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I. Introduction

A. Purpose and Organization of the Final EIR
In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
Sections 15088, 15089, and 15132, the City of Pasadena (City), as the Lead Agency, has
prepared this Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the ArtCenter College of
Design Master Plan (Project).
As described in Sections 15089 and 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency
must prepare a Final EIR before approving a project. The purpose of a Final EIR is to
provide an opportunity for the lead agency to respond to comments made by the public and
agencies regarding a project’s Draft EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15132,
this Final EIR includes the Draft EIR or revisions of the draft, comments and
recommendations received on the Draft EIR, a list of persons, organizations, and agencies
that provided comments on the Draft EIR, responses to comments received regarding the
Draft EIR, and any other information added by the lead agency.
Accordingly, this Final EIR constitutes the second part of the EIR for the Project and
is intended to be a companion to the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR and related appendices for
the Project, which were circulated for public review and comment from October 26, 2017,
through December 18, 2017, constitute the first part of the EIR and is incorporated by
reference and bound separately in five volumes, as follows:


Volume 1: Draft Environmental Impact Report (Sections I–IX)



Volume 2: Draft Environmental Impact Report (Appendices A–G)



Volume 3: Draft Environmental Impact Report (Appendix G (Continued))



Volume 4: Draft Environmental Impact Report (Appendices G (Continued)–J)



Volume 5: Draft Environmental Impact Report (Appendices K–O)

This Final EIR is organized into four main sections as follows:
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Section I. Introduction—This section describes the purpose and contents of this
Final EIR, provides a summary of the Draft EIR public review process, and summarizes the
Project.
Section II. Clarifications, Revisions, and Corrections to the Draft EIR—This
section provides a list of revisions that have been made to the Draft EIR for the Project,
based on comments received from the public and agencies, and other items requiring
clarifications, updating, and/or correction.
Section III. Responses to Comments—This section presents a matrix of the
parties that commented on the Draft EIR and the issues that they raised. This matrix is
followed by verbatim numbered copies of the comments followed by numbered responses
to each of the written comments made regarding the Draft EIR. Copies of the full original
comment letters are provided in Appendix FEIR-1 of this Final EIR.
Section IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)—This
section provides the full MMRP for the Project. The MMRP lists mitigation measures by
environmental topic and identifies for each of the features and measures the applicable
enforcement agency, monitoring agency, monitoring phase, monitoring frequency, and
action indicating compliance.
This Final EIR also includes the following appendices:
Appendix FEIR-1. Draft EIR Comment Letters—This appendix to the Final EIR
includes copies of all written comments received on the Draft EIR.
Appendix C.4. Calculations to Support Additional Emissions Analysis—This
appendix to the Final EIR amends Appendix C, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, of the Draft EIR to include supporting documentation and calculations for the
additional analysis that has been conducted to address comments received from the South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) on the Draft EIR.

B. Overview of the CEQA Public Review Process for
the Draft EIR
In accordance with CEQA, the environmental review process for the Project
commenced with solicitation of comments from identified responsible and trustee agencies,
as well as interested parties on the scope of the Draft EIR, through a Notice of Preparation
(NOP) process. The City circulated an NOP for a 30-day review period, beginning on
September 2, 2016, and ending on October 3, 2016. In addition, the City held two scoping
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meetings during the NOP comment period—a community meeting on September 20, 2016,
and a second one before the City Planning Commission on September 28, 2016, to solicit
comments and to inform the public of the Project and the preparation of the Draft EIR.
Consistent with the requirements of Sections 15087 and 15105 of the CEQA
Guidelines, the Draft EIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and
Research, and was circulated for a 46-day public comment period commencing on
October 26, 2017, and ending on December 11, 2017. However, the comment period was
extended by seven days and officially ended on December 18, 2017. During the comment
period, the Planning Commission held a special public hearing on November 8, 2017 to
provide comments on the Draft EIR and to receive comments from the public on the Draft
EIR. Following the Draft EIR public comment period, this Final EIR has been prepared that
includes responses to the comments raised regarding the Draft EIR.

C. Project Summary
The Project Site consists of ArtCenter’s Hillside Campus and South Campus, both of
which are located in the City of Pasadena, within the County of Los Angeles. The two
campuses are located approximately five miles apart and are connected via a shuttle
system.

1. Project Characteristics
As the South Campus has grown and operations have shifted to this campus over
time, ArtCenter proposes to implement a 15-year Master Plan that focuses growth on its
South Campus, while providing for infrastructure improvements and building renovations on
its Hillside Campus. Specifically, within the South Campus, the Project would include
renovations to existing buildings, demolition of existing buildings and surface parking,
construction of new buildings for student housing, academic uses, student amenities,
development of outdoor quad areas, installation of photovoltaic (PV) cells, and construction
of a campus Cycleway and mobility hub. Improvements within the Hillside Campus would
include renovations and additions to existing buildings, additional parking, installation of PV
cells, and modifications to campus access. The Project would be implemented in two
phases, with Phase I occurring in the first five years, although it could be completed as
early as 2022, and Phase II occurring between 2022 and 2032. It is anticipated that, upon
completion of the Project, total enrollment within ArtCenter would increase from its current
enrollment of approximately 2,000 FTE students to 2,500 FTE students and increase
faculty/staff from existing 753 faculty/staff members to approximately 994 faculty/staff
members. The following provides a summary of the Project by campus and by phase:
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a. Hillside Campus
(1) Phase I


Removal of the Annex Building from the North Lot and restoration of parking
spaces at the cleared location;



Enclosure of the Sinclaire Pavilion;



Installation of photovoltaic (PV) cells and canopies at the North Lot and South
Lot; and



Improvements to campus circulation and parking.
(2) Phase II



Renovation and expansion of the South Building to house a new Commuter
Services and Facilities Hub; and



Potential installation of a compressed natural gas (CNG) fueling facility near the
new Commuter Services and Facilities Hub.

a. South Campus
(1) Phase I


Construction of the 988 Building, which would include student housing; ground
floor amenities, such as an art store, cafeteria, student gallery, coffee shop,
retail/café, gym, studio space, storage and equipment, and bike parking/rental
facilities; a central plant; and subterranean parking;



Construction of the 1101 Building, which would include student housing; street
front amenities, such as a black box theater; and subterranean parking;



Improvements to the 1111 Building to convert existing commercial space to
administrative and academic use and to implement structural seismic upgrades,
as well as create the Mullin Gallery;



Installation of a digital gallery on the eastern façade of the 1111 Building;



Improvements to the 950 Building to create a mezzanine and new floor space
without increasing the existing building footprint;



Construction of a large main quad area over the Metro Gold Line that would
connect the 988, 1111, and 1101 Buildings;
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Construction of an underground tunnel under the Metro Gold Line to connect the
proposed 988 Building subterranean parking with the existing 1111 Building
parking;



Construction of a mobility hub that would include a pick-up/drop-off area, large
bike parking area, and a car sharing fleet;



Potential installation of a compressed natural gas (CNG) fueling facility within the
mobility hub area; and



Establishment of the first segment of a Cycleway to create a campus circulation
spine for pedestrians, cyclists, and electric carts to easily access buildings west
of the Metro Gold Line.
(2) Phase II



Construction of the 888 Building, which would include either four buildings for
academic uses (Scenario 1) or four buildings for a mix of academic and student
housing uses (Scenario 2) and subterranean parking; and



Construction of an elevated North Quad at the podium level of the 888 Building
to connect its four new buildings and include a diversity of outdoor amenities for
social interaction and relaxation.

Please refer to Section III, Project Description, of the Draft EIR for a more detailed
description of the Project, including a discussion of proposed operation and programming;
vehicular access, circulation, and parking; continued use of shuttles; lighting and signage;
and Project construction and schedule. In addition, Section I, Executive Summary, of the
Draft EIR provides a summary of the environmental impacts associated with
implementation of the Project and mitigation measures included to avoid or lessen the
severity of potentially significant environmental impacts, and residual impacts.

2. List of Discretionary Actions
The City has the principal responsibility for approving the Project. Approvals and
permits required for the implementation of the Master Plan may include, but not be limited
to, the following:


Master Plan;



Zoning Map Amendment to change the zoning designation of 870 and 888 South
Raymond Avenue (currently zoned IG-SP2-HL-56) and 1111 South Arroyo
Parkway (currently zoned CD-6) to Public, Semi-Public (PS);
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Vesting Tentative Tract Map;



Development Agreement;



Zoning Code Amendment for the installation and operation of a digital gallery on
the façade of the 1111 South Arroyo Building;



Conditional Use Permit for the sale of alcoholic beverages at the South Campus;



Minor Conditional Use Permit for reduced parking;



Public Tree Removal;



Private Tree Removal;



Design Review;



Master Sign Plan;



City Council Approval of an Exemption to PMC Section 9.36.070 (Noise
Ordinance) to allow nighttime construction;



Metro Approval of encroachments into the Gold Line right-of-way, including those
for the Pedestrian Bridge, Main Quad, Underground Tunnel;



Caltrans Encroachment Permit for any work performed on Arroyo Parkway
during Project construction, as well as a transportation permit for use of
oversized-transport vehicles on state highways;



California Department of Fish and Wildlife Streambed Alteration Agreement in
the event of potential encroachment into waters of the State during construction
of the South Building expansion; and



Regional Water Quality Control Board approval in the event of potential
encroachment into waters of the State during construction of the South Building
expansion.



