of the proposed project as it would consist 
of similar uses on the project site.  However, this alternative would eliminate the unavoidably 
significant impact associated with reconstructing the Maryland Hotel Wall.   
 
This alternative would not meet a number of project objectives.  Relocating the building an 
additional 80 feet to the north creates a 140-foot separation with an open courtyard between the 
existing and new buildings.  The building placement creates a significant distance and 
disconnection between the new and historic buildings which diminishes the use of the campus 
as an intergrated space.  The functionality of the campus is also reduced by having the social 
hall functions on separate floors.  The large courtyard creates a void in the street pattern and 
works against repeating the sequence of building proportions and open spaces of the existing 
historic cloister.  Additionally, this alternative would meet some of the project’s supporting 
objectives, and with refinement of the alternative design could meet some additional 
supporting objectives.  However, not all of the supporting objectives would be met even with 
design refinement.  This alternative’s environmental effects are discussed below. 
 
 a.  Aesthetics.  This alternative would involve four buildings and would relocate 
Building A approximately 80 feet farther to the north.  Building A (55 ft. max. height) but, 
would have a smaller façade than with the proposed project as viewed from N. Euclid Avenue.  
In addition, the Maryland Hotel Wall would have more presence on the site, as it would not be 
directly adjacent to Building A.  The project would remain consistent with applicable policies of 
the Central District Specific Plan and with Citywide Design Principles and Criteria, and Impact 
AES-1 would remain Class III, less-than-significant, the same as with the proposed project.  This 
alternative would involve development of four buildings with similar overall square footage as 
the proposed project.  As discussed in Section 4.1 Aesthetics, under Impact AES-2, an eight-story 
building at the north end of the project site would not have a significant impact on the view 
corridor, and it is not anticipated that Building E under this project alternative would change 
the level of this impact.  Under this alternative, the configurations of the open areas are different 
than those of the proposed project due to the changes to the building placement and changes to 
the massing of Building A.  A rectangular-shaped pre-function garden would be created east of 
Building A and adjacent to the courtyard between the Maryland Hotel Wall and Building B.  
Similar to the proposed project, a rectangular courtyard would be located between Building A 
and Building E.  Although Building B would be placed toward the easterly portion of the site 
the cylindrical building may be more visible from N. Euclid Avenue. 
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Therefore, this alternative would have the same Class III, less-than-significant impact, with 
respect to view corridors (Impact AES-2).  This alternative would, likewise have Class II, 
significant-but-mitigable, impacts related to light and glare (Impact AES-3).  Mitigation 
measures AES-3(a) and AES-3(b) would still apply to reduce the potential for adverse effects 
from light and glare.  With mitigation, impacts would be less-than-significant under this 
alternative.   
 

b.  Air Quality.  Because the development intensity would be the same as that of the 
proposed project, air quality impacts associated with this alternative would be essentially the 
same.  As with the proposed project, air pollutant emissions generated by construction of this 
alternative would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds for ROG, NOx, CO, SO2, or PM10 or PM2.5 
during construction (Impact AQ-1) or operation (Impact AQ-3).  Existing regulations regarding 
asbestos and lead-based paint would ensure that this alternative would have less-than-
significant impacts during demolition, the same as with the proposed project (Impact AQ-2).  
As with the proposed project, long-term global climate change impacts would be less-than-
significant under this alternative.  
 
 c.  Historic Resources.  This alternative would avoid the project’s Class I, unavoidably 
significant impact related to reconstruction of the Maryland Hotel Wall.  Preservation of the 
wall in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation would occur.  
Therefore, mitigation measures HR-2(a) and HR-2(b) would not be required under this 
alternative.  Impact HR-2 would be Class III, less-than-significant.  In addition, as shown in 
Figure 6-3, this alternative would create a courtyard adjacent to the Maryland Hotel Wall.  
Under this alternative, the integrity of workmanship and materials of the Maryland Hotel Wall 
would be preserved.  Mitigation Measure HR-3 would be required to ensure the design of the 
new construction is consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, 
similar to the proposed project and all other alternatives.  Similar to the proposed project, 
demolition of structures and project construction could temporarily generate ground borne 
vibrations on and adjacent to the site.  This would have the potential to impact historical 
resources.  Therefore, mitigation measure HR-4 would be required under this alternative.  Like 
the proposed project, with implementation of mitigation, impacts related to groundborne 
vibration would be less-than-significant. 
 
 d.  Transportation/Parking.  Because the buildout square footage and development 
density is equivalent to that of the proposed project, this alternative’s transportation impacts 
would be the same as those of the proposed project.  Impacts to the nine study area 
intersections (Impact T-1) would be Class III, less-than-significant.  Like the proposed project, 
impacts to street segments would be potentially significant and mitigation measure T-2 would 
be required.  Similar to the proposed project, implementation of mitigation would reduce the 
impact to street segments to a level that is less-than-significant.  Impacts related to parking 
(Impact T-3), Sunday peak hour traffic (Impact T-4) and CMP intersections (Impact T-5) would 
be Class III, less-than-significant.  Impacts related to access and circulation would be potentially 
significant, the same as the proposed project.  In addition, the alternative may require 
reconfiguration of the subterranean parking area, which may result in a loss of parking spaces.  
Therefore, mitigation measures T-6(a) and T-6(b) would be required under this alternative.  As 
with the proposed project, with implementation of mitigation, impacts to access and circulation 
would be less-than-significant.   
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 e.  Water Supply.  This alternative would create a demand for water similar to that of 
the proposed project.  The impact would be the same as the proposed project, and would be 
Class II, significant-but-mitigable, with inclusion of mitigation measure W-1. 
 
 f.  Land Use and Planning.  As with the proposed project, impacts under this 
alternative would be less-than-significant.  No mitigation is necessary.   
 