Other discretionary and ministerial permits and approvals that may be deemed
necessary, including but not limited to temporary street closure permits,
encroachment permits, grading permits, excavation permits, foundation permits,
and building permits.

No other specific discretionary approvals are currently known by the City of
Pasadena to be required. However, other permits and approvals, including those from
other outside agencies, may become necessary as additional information becomes
available.
City of Pasadena
SCH No. 2016091009

ArtCenter Master Plan
April 2018
Page I-6

I. Introduction

3. Alternatives
CEQA requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to a
proposed project that could feasibly avoid or lessen any significant environmental impacts,
while attaining the basic objectives of the project. Section V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR
examined four alternatives to the proposed Project. A general description of these
alternatives is provided below. Please refer to Section V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR for
a more detailed description of the Project alternatives and a comparative analysis of the
impacts of these alternatives with those of the Project.

a. Alternative 1: No Project/No Build Alternative
Alternative 1, the No Project/No Build Alternative, assumes that the Project would
not be approved, and no new development would occur within the Hillside Campus or the
South Campus. Thus, the physical conditions of the two ArtCenter campuses would
generally remain as they are today. Under Alternative 1, the existing buildings and parking
lots on both campuses would continue to operate as they are currently, and no new
construction would occur. Furthermore, no changes to the existing on-site parking or
access/circulation areas would occur.

b. Alternative 2: Reduced Building Height Alternative
Alternative 2, the Reduced Building Height Alternative, which involves changes to
the South Campus only, includes the development of the Master Plan pursuant to the
maximum height limits established by the CD-6 zoning designation for properties along
Arroyo Parkway and by the IG-HL-56 zoning designation for properties along Raymond
Avenue. Accordingly, this alternative would reduce the height of the 1101 Building along
Arroyo Parkway to a maximum of 50 feet and height of the 988 and 888 Buildings along
Raymond Avenue to maximum of 56 feet. Other components of the Master Plan related to
improvements at the Hillside Campus or the interior renovations to the 1111 and 950
Buildings would remain unchanged from those proposed under the Project.
Due to the reduction in height from approximately 100 feet to 50 feet (along Arroyo
Parkway) and 56 feet (along Raymond Avenue), new buildings to be developed on the
South Campus would be designed to be no more than four stories in height. To be able to
maintain and accommodate the same program as proposed under the Project, the
footprint of the new buildings would be expanded to the property line, as allowed by the
applicable Specific Plan and Zoning Code. As a result, this alternative would compromise
more than 31,000 square feet of common areas originally planned for student amenities,
including life and wellness programs. In addition, this alternative would eliminate almost 50
percent of the open space (e.g., plazas, gardens, quads, pedestrian paths, etc.) proposed
by the Project.
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Under this alternative, other components of the Master Plan related to improvements
at the Hillside Campus would remain unchanged from those proposed under the Project.

c. Alternative 3: No Encroachment Over and Under the Metro Rightof-Way Alternative
Alternative 3, the No Encroachment Over and Under the Metro Right-of-Way
Alternative, would involve changes to the portion of the Master Plan that pertains to the
South Campus only. This alternative would involve development of the Master Plan
without the Main Quad or the eastern portion of the 988 Building that hangs over the Metro
right-of-way (ROW) or an underground tunnel under the Metro ROW to connect the
proposed 988 Building subterranean parking with the existing 1111 Building parking to
avoid any potential impacts to the operation of the Metro Gold Line. Consequently, the
pedestrian connection and circulation between ArtCenter’s facilities on Arroyo Parkway and
Raymond Avenue would be limited to the sidewalk along the north side of Glenarm Street,
similar to existing conditions.
Under this alternative, other components of the Master Plan related to the Hillside
Campus, the 888 Buildings, the interior renovations to the 1111 and 950 Buildings, and the
mobility hub would remain unchanged from those proposed under the Project.

d. Alternative 4: Change in Location of the New Commuter Services
and Facilities Hub to the North Lot Alternative
Alternative 4, the Change in Location of the New Commuter Services and Facilities
Hub on the Hillside Campus to the North Lot Alternative, would involve changes to the
portion of the Master Plan that pertains to the Hillside Campus only and specifically the
South Building and the new Commuter Services and Facilities Hub. This alternative would
involve maintaining the South Building as it currently exists and constructing a new building
to accommodate the Commuter Services and Facilities Hub at the North Lot, instead of the
South Lot, to avoid any disturbance to the hillside area adjacent to the South Building. The
new building would be approximately 15,300 square feet, which would be equivalent in size
to the additional building area proposed for the reconstruction/expansion of the existing
4,200-square-foot South Building under the Project. Therefore, no new gross floor area
beyond that is proposed under the Project would be added under this alternative.
Components of the Master Plan related to other improvements at the Hillside
Campus (i.e., demolition of the Annex Building and enclosure of the Sinclaire Pavilion) and
the South Campus would remain unchanged from those proposed under the Project.
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e. Alternatives Considered and Rejected
Four other alternatives were considered but rejected as infeasible, as outlined
further in Section V, Alternatives.

f. Environmentally Superior Alternative
The CEQA Guidelines require that an environmentally superior alternative be
identified from the alternatives considered in an EIR. Alternative 1, the No Project/No Build
Alternative, would avoid all of the Project’s environmental impacts related to biological
resources, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology (mudflows), noise, and traffic that
were determined to be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the No Project/No
Build Alternative is considered the environmentally superior alternative. However, the
CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an Environmentally Superior Alternative other
than a No Project Alternative. Accordingly, a comparative evaluation of the remaining
alternatives indicates that Alternative 4 is the Environmentally Superior Alternative. Under
Alternative 4, the impacts of the Project related to biological resources and mudflows that
were determined to be less than significant with mitigation would be eliminated without
resulting in different tradeoffs that were identified for the other two alternatives (i.e., impacts
related to hydrology and land use associated with the reduction in open space).
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II. Clarifications, Revisions, and Corrections
to the Draft EIR

This section of the Final EIR provides changes to the Draft EIR that have been
made to clarify, correct, or revise the environmental impact analysis for the ArtCenter
College of Design Master Plan Project (Project). Such changes are a result of public and
agency comments received in response to the Draft EIR. The changes included in this
section do not result in any new or increased significant environmental impacts.
This section is divided into two parts: Section II.A, Corrections and Additions to
Draft EIR Sections and Appendices, and Section II.B, Effect of Corrections and Additions.

A. Corrections and Additions to Draft EIR Sections
and Appendices
Changes have been made to the Draft EIR as a result of public and agency
comments received during the public review period of the Draft EIR. Deletions are shown
in strikethrough text, and additions are shown in underline text. Such changes are
presented by EIR section of the Draft EIR

I. Executive Summary
The executive summary provided in Section I of this Final EIR has been updated to
incorporate the relevant corrections and additions provided herein.
Consistent with the mitigation measures presented in Section IV.C
Resources, revise Mitigation Measures C-1, and C-4 through C-8, as follows:

Biological



Mitigation Measure C-1 and C-4: Add the following to the end of
the mitigation measure: “A report would be submitted to the City
Planning & Community Development Department documenting the
survey methods and results, including number and location of
individuals observed, if any, and estimated population sizes.”



Mitigation Measures C-5: Add the following to the end of the
mitigation measure: “A report would be submitted to the City
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Planning & Community Development Department documenting the
survey methods and results, including number and location of
coastal California gnatcatcher observed.”


Mitigation Measures C-6: Add the following to the end of the
mitigation measure: “A report would be submitted to the City
Planning & Community Development Department documenting the
survey methods and results, including number and location of
individuals observed.”



Mitigation Measures C-7: Add the following to the end of the
mitigation measure: “A report would be submitted to the City
Planning & Community Development Department documenting the
survey methods and results, including number and location of
individuals observed.”



Mitigation Measures C-8: Add the following to the end of the
mitigation measure: “A report would be submitted to the City
Planning & Community Development Department documenting the
survey methods and results, including number and location of bats
observed, if any.”

III. Project Description
Volume 1, Section III, Project Description, page III-29, sixth bullet regarding the sale
of alcoholic beverages, has been revised as follows:


Conditional Use Permit for the sale of alcoholic beverages at the
South Campus;

Volume 1, Section III, Project Description, page III-30, the following has been added
to the list of permits and approvals:


Caltrans Encroachment Permit for any work performed on Arroyo
Parkway during Project construction (should such encroachment be
necessary), as well as a transportation permit for use of oversizedtransport vehicles on state highways;

Volume 1, Section III, Project Description, page III-7, fourth paragraph of
Subsection C.1, the first sentence has been revised as follows:
No development is located immediately adjacent to the Hillside
Campus buildings/structures; there is a minimum of 250 feet of sloped dense
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vegetation (consisting of mature trees and shrubs) separating the
buildings/structures on the Hillside Campus and the nearest single-family
residences on Pegfair Estates Drive and Carnarvon Drive to the north of the
North Lot and the Annex Building. More distant surrounding uses in the
vicinity include single-family residences to the north, south, east, and west.

IV.B. Air Quality
Volume 1, Section IV.B., Air Quality, page IV.B-40, the following Interim Year
Analysis is included as IV.B, Air Quality, Subsection 3.d.,(3).

(3) Interim Year Analysis
The Project would be implemented in two phases, with Phase I
occurring in the first five years, although it could be completed as early as
2022, and Phase II occurring between 2022 and 2032. Based on this
information, an analysis of Year 2022 (operation of Phase I and beginning
construction of Phase II) was selected for the interim year analysis and would
include the maximum overlapping construction and operational emissions
from the proposed Project. The number of beds provided by each phase was
used to proportion operational emissions since the number of beds are
directly proportional to the number of students and related vehicular trips.
Thus, Phase I (850 beds) would represent approximately 57 percent of the
total Project buildout (1,500 beds). Operational emissions for completion of
Phase I (Year 2022) were calculated using CalEEMod. Table IV.B-9 provides
construction emissions associated with beginning of Phase II in Year 2022
combined with operational emissions. As shown in Table IV.B-9, combined
construction and operational emissions would be well below the SCAQMD’s
regional and localized significance thresholds.
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Table IV.B-9
Estimate of Regional and Localized Project Interim Year (2022) Emissionsa
(pounds per day)
VOCb

Source

NOX

CO

SOX

PM10

PM2.5

7

51

66

<1

6

3

Operations (2022)

10

16

55

<1

11

3

Total

17

68

121

<1

17

6

SCAQMD Daily Significance Threshold

75

100

550

150

150

55

Exceed Threshold?

No

No

No

No

No

No

<1

46

56

<1

3

2

7

1

19

<1

<1

<1

7

48

75

<1

3

2

SCAQMD Daily Significance Threshold

NA

97

1,921

NA

37

9

Exceed Threshold?

No

No

No

No

No

No

Regional Emissions
Construction (2022)

Localized Emissions
Construction (2022)
Operations (2022)
Total
c

a

b

c

The CalEEMod printout sheets and/or calculation worksheets are presented in Appendix C (CalEEMod
Output) of this document.
Please note that the SCAQMD significance threshold is in terms of VOC while CalEEMod calculates
reactive organic compounds (ROG) emissions. For purposes of this analysis, VOC and ROG are used
interchangeably since ROG represents approximately 99.9 percent of VOC emissions.
Potential localized construction impacts were evaluated using the SCAQMD’s LSTs for Source
Receptor Area 8. Maximum active construction activities would occur on 5 acres at a distance of
approximately 50 meters from sensitive land uses.

Source: Eyestone Environmental, 2018.

IV.M.2. Utilities and Service Systems—Wastewater
Volume 1, Section IV.M.2, Utilities and Service Systems—Wastewater, page
IV.M.2-2, first paragraph of Subsection 2.b.(1), the last sentence has been revised as
follows:
Wastewater generated in the City is carried by the local pipe system to trunk
wastewater lines operated by the LACSD, located south of the City boundary.
Wastewater originating from the Hillside Campus would continue to discharge
via a local sewer line to LACSD’s Joint Outfall B Unit 6J Trunk Sewer, a 16inch diameter truck sewer located in Linda Vista Avenue at Lida Street.
Wastewater originating from the South Campus would continue to discharge
via a local sewer line to LACSD’s Arroyo Seco Truck Sewer Section 4, a
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21-inch diameter truck sewer located in Garfield Avenue at the Pasadena
Freeway (south of the City boundary).
Volume 1, Section IV.M.2, Utilities and Service Systems—Wastewater, page
IV.M.2-4, paragraph under Subsection 2.b.(3), has been appended to include additional
information regarding the specific water reclamation plant(s) that would serve the Project,
as follows:
More specifically, according to LACSD, wastewater generated by the Project
would be treated at either the Whittier Narrows WRP, which has a capacity of
15 million gpd and currently processes an average flow of 7.3 million gpd, or
the Los Coyotes WRP, which has a capacity of 37.5 million gpd and currently
processes an average flow of 20.4 million gpd. The combined capacity from
these two facilities total 52.5 million gpd and currently produces a combined
average recycled water flow of 27.7 million gpd.1
1

Raza, Adriana, Customer Service Specialist, Facilities Planning Department, County
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, Response to the NOP for the ArtCenter
Master Plan, October 3, 2016; Raza, Adriana, Customer Service Specialist, Facilities
Planning Department, County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, DEIR
Response to the ArtCenter College of Design Master Plan, December 11, 2017.

Appendix C—Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Volume 2, Appendix C, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, has been
amended to include Appendix C.4: Calculations to Support Additional Emissions Analysis,
as presented in Appendix C.4 of this Final EIR. This additional appendix includes
supporting documentation and calculations for the additional analysis that has been
conducted to address comments received from the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) on the Draft EIR.

B. Effect of Corrections and Additions
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires that an EIR which has been made
available for public review, but not yet certified, be recirculated whenever significant new
information has been added to the EIR. The relevant portions of CEQA Guidelines section
15088.5 read as follows:
(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant
new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of
the availability of the draft EIR for public review under Section
15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term
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“information” can include changes in the project or environmental
setting as well as additional data or other information. New
information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is
changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental
effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an
effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s
proponents have declined to implement. “Significant new
information” requiring recirculation include, for example, a
disclosure showing that:
(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the
project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be
implemented.
(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental
impact would result unless mitigation measures are adopted
that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.
(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure
considerably different from others previously analyzed would
clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the
project’s proponents decline to adopt it.
(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate
and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and
comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and
Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043)
(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to
the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant
modifications in an adequate EIR.
The information contained in this section clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant
changes to the Draft EIR. In addition, the information added to the Draft EIR is not
significant because the Draft EIR is not changed in a way that deprives the public of a
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the
Project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect.
Based on the above, the clarifications, revisions, and corrections do not result in any
new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of an impact already
identified in the Draft EIR. In addition, the revisions to the Draft EIR clarify, amplify or make
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II. Clarifications, Revisions, and Corrections to the Draft EIR

insignificant refinements to the Draft EIR. Thus, none of the conditions in Section 15088.5
of the CEQA Guidelines are met, and recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required.
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III. Responses to Comments
A. Introduction
Sections 21091(d) and 21092.5 of the Public Resources Code (PRC) and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088 govern the lead agency’s responses to comments on a Draft
EIR. Guidelines Section 15088(a) states that “[T]he lead agency shall evaluate comments
on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the draft EIR and shall
prepare a written response. The lead agency shall respond to comments that were
received during the notice comment period and any extensions and may respond to late
comments.” In accordance with these requirements, this section of the Final EIR provides
the responses prepared by the City of Pasadena (City) to each of the written comments
received regarding the Draft EIR. Topical responses have been prepared to address
commonly raised topics. These topical responses are provided in Section III.B, Topical
Responses, of this section of the Final EIR and include the following:
Topical Response No. 1: Compressed Natural Gas Fueling Facility
Topical Response No. 2: Solar Panels
Section III.C, Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR, includes
a table that provides a summary of the environmental issues raised by each commenter in
response to the Draft EIR. Section III.D, Comment Letters and Responses, provides
responses to each of the written comments raised regarding the Draft EIR, as well as oral
comments raised during the Planning Commission meeting held during the public review
period of the Draft EIR. Copies of the original comment letters are provided in Appendix
FEIR-1 of this Final EIR.
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III. Responses to Comments
B. Topical Responses
Topical Response No. 1: Compressed Natural Gas
Fueling Facility
As discussed in Section III. Project Description of the Draft EIR, a Compressed
Natural Gas (CNG) fueling facility may potentially be constructed near the new Commuter
Services and Facilities Hub at the expanded South Building within the Hillside Campus or
within the mobility hub area of the South Campus. Multiple commenters raised concerns
regarding the potential siting of a CNG fueling facility at the Hillside Campus. Natural gas
is an environmentally clean, plentiful, low-cost, domestically produced fuel that is used in
millions of residences and businesses throughout the U.S. and as a transportation fuel for
motor vehicles. Any fuel, including those used in motor vehicles, can be dangerous if
handled improperly. Fuels contain energy, which is released when the fuel is ignited.
Gasoline is a potentially dangerous fuel; however, by understanding how to handle it, it has
been used safely for more than a century. The same is true of natural gas.1
Natural gas is fuel that occurs naturally and requires very little processing before
use. Chemically, it normally consists of over 90 percent methane with smaller amounts of
ethane, propane, butane, carbon dioxide, and other trace gases. Pure methane has a very
high octane rating (120-130), and the high methane content of natural gas, in turn, gives
natural gas this same attribute. The low carbon content of methane also allows for the
potential of low carbon and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.2
As with all vehicle fuels, natural gas can be used safely if the unique properties of
the fuel are understood and common sense procedures are followed. In fact, natural gas
has safety advantages compared to gasoline and diesel in that it is non-toxic and has no
potential for ground or water contamination in the event of a fuel release. According to the
U.S. Department of Energy’s Alternative Fuels Data Center, natural gas vehicles are

1

Clean Vehicle Education Foundation, Technology Committee Bulleting, How Safe are Natural Gas
Vehicles, September 28, 1999 and revised September 17, 2010.