6.75 ALTERNATIVE SITE ANALYSIS 
 
The California Supreme Court, in Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990), indicates 
that a discussion of alternative sites is needed if the project “may be feasibly accomplished in a 
successful manner considering the economic, environmental, social, and technological factors 
involved” at another site. 
 
As suggested in Goleta, several criteria form the basis of whether alternative sites need to be 
considered in detail.  These criteria take the form of the following questions: 
 

1. Could the size and other characteristics of another site physically accommodate the 
project? 

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

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

site infeasible? 
 
Other sites located throughout Pasadena could potentially meet some of the criteria outlined in 
the Goleta decision.  However, the project’s primary objectives involve updating the existing All 
Saints Church to serve the spiritual needs of the Church users and programmatic functions of 
the Church.  Therefore, relocating the project or portions of the project to another site would 
not meet the main primary project objectives.  Specifically, relocation of the recreation 
hall/gymnasium space to existing facilities off site would not provide a new space that allows 
the expansion and on-site retention of a community serving program of the Church.  In 
addition, it is not feasible for the applicant to exchange the proposed site for another site 
without financial losses. 

 
6.86 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 
 
As required by CEQA, this section identifies the environmentally superior alternative.  
Alternative 1, the No Project Alternative, would avoid all environmental impacts of the 
proposed project.  Therefore, this alternative would be environmentally superior.  However, 
this alternative would not meet primary the main objectives of the proposed project.   
 
Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 would avoid the project’s unavoidably significant impact related to 
the Maryland Hotel wall.  Alternative 2 would involve retaining the Maryland Hotel Wall in 
place and would reduce the space setbackbetween the wall and the proposed Building A from 
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nine feet to six feet.  Alternative 3 would involve moving Building A back three additional feet 
towards the center of the site, thereby preserving the nine-foot spacesetback that is currently 
proposed without demolition and reconstruction of the Maryland Hotel Wall.  Alternative 4 
rotates Building A 90 degrees and combines Buildings A and C into one such that a large 
internal courtyard is created on the east side of the Maryland Hotel Wall.  Alternative 5 would 
reconfigure and relocate Building A approximately 80 feet north and retain the Maryland Hotel 
Wall.  Alternative 6 would relocate Building A approximately 80 feet north and retain the 
Maryland Hotel Wall.  As a result, both Alternatives 5 and 6 would create a large internal 
courtyard (approximately 140 feet in width) behind the Maryland Hotel Wall.  Alternatives 2, 3, 
4, 5 and 6 would all preserve the integrity of workmanship and materials of the Maryland 
Hotel Wall.   
 

Table 6-2  

Comparison of the Environmental Impacts of Project Alternatives 

Issue Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 

Aesthetics - = = = - - 

Air Quality + = = = = = 

Historic Resources + + + + + + 

Traffic & Parking + = = = = = 

Water Resources + = = = = = 

Land Use & Planning - = = = = = 

+ Superior to the proposed project 
-       Inferior to the proposed project 
=     Similar impact to the proposed project 

 
Of the alternatives described above, Alternative 1 (No Project), and Alternative 4 (Retain 
Maryland Hotel Wall and Rotate Building A),conflict with the project objectives that were 
provided by the project architect.  All six alternatives 2 and 3 are bothcould be considered 
environmentally superior to the proposed project because they eliminate the Class I, 
unavoidably significant, impact associated with reconstruction of the Maryland Hotel Wall.  
Alternative 3 would provide a nine-foot setback from the wall, which may be considered 
preferable aesthetically and from a historic perspective, though the environmental impacts are 
the same as those of a six-foot setback.1 (the “no project” alternative) would have no impact 
and may, therefore, be considered environmentally superior overall; however, it would not 
meet any of the project objectives.  Among the other alternatives, any could be considered 
environmentally superior overall because all would reduce the project’s unavoidably 
significant historic resource impact to a less-than-significant level without creating any 
additional significant impacts beyond those identified for the proposed project. 
  
Of the alternatives described above, Alternative 1 (No Project), Alternative 4 (Retain Maryland 
Hotel Wall and Rotate Building A), Alternative 5 (Relocate/Reconfigure Building A and Retain 
Maryland Hotel Wall) and Alternative 6 (Relocate Building A and Retain Maryland Hotel Wall) 
conflict with one or more of the project objectives that were provided by the project applicant.  
Alternative 2 (Retain Maryland Hotel Wall) appears to generally achieve the applicant’s 
objectives, though perhaps not to the same degree as the proposed project.  


	Cover page
	Title Page
	Table of Contents
	Executive Summary
	Introduction
	Project Description
	Environmental Setting
	Environmental Impact Analysis
	Alternative