2

Clean Vehicle Education Foundation, Technology Committee Bulleting, How Safe are Natural Gas
Vehicles, September 28, 1999 and revised September 17, 2010.
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actually safer than those powered by gasoline or diesel.3 Natural gas is lighter than air and
dissipates rapidly when released. The fact that natural gas is lighter than air further
enhances its safety. Fuels such as diesel, gasoline, or liquefied propane gas/propane
autogas, which are heavier than air, pool on the ground, creating a fire hazard. If a
compressed natural gas leak should occur, the gas will disperse rapidly upwards into the
atmosphere and dissipate. In addition, compressed natural gas has a high ignition
temperature of approximately 1,200 degrees Fahrenheit compared with approximately 600
degrees Fahrenheit for gasoline. Natural gas also has a very limited range of flammability
as it will not burn in concentrations below approximately 5 percent or above 15 percent
when mixed with air. Gasoline and diesel burn at much lower concentrations. 4 The high
ignition temperature range and limited flammability range make the accidental combustion
of CNG unlikely.
An odorant is also added to provide a distinctive and intentionally disagreeable smell
that is easy to recognize in the event of an unexpected leak. According to a safety article
in the Natural Gas Vehicle Knowledge Base, the average person can detect odorized
natural gas at concentrations as low as 0.3 percent.5 As discussed above, for combustion
to occur, natural gas requires a concentration of at least five percent. Thus, personnel will
detect the smell long before combustion conditions are met.
Natural gas has been distributed safely for years. In most circumstances and as
with the Project, it is delivered via underground pipeline networks, the same networks that
deliver natural gas to residences and businesses. At a CNG fueling station, natural gas is
distributed by compressed natural gas modules and tube trailers, designed to approved
standards for delivery.6 The natural gas is compressed before being provided to vehicles
at 3,000 to 3,600 pounds per square inch (psi). Stations can deliver a “fast fill” to vehicles
in minutes or, using a “slow fill” strategy, in a few hours to overnight. Although the use of
high storage pressures might appear dangerous, compression, storage, and fueling of
natural gas vehicles are required to meet stringent industry and government safety

3

U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Energy Efficiency & Renewable Energy, Compressed Natural Gas
Vehicle Maintenance Facility Modification Handbook (Sept. 2017) www.afdc.energy.gov/uploads/
publication/cng_maintenance_facility_mod.pdf), accessed April 10, 2018.

5

Rob Minton, Dispelling CNG Safety Myths (Sept. 2015) www.automotive-fleet.com/channel/green-fleet/
article/story/2015/09/dispelling-cng-safety-myths.aspx, accessed April 10. 2018.

5

Rob Minton, Dispelling CNG Safety Myths (Sept. 2015) www.automotive-fleet.com/channel/green-fleet/
article/story/2015/09/dispelling-cng-safety-myths.aspx, accessed April 10. 2018.

6

NGV Global, Natural Gas Vehicle Safety, available at www.iangv.org/natural-gas-vehicles/naturally-safe/,
accessed on January 4, 2018.
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standards.7 More specifically, National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 52 Vehicular
Gaseous Fuel Systems Code applies to the design, installation, and maintenance of CNG
engine fuel systems on vehicles of all types and to their associated fueling (dispensing)
facilities and storage.8
With regard to the high pressure storage of compressed natural gas, CNG fuel
cylinders are significantly stronger than gasoline tanks. Natural gas fuel tanks are up to a
half-inch thick and are made of steel or a composite designed to be stronger than steel,
and valves are made to handle high pressure.9, 10 In addition, the design of CNG cylinders
is subject to a number of “severe abuse” tests such as heat and pressure extremes,
gunfire, collisions, and fire. The systems are also fitted with valves and other safety
devices to prevent leakage and eliminate the risk of an explosion11
The proposed CNG facility would connect with existing natural gas lines and would
not require delivery of natural gas via trucks. Overall, all of the components of the CNG
facility, including the lines, pumps, and dispensers would be designed, constructed and
operated in compliance with applicable codes, including the above from the NFPA as well
as the Pasadena Municipal Code (PMC), the International Fire Code (IFC), the
International Mechanical Code (IMC) and California Fire Code (CFC). As part of these
code requirements, the CNG facility would incorporate fire protection equipment and safety
features, such as installation of electrical wiring in a manner that does not provide a source
of ignition due to sparking, and use of automatic shut-off valves and other devices so that
the equipment is designed to be “explosion proof.” In addition, the CNG facility would be
reviewed and approved by the Pasadena Fire Department (PFD). Compliance with
regulatory requirements would ensure safety during the operation of the fueling station and
the storage of CNG.

7

Clean Vehicle Education Foundation, Technology Committee Bulleting, How Safe are Natural Gas
Vehicles, September 28, 1999 and revised September 17, 2010.

8

National Fire Protection Association 52 Vehicular Gaseous Fuel Systems Code, 2016.

9

SoCalGas, Natural Gas Vehicles for Business—Safety and Cylinder Inspection www.socalgas.com/foryour-business/natural-gas-vehicles/safety-and-cylinder-inspection, accessed April 10, 2018.

10

U.S. Department of Energy, National Energy Technology Laboratory, CNG Fuel System Inspector Study
Guide, www.afdc.energy.gov/pdfs/cng_inspector_study_guide.pdf, accessed April 10, 2018.

11

Rob Minton, Dispelling CNG Safety Myths (Sept. 2015), www.automotive-fleet.com/channel/green-fleet/
article/story/2015/09/dispelling-cng-safety-myths.aspx, accessed April 10. 2018.
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Topical Response No. 2: Solar Panels
As discussed in Section II. Project Description of the Draft EIR, the Project includes
the installation of photovoltaic (PV) solar cells on the rooftop of the buildings within the
South Campus and as canopies over an existing surface parking areas within the North Lot
and South Lot within the Hillside Campus. The solar canopies would provide shade while
decreasing thermal absorption and generating power. The coverage area of the canopies
would comprise approximately 40 percent of each lot. In addition, the maximum height for
the canopies would be 20 feet.
As described in Section IV.A Aesthetics of the Draft EIR, the Hillside Campus has
limited visibility from the surrounding area due to a dense tree cover along the northern and
eastern boundaries of the campus and the topography of the area that naturally blocks
views from the west and south toward the Hillside Campus. Thus, the solar canopies
within the North and South Lots would not be visible from adjacent public rights-of-way,
such as Lida Street, or from the immediately adjacent residential area to the north (i.e.,
along Pegfair Estates Drive). The solar canopies within the North and South Lots may be
visible from private residential properties that are higher in elevation. However, these
areas are located approximately 0.4 miles from the North and South Lots. Given this
distance and existing and proposed landscaping within the South Campus, perceptible
views of the solar panels within the North and South Lots would be limited.
According to the U.S. Department of Energy’s Office of Energy Efficiency &
Renewable Energy (EERE), a common misconception about solar PV panels is that they
inherently cause or create “too much” glare, posing a nuisance to neighbors. While in
certain situations the glass surfaces of solar PV systems can produce glint (a momentary
flash of bright light) and glare (a reflection of bright light for a longer duration), light
absorption (rather than reflection) is central to the function of solar PV panels to absorb
solar radiation and convert it to electricity.12 Any reflected sunlight, after all, is lost energy
production potential. Solar PV panels are constructed of dark-colored (usually blue or
black) materials and are covered with anti-reflective coatings. Modern PV panels reflect as
little as 2 percent of incoming sunlight, about the same as water and less than soil or even
wood shingles. Solar panels reflect less sunlight than concrete, vegetation, bare soil and
even wood shingles. Thus, modern solar panels do not produce substantial light and
glare.13 In addition, given the basic tenants of light reflectivity, the angle of reflected
12

U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Energy Efficiency & Renewable Energy, Solar PV and Glare
Factsheet, based on Meister Consultants Group, Solar and Glare, June 2014.

13

Colton, Roger, Evaluating Glare from Roof Mounted PV Arrays (2015), http://solarprofessional.com/
articles/design-installation/evaluating-glare-from-roof-mounted-pv-arrays/page/0/1#.WsgPZYgbO00,
accessed April 10, 2018
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sunlight is likely to be directed sufficiently skyward.14 Some of the concern and
misconception is possibly due to confusion between solar PV systems and concentrated
solar power (CSP) systems. CSP systems typically use an array of mirrors to reflect
sunlight to heat water or other fluids to create steam that turns an electric generator.
These typically involve large ground-mounted reflectors, usually in remote desert locations,
and are not installed in residential or commercial areas. A CSP system is not proposed.
In addition to the refractive/reflective properties of solar glass versus standard glass,
many PV suppliers use stippled solar glass for their PV panels. The basic concept behind
stippling is for the surfaces of the glass to be “textured” with small types of indentations. As
a result, stippling allows more light energy to be channeled/transmitted through the glass
while diffusing (weakening) the reflected light energy.15 In addition, it is important to note
that the proposed PV panels would be located in areas that are currently used for surface
parking where windshield glass is a source of glare that is greater than that of a solar
panel. As such, incorporation of the solar canopies within the North and South Lots would
generate less glare when compared with the glare from the windshield glass that occurs
when the lots are fully occupied under existing conditions. Overall, considering the limited
visibility of the North and South Lots resulting from distance, topography, and existing and
proposed landscaping, together with the anti-reflective properties of the solar panels,
significant impacts associated with glare would not occur.

14

Colton, Roger, Assessing Rooftop Solar PV Glare in Dense Urban Residential Neighborhoods:
Determining Whether and How Much of a Problem (2014), www.fsconline.com/downloads/Papers/2014%
2011%20Solar_Glare.pdf, accessed April 11, 2018,

15

Sunpower Corporation, PV Systems: Low Levels of Glare and Reflectance vs. Surrounding Environment,
2010; Colton, Roger D., Assessing Rooftop Solar PV Glare in Dense Residential Neighborhoods,
November 16, 2014.
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C. Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR

SUPPORT

GENERAL/OTHER

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

ALTERNATIVES

PV CELLS AND CANOPIES

CNG FACILITY

ENERGY

SOLID WASTE

WASTEWATER

WATER SUPPLY AND INFRASTRUCTURE

TRAFFIC/PEDESTRIAN SAFETY

FIRE PROTECTION

NOISE

LAND USE

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

CULTURAL AND TRIBAL CULTURAL
RESOURCES

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

AIR QUALITY

AESTHETICS/

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

COMMENTER

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

LETTER NO.

Table III-1
Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR

STATE AND REGIONAL
1

Alan Lin, Project Coordinator
District 7, Office of Transp. Planning
California Dept. of Transportation
100 S. Main Street, MS 16
Los Angeles, CA 90012-3727
Miya Edmonson, IGR/CEQA Acting
Branch Chief
District 7
California Dept. of Transportation
100 S. Main Street, MS 16
Los Angeles, CA 90012-3727

X

X
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2

3

Gayle Totton, Associate Governmental
Program Analyst
Native American Heritage Commission
1550 Harbor Boulevard., Suite 100
West Sacramento, CA 95691-3830
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CULTURAL AND TRIBAL CULTURAL
RESOURCES

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

AIR QUALITY

AESTHETICS/

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

COMMENTER

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

LETTER NO.

Table III-1 (Continued)
Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR

X

Jack Cheng, Air Quality Specialist
SCAQMD
21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178
Lijin Sun, Program Supervisor
CEQA Inter-Governmental Review
Planning, Rule Develop. & Area
Sources
SCAQMD
21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178

X
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4

Eddi Zepeda, Transportation Planner
Countywide Planning & Development,
Joint Development
Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-23-4
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

X

X

X

SUPPORT

GENERAL/OTHER
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Table III-1 (Continued)
Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR

X

Derek Hull, Manager
Transportation Planning
Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-23-4
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952
5

Adriana Raza
Will Serve Program
Facilities Planning Department
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles
County
1955 Workman Mill Road
Whittier, CA 90601-1415

X
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Table III-1 (Continued)
Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR

ORGANIZATIONS
6

Barbara Goto, Director of Operations
Arroyos & Foothills Conservancy
P.O. Box 1
Pasadena, CA 91102-0001
John Howell, Chief Executive Officer
Arroyos & Foothills Conservancy
P.O. Box 1
Pasadena, CA 91102-0001

7

John Howell
Chief Executive and General Counsel
Arroyos & Foothills Conservancy
P.O. Box 1
Pasadena, CA 91102-0001
Barbara Goto
Director of Operations
Arroyos & Foothills Conservancy
P.O. Box 1
Pasadena, CA 91102-0001

X

X
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8

9

Nina Chomsky, President
Linda Vista–Annandale Association
P.O. Box 94364
Pasadena, CA 91109-4364

X X X X X

Brian Berger, President
Mirador Ranch Homeowners
Association
1460 Rutherford Drive
Pasadena, CA 91103-2773

X

X

X

X X X
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Table III-1 (Continued)
Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR

X

X

INDIVIDUALS
10 Teresa Anderson-Dvoracek
1575 Knollwood Terrace
Pasadena, CA 91103-1909

X

11 Barbara Blake
babsblake2@gmail.com

X

X
X

X

12 Nina Briggs
ninabriggsis@gmail.com
13 John Callas
1560 Scenic Drive
Pasadena, CA 91103-1937

X
X
X

X

X
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14 Gennia Cui
thegennia@gmail.com

X

15 Joanna Davies
jdavies@usc.edu
16 Maria & Joseph F. DiMassa
jfdimassa@gmail.com

X

X

X

17 Donna & Douglas Gerry
1519 Arroyo View Drive
Pasadena, CA 91103-1904
18 Steve Handy
stevedhandy@gmail.com

X

X

X

X X

X

X X

X

SUPPORT
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ALTERNATIVES

PV CELLS AND CANOPIES

ENERGY

SOLID WASTE

WASTEWATER

CNG FACILITY

X

X

19 Mic Hansen
mic.hansen@icloud.com

X
X

X

20 Patricia Hill
trish0@dslextreme.com

X

21 Darlene Hubanks
dhubanks@aol.com
22 Nanette Karapetian
nanettek321@gmail.com
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Table III-1 (Continued)
Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR

X

X X
X

X

X
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23 Tim Martinez
1404 Chamberlain Road
Pasadena, CA 91103-2312
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Table III-1 (Continued)
Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR

X

24 Patricia Wells McMillan
pwellsmc@gmail.com

X

X

25 Debbie Mitchell
1199 Yocum Street
Pasadena, CA 91103-1944

X

X

26 Robert Morris
1192 Rancheros Place
Pasadena, CA 91103-2753

X
X

X

X
X

27 Jim O’Kane
jvokane@gmail.com

X

28 Jim O’Kane
jvokane@gmail.com

X X

29 Kathleen O’Kane
oakgrove@pacbell.net

X
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30 [Late Comments]
Joseph F Paggi Jr
747 S Madison Ave
Pasadena, CA 91106
joepaggi@me.com

X
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Table III-1 (Continued)
Matrix of Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR

X

Sharon Freeark
sharon@success-reps.com
COMMENTS RAISED AT THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
31 Chair Tim Wendler
Commissioner Patricia Keane
Commissioner Felicia Williams
Commissioner Michael Williamson
Commissioner Ali Barar
Commissioner Donald Nanney
Commissioner David Coher
Barbara Nanney (Public Speaker)
Maria Lopez (Public Speaker)
Nina Chomsky (Public Speaker)

X

X

X X
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D. Comment Letters and Responses
Comment Letter No. 1
Alan Lin, Project Coordinator
District 7, Office of Transportation Planning
California Department of Transportation
100 S. Main Street, MS 16
Los Angeles, CA 90012-3727
Miya Edmonson, IGR/CEQA Acting Branch Chief
District 7
California Department of Transportation
100 S. Main Street, MS 16
Los Angeles, CA 90012-3727
Comment No. 1-1
Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the above referenced project. The ArtCenter College of
Design (Art Center) proposes a 15-year Master plan (the Project) that focuses growth on its
campus. It is anticipated that upon completion of the project, total enrollment within
Art Center would increase from its current enrollment of approx. 2,000 full-time equivalent
(FTE) students to a maximum of 2,500 FTE students and increase faculty/staff from
753 faculty/staff members to approx. 994 faculty/staff members between the two campuses.
The mission of Caltrans is to provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient
transportation system to enhance California’s economy and livability.
Response to Comment No. 1-1
This introductory comment, which provides a summary of the Project and Caltrans’
mission, does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, it is noted
for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and
consideration. Specific comments regarding the Draft EIR are provided and responded
to below.
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III.D Comment Letters and Responses

Comment No. 1-2
Senate Bill 743 (2013) mandated that CEQA review of transportation impacts of proposed
development be modified by using Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as the primary metric in
identifying transportation impacts for all future development projects. For future project,
you may reference to The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) for more
information.
http://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/updates/guidelines/
Response to Comment No. 1-2
In 2015, the Pasadena Department of Transportation (DOT) developed and adopted
its Transportation Impact Analysis Current Practice and Guidelines (TIA Guidelines) to
implement SB 743 by using a set of performance measures, including VMT, as the primary
metric for identifying the transportation impacts of proposed development projects. As
discussed on page IV.L-4 in Section IV.L, Traffic, of the Draft EIR, these performance
measures assess the quality of walking, biking, transit, and vehicular travel in the City. A
combination of vehicular and multimodal performance measures are employed to evaluate
system performance in reviewing new development projects. Such measures include VMT
per Capita, Vehicle Trips (VT) per Capita, Proximity and Quality of the Bicycle and Transit
Network, and Pedestrian Accessibility.
Comment No. 1-3
Caltrans is aware of challenges that the region faces in identifying viable solutions to
alleviating congestion on State and Local facilities. With limited room to expand vehicular
capacity, future development should incorporate multi-modal and complete streets
transportation elements that will actively promote alternatives to car use and better manage
existing parking assets. Prioritizing and allocating space to efficient modes of travel such
as bicycling and public transit can allow streets to transport more people in a fixed amount
of right-of-way.
Caltrans supports the implementation of complete streets and pedestrian safety measures
such as road diets and other traffic calming measures. Please note the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) recognizes the road diet treatment as a proven safety
countermeasure, and the cost of a road diet can be significantly reduced if implemented in
tandem with routine street resurfacing.
We encourage the Lead Agency to integrate transportation and land use in a way that
reduces Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions by
facilitating the provision of more proximate goods and services to shorten trip lengths, and
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achieve a high level of non-motorized travel and transit use. We also encourage the Lead
Agency to evaluate the potential of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies
and Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) applications in order to better manage the
transportation network, as well as transit service and bicycle or pedestrian connectivity
improvements.
Response to Comment No. 1-3
The Project would incorporate Project Design Features L-1 through L-3, which
include incorporation of a mobility hub to support multi-modal transportation, a Cycleway to
enhance campus circulation, and an increase in the frequency of shuttles between the two
campuses. These and other design features of the Project would: (1) encourage walking,
biking, and transit use; (2) ensure accessibility and provide a compatible transition to
adjoining neighborhoods; and (3) create multimodal features and pedestrian/bicycle
facilities that encourage other alternatives to motor vehicles. Specifically, the Metro Gold
Line bisects the South Campus with the Fillmore Street Station located 300 feet north of
the South Campus. In addition, the Project area is currently served by Pasadena Transit,
Metro, and ArtCenter shuttles, which would continue to run between the Hillside Campus
and the South Campus, as detailed in Section IV.L, Traffic, of the Draft EIR. Furthermore,
the Project would provide short- and long-term bicycle parking spaces, in addition to
bicycle-serving amenities, that would further encourage biking. Additionally, the Project
design would increase pedestrian accessibility, which would further encourage walkability.
Comment No. 1-4
After reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Report for this project, Caltrans has the
following comments:
By 2032 with Phase 1 plus Phase 2 build out year, the project, after TDM strategies credit,
will generate a net 3,061 ADT, 260/248 AM/PM peak hour trips. On page 16 of the
Transportation Impact Analysis, prepared on May 8, 2017, for the 2035 General Plan
scenario, the incremental change (existing + project) is 22.1 Project VMT Per Capita
comparing to the 2013 Significant Impact Threshold 22.6 Project VMT Per Capita.
Potential significant impact would be reached if no mitigation is planned. We recommend
the City to consider more TDM strategies for the project such as more online courses, more
student and faculty/staff member housing, and providing more public transportation, etc. so
the impact can be mitigated without raising VMT per capita.
Response to Comment No. 1-4
The 2013 significant impact threshold is reached if a project generates a VMT per
Capita greater than 22.6. According to page 16 of the Transportation Impact Analysis, the
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Project would result in a lower VMT per Capita than the threshold (i.e., a reduction in
Project VMT per Capita), which is not a potentially significant impact as asserted by
the commenter.
Nonetheless, the City recognizes the value of increased TDM strategies. In
particular, with the addition of student housing within the South Campus, the Project would
reduce vehicle miles traveled as there are currently no student housing opportunities within
the South Campus. In addition, the Project includes a mobility hub to support multi-modal
transportation, a Cycleway to enhance campus circulation, and an increase in the
frequency of shuttles between the two campuses. These and other design features of the
Project would encourage other alternatives to motor vehicles and reduce vehicle
miles traveled.
Comment No. 1-5
From the Master Plan, it appears that the project intends to erect a digital art display that is
visible from the National Highway System (NHS), S Arroyo Parkway and E Glenarm St. As
a reminder, any advertising structure visible from the NHS is subject to the provisions of the
California Outdoor Advertising Act (OAA) outlined in Business and Professions Code
Section 5200 et seq. In addition, any advertising structure that displays off-premise
commercial copy visible from the NHS will require a permit from the Office of Outdoor
Advertising (ODA). You may contact the Area Manager when the project meets the
requirements.
George Anzo Jr—Southern Area Manager
Office of Outdoor Advertising
Division of Traffic Operations
Department of Transportation
100 South Main Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Office: (213) 897-4208
Cell: (213) 435-1951
Fax: (213) 897-0420
E-mail: george.anzo@dot.ca.gov
Website: http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/oda/
However, so long as this digital art display does not engage in the business of outdoor
advertising as defined in Business and Professions Code Section 5300, it will not be
considered an advertising structure as defined in Business and Professions Code Section
5203 and will not require a permit from ODA.
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Response to Comment No. 1-5
Section IV.L, Traffic, of the Draft EIR, acknowledged the requirements of the
California Outdoor Advertising Act.
However, as described in Section II, Project
Description, of the Draft EIR, the digital gallery would display artwork from ArtCenter’s
array of programs and would be chosen for display by Department Chairs and faculty in a
curated exhibit periodically during the year. Images may represent the wide array of
artwork and conceptual designs, including, for example, character animation, storybook
illustrations, photographic portraits, short film clips, traditional fine art, motion graphics,
multimodal transportation design systems, and wearable technology.
Alternatively,
ArtCenter may commission individuals to create site-specific work for display, which may
include interaction design, moving illustrations, or multimedia artworks. No off-premise
outdoor commercial advertising would be displayed. Nonetheless, should the displays ever
become outdoor advertising, the Applicant would be required to comply with all regulatory
and permitting requirements at that time.
Comment No. 1-6
Since the south campus is at the end of the freeway 110, please also be reminded that any
work performed within the State Right-of-way [sic] will require an Encroachment Permit
from Caltrans. Any modifications to State facilities must meet all mandatory design
standard and specifications.
Response to Comment No. 1-6
This comment notes, in general, the need to obtain an Encroachment Permit from
Caltrans for any work performed within the state right-of-way but does not raise any
specific, substantive issues on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Nonetheless,
ArtCenter would be required to comply with applicable Caltrans requirements, and a
Caltrans Encroachment Permit will be sought if any construction activities would encroach
on Arroyo Parkway during Project construction. An additional bullet has been included in
Section II, Clarifications, Revisions, and Corrections to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR to
include this Caltrans Encroachment Permit in the list of permits and approvals. This
comment is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers for review and consideration.
Comment No. 1-7
Transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials, which requires the use of
oversized-transport vehicles on State highways, will require a transportation permit from
Caltrans. The construction time schedule of working hours should be considered off peak
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hours for the large size truck trips to minimize traffic congestion and to provide maximum
safety to the pedestrians and vehicular traffic on the streets and freeways.
Response to Comment No. 1-7
This comment notes, in general, the need to obtain a permit from Caltrans for
oversized transport vehicles to use state highways and recommends that large truck trips
be limited to off peak hours but does not raise any specific, substantive issues on the
content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Nonetheless, ArtCenter would be required to comply
with applicable Caltrans requirements, and a Caltrans transportation permit will be sought
for the use of oversized-transport vehicles on state highways. An additional bullet has
been included in Section II, Clarifications, Revisions, and Corrections to the Draft EIR, of
this Final EIR to include this Caltrans transportation permit in the list of permits and
approvals. This comment is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for review and consideration.
Comment No. 1-8
Storm water run-off is a sensitive issue for Los Angeles. Please be mindful that projects
should be designed to discharge clean run-off water. Additionally, discharge of storm
water run-off is not permitted onto State highway facilities without a storm water
management plan.
Response to Comment No. 1-8
The comment notes, in general, the importance of compliance with storm water
management laws and regulations but does not comment on any issue related to the Draft
EIR. It should be noted that the Project would be required to comply with all applicable
regulatory requirements regarding stormwater, as discussed in detail in Section IV.H,
Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, and would not discharge stormwater onto
State highway facilities. While the comment does not address content or adequacy of the
Draft EIR, this comment is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for review and consideration.
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Comment Letter No. 2
Gayle Totton
Associate Governmental Program Analyst
Native American Heritage Commission
1550 Harbor Boulevard., Suite 100
West Sacramento, CA 95691-3830
Comment No. 2-1
The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Report prepared for the project referenced above. The review included the
Executive Summary with Table 1-1, Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation
Measures, and Residual Impacts; the Introduction and Project Description; and the
Environmental Impact Analysis, section IV.D Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
prepared by Eyestone Environmental for the City of Pasadena. We have the following
concerns:
1. The definition of consultation as quoted from PRC section 21080.3 (b) crossreferenced to GC section 65352.4 is correct. HOWEVER, the narrative
misstates the law, referring to the requirement to consult with only one tribe.
Consultation outreach must be conducted with all tribes that have requested
notice of projects for the purpose of consultation.
2. While government-to-government consultation by the lead agency under AB-52
with ONE Native American tribe traditionally and culturally affiliated to the project
area is documented (Gabrieleno [sic] Band of Mission Indians—Kizh Nation),
consultation outreach to the other Gabrieleno [sic] tribes (two additional tribes
have documentation of letters sent to the City) culturally affiliated to the area is
not documented.
Response to Comment No. 2-1
According to City records, the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians—Kizh Nation
(Kizh Gabrieleños) were the only tribe that requested notice of projects for the purpose of
consultation. Upon receipt of this comment letter, the City spoke with the commenter and
requested a list of additional interested tribes. The commenter was unable to provide the
list of additional tribes, but indicated that those tribes would be asked to submit new letters
requesting notice of projects for the purpose of consultation. However, no such letters
were received during the preparation of this Final EIR.
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Comment No. 2-2
3. Mitigation language for archaeological resources is not always appropriate for or
similar to measures specifically for handling Tribal Cultural Resources (Refer to
Mitigation Measure D-2).
Response to Comment No. 2-2
Mitigation Measure D-2 specifically required a monitor meeting the satisfaction of the
Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians—Kizh Nation to be present on-site during grading and
excavation activities. The mitigation measure also required the performance of other
special studies, provision of a comprehensive final report, and relinquishing any findings to
the tribe, so as not to limit the mitigation to archaeological resources. The comment does
not identify any other measures that would be appropriate for the City to consider.
Comment No. 2-3
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)1, specifically Public Resources Code
section 21084.1, states that a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the
environment.2 If there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before a lead
agency, that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, an environmental
Impact report (EIR) shall be prepared.3 In order to determine whether a project will cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, a lead agency will
need to determine whether there are historical resources with the area of project
effect (APE).
1

Pub. Resources Code § 21000 et seq.

2

Pub. Resources Code § 21084.1: Cal. Code Regs., tit.14, § 15064.5 (b); CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5 (b)

3

Pub. Resources Code § 21080 (d); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15064 subd.(a)(1); CEQA Guidelines §
15064 (a)(1)

Response to Comment No. 2-3
Impacts to historical resources have been addressed in Section IV.D, Cultural and
Tribal Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR based on a Historical Resources Technical
Report (Historical Resources Report) prepared for the Project. As identified in the Draft
EIR and the Historical Resources Report, the Project sites include only one historical
resource: the Ellwood Building on the Hillside Campus, which has been designated a
Pasadena Historic Monument; the Hillside Campus is not located within a historic district or
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landmark district. Since the Project does not propose any exterior modifications to the
Ellwood Building, an analysis for conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
is not required. In addition, the City of Pasadena has reviewed the Project and determined
that the proposed work would not require a Certificate of Appropriateness. The Draft EIR
and Historical Resources Report also determined that there are no designated or eligible
historical resources elsewhere on the Hillside Campus or within the South Campus.
Accordingly, it was determined that there are no historical resources immediately adjacent
to either the Hillside Campus or South Campus that would have the potential to be directly
or indirectly impacted by the Project. Thus, the Project would have a less-than-significant
impact on historical resources as defined by CEQA, and no mitigation was required
or recommended.
Comment No. 2-4
CEQA was amended in 2014 by Assembly Bill 52. (AB 52).4 AB 52 applies to any
project for which a notice of preparation or a notice of negative declaration or
mitigated negative declaration is filed on or after July 1, 2015. AB 52 created a
separate category for “tribal cultural resources”5, that now includes “a project with an effect
that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource
is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.6 Public agencies shall,
when feasible, avoid damaging affects to any tribal cultural resource.7 Your project may
also be subject to Senate Bill 18 (SB 18) (Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004),
Government Code 65352.3, if it also involves the adoption of or amendment to a general
plan or a specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open space. Both
SB 18 and AB 52 have tribal consultation requirements. Additionally, if your project is
also subject to the federal National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.)
(NEPA), the tribal consultation requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 19668 may also apply.
4

Government Code 65352.3

5

Pub. Resources Code § 21074

6

Pub. Resources Code § 21084.2

7

Pub. Resources Code § 21084.3 (a)

8

154 U.S.C. 300101,36 C.F.R. § 800 at seq.

Consult your legal counsel about compliance with AB 52 and SB 18 as well as
compliance with any other applicable laws.
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Response to Comment No. 2-4
The Project would not involve a General Plan or Specific Plan amendment and,
thus, is not subject to SB 18 tribal consultation requirements. Similarly, the Project is not a
federal undertaking and does not require any federal approvals and, thus, is not subject to
NEPA or Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. As discussed in Response
to Comment No. 2-1, the City sent a notice for consultation to the one tribe that requested
notice of projects for the purpose of consultation. In response to Kizh Nation’s concerns
regarding possible discovery of tribal cultural resources during ground disturbing activities,
the City provided a formal response to the tribe (see Appendix E.5 of the Draft EIR)
regarding the inclusion of a mitigation measure (i.e., Mitigation Measure D-2). No further
comments from the tribe were received subsequent to the City’s formal response.
Comment No. 2-5
Agencies should be aware that AB 52 does not preclude agencies from initiating tribal
consultation with tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with their jurisdictions
before the timeframes provided in AB 52. For that reason, we urge you to continue to
request Native American Tribal Consultation Lists and Sacred Lands File searches from
the NAHC. The request forms can be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/.
Additional information regarding AB 52 can be found online at http://nahc.ca.gov/wpcontent/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsultation_CalEPAPDF.pdf,
entitled
“Tribal
Consultation Under AB 52: Requirements and Best Practices”.
The NAHC recommends lead agencies consult with all California Native American tribes
that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of your proposed
project as early as possible in order to avoid inadvertent discoveries of Native American
human remains and best protect tribal cultural resources.
Response to Comment No. 2-5
Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 2-1 and 2-4 above. In Kizh Nation’s
request for consultation, they stated that “[i]n all cases, when the Native American Heritage
Commission states there are ‘no records of sacred sites in the project area’ the NAHC will
always refer lead agencies to the respective Native American Tribe because the NAHC is
only aware of general information and are not the experts on each California Tribe. Our
Elder Committee & Tribal Historians are the experts for our Tribe and are able to provide a
more complete history (both written and oral) regarding the location of historic villages,
trade routes, cemeteries and sacred/religious sites in the project area. While the property
may be located in an area that has been previously developed, numerous examples can be
shared to show that there still is a possibility that unknown, yet significant, cultural
resources will be encountered during ground disturbance activities. Please note, if they
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haven’t been listed with the NAHC, it doesn’t mean that they aren’t there.” Based on
this statement, no sacred lands are currently known to existing in the Project area.
However, as discussed in Response to Comment No. 2-4, the City included Mitigation
Measure D-2 to ensure that impacts to tribal cultural resources are reduced to a less-thansignificant level.
Comment No. 2-6
A brief summary of portions of AB 52 and SB 18 as well as the NAHC’s recommendations
for conducting cultural resources assessments is also attached.
Attachments:
1. Pertinent Statutory Information (1 page)
2. Process that should be documented in the Tribal Cultural Resources section of your
environmental document (2 pages)
Response to Comment No. 2-6
The attachments were included in the commenter’s response to the Notice of
Preparation (NOP), which was included in Appendix A.3 of the Draft EIR. NAHC’s
recommendations for conducting cultural resources assessments were considered in the
preparation of Section IV.D, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR.
The comment does not describe what other information was required in the Draft EIR
section to support the commenter’s assertion that the Project did not comply with tribal
consultation requirements.
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Comment Letter No. 3
Jack Cheng, Air Quality Specialist
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178
Lijin Sun, Program Supervisor
CEQA Inter-Governmental Review
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178
Comment No. 3-1
Attached are the SCAQMD staff comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the proposed ArtCenter College of Design Master Plan (SCAQMD Control
Number: LAC171026-02). The original, electronically signed letter will be forwarded to
your attention by regular USPS mail. SCAQMD staff comments are meant as guidance for
the Lead Agency and should be reviewed for incorporation into the Final EIR. Please
contact me if you have any questions regarding these comments.
The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned document. The following comments are
meant as guidance for the Lead Agency and should be incorporated into the Final EIR.
Response to Comment No. 3-1
This comment serves as an introduction to the commenter’s letter regarding the
Draft EIR for the Project. Specific comments regarding the Draft EIR are provided and
responded to below.
Comment No. 3-2
Project Description and Air Quality Analysis
The Lead Agency proposes to develop a Master Plan for the ArtCenter College of Design
South Campus and Hillside Campus to accommodate the growth of up to 2,500 full-time
equivalent students by 2032 (Proposed Project). The Proposed Project would include
475,520 million square feet of new academic facilities, student housing, administrative
facilities, parking, and open space. In the Air Quality Section, the Lead Agency quantified
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the Proposed Project’s construction and operational air quality impacts and compared
those impacts to SCAQMD’s regional and localized air quality CEQA significance
thresholds. Based on the analyses, the Lead Agency found that the Proposed Project’s
operational and construction emissions would be less than the SCAQMD’s regional and
localized CEQA significance thresholds. SCAQMD staff has concerns regarding air quality
analysis and potential overlapping operational and construction emissions. Please see the
attachment for more information.
Response to Comment No. 3-2
This comment provides a summary of the description of the Project. Note that the
City is not proposing to develop the Master Plan. Rather, the City is considering an
application for a Master Plan for the ArtCenter College of Design South Campus and
Hillside Campus. In addition, the Project would provide a net increase in student
enrollment of 500 full-time equivalent students, for a total enrollment of 2,500 students, and
not additional student growth of 2,500 students. Also note that the Project does not include
475,520 million square feet of new uses. Rather, the Project includes up to 380 new
student housing units and 145,100 square feet of academic and commercial space,
or 230 new student housing units and up to 310,100 square feet of academic and
commercial space.
SCAQMD’s concern regarding potential overlapping operational and construction
emissions was considered in the air quality analysis. However, given that the construction
and operational emissions presented in the Draft EIR were well below the SCAQMD’s
regional and localized CEQA significance thresholds, further analysis was not considered
necessary. Additional analysis has been conducted to address SCAQMD’s concern, and
supporting documentation and calculations are included in Section II, Clarifications,
Revisions, and Corrections to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. A summary of the
conclusions is provided below.
As discussed in Section III, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project would
be implemented in two phases, with Phase I occurring in the first five years, although it
could be completed as early as 2022, and Phase II occurring between 2022 and 2032.
Based on this information, an analysis of Year 2022 (operation of Phase I and beginning
construction of Phase II) was selected for the interim year analysis and would include the
maximum overlapping construction and operational emissions from the proposed Project.
The number of beds provided by each phase was used to proportion operational emissions
since the number of beds are directly proportional to the number of students and related
vehicular trips. Thus, Phase I (850 beds) would represent approximately 57 percent of the
total Project buildout (1,500 beds). Operational emissions for completion of Phase I (Year
2022) were calculated using CalEEMod, and the results demonstrate that operational
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emissions would be well below the SCAQMD’s regional and localized operational
significance thresholds. In fact, emissions would remain well below SCAQMD’s regional
and localized operational significance thresholds considering complete Project buildout in
Year 2022. When factoring in construction emissions associated with beginning of Phase II
in Year 2022, combined construction and operational air quality impacts remain below
SCAQMD’s regional and localized construction significance thresholds.
Comment No. 3-3
SCAQMD’s 2016 Air Quality Management Plan
On March 3, 2017, the SCAQMD’s Governing Board adopted the 2016 Air Quality
Management Plan (2016 AQMP)1, which was later approved by the California Air
Resources Board on March 23, 2017. Built upon the progress in implementing the 2007
and 2012 AQMPs, the 2016 AQMP provides a regional perspective on air quality and the
challenges facing the South Coast Air Basin. The most significant air quality challenge in
the Basin is to achieve an additional 45 percent reduction in nitrogen oxide (NOx)
emissions in 2023 and an additional 55 percent NOx reduction beyond 2031 levels for
ozone attainment.
As described in the 2016 AQMP, to achieve NOx emissions reductions in a timely manner
is critical to attaining the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for ozone before
the 2023 and 2031 deadlines. SCAQMD is committed to attain the ozone NAAQS as
expeditiously as practicable. The Proposed Project plays an important role in contributing
to NOx and ROG emissions during the overlapping construction and operational phases.
Therefore, SCAQMD staff recommends additional mitigation measures to further reduce
NOx and ROG emissions. The attachment also includes comments about the air quality
analysis and compliance with SCAQMD rules.
Response to Comment No. 3-3
The comment provides general information regarding SCAQMD’s 2016 AQMP and
the importance of achieving NOX emission reductions. The comment is noted for the
administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and
consideration.
In addition, it is acknowledged that the SCAQMD faces a challenge in meeting
ozone attainment in a timely manner and specifically reducing regional NOX emissions by
45 percent in 2023 and 55 percent in 2031 and beyond. The overall control strategy in the
2016 AQMP is an integral approach relying on fair-share emission reductions from federal,
state and local levels. Mobile sources contributed about 88 percent of the region’s total
NOX emissions in 2012, and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and U.S.
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Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), which have primary authority over mobile
sources, must ensure mobile sources perform their fair share of pollution reduction
responsibilities. As discussed in Section IV.B, Air Quality of the Draft EIR, construction and
operation of the Project would not exceed any of the SCAQMD thresholds, including those
related to NOX and ROG emissions. Similarly, as discussed in Response to Comment
No. 3-2, above, overlap of construction and operational activities would also not exceed
SCAQMD thresholds.
Please refer to Response to Comment No. 3-6 for a discussion of SCAQMD’s
suggested mitigation measures to reduce regional NOX emissions.
Comment No. 3-4
Pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 21092.5 and CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088, SCAQMD staff requests that the Lead Agency provide SCAQMD staff with
written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the certification of the Final
EIR. Further, when the Lead Agency makes the finding that the recommended mitigation
measures are not feasible, the Lead Agency shall describe the specific reasons for
rejecting them in the Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15091).
SCAQMD staff is available to work with the lead agency to address these issues and any
other questions that may arise. Please contact Jack Cheng, Air Quality Specialist, CEQA
IGR Section, at (909) 396-2448, if you have any questions regarding the enclosed
comments.
1

South Coast Air Quality Management District. March 3, 2017. 2016 Air Quality Management Plan.
Accessed at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan.

Response to Comment No. 3-4
The comment requests that the City comply with CEQA in responding to SCAQMD’s
comments and making the findings, if any, that recommended mitigation measures are
infeasible but does not address any specific issue in the Draft EIR. As requested, the
City’s responses to SCAQMD’s comments will be sent to the SCAQMD as part of the Final
EIR distribution prior to certification of Final EIR. The City, in making the findings for the
Project, will comply with the requirements of Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines. Since
air quality impacts are less than significant, findings regarding the recommended mitigation
measures are not required.
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Comment No. 3-5
ATTACHMENT
Air Quality Analysis—Overlapping Construction and Operational Impacts
1. The Lead Agency did not analyze a scenario where construction emissions overlap
with operational emissions. When overlapping construction and operational activities
are anticipated and reasonably foreseeable during the CEQA review for the Proposed
Project, SCAQMD staff recommends that the Lead Agency identify the overlapping
years, combine construction emissions with operational emissions, and compare the
combined emissions to SCAQMD’s air quality CEQA operational thresholds of
significance to determine the level of significance in the Final EIR. In the event that the
Lead Agency, after revising the Air Quality analysis, finds that the Proposed Project’s
air quality impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be required pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4. For more information on suggested potential
mitigation measures as guidance to the Lead Agency, please visit SCAQMD’s CEQA
Air Quality Handbook website2.
2

South Coast Air Quality Management District. Accessed at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/
air-quality-analysis-handbook.

Response to Comment No. 3-5
As discussed above in Response to Comment No. 3-2, additional analysis has been
conducted to address SCAQMD’s concern, and supporting documentation and calculations
are included in Section II, Clarifications, Revisions, and Corrections to the Draft EIR, of this
Final EIR. Project-related emissions would remain well below SCAQMD’s regional and
localized operational significance thresholds considering complete Project buildout in Year
2022 even though only Phase I would be contemplated to be completed in Year 2022.
When factoring in construction emissions associated with beginning of Phase II in Year
2022, combined construction and operational air quality impacts would remain below
SCAQMD’s regional and localized construction significance thresholds. As air quality
impacts remain less than significant, no mitigation measures would be warranted.
Comment No. 3-6
Additional Recommended Mitigation Measures
2. CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures that go beyond what is required by
law be utilized during project construction and operation to minimize or eliminate these
impacts. SCAQMD staff recommends that the Lead Agency incorporate the following
mitigation measures in the Final EIR to further reduce emissions, particularly from ROG
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and NOX. Additional information on potential mitigation measures as guidance to the
Lead Agency are available on the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook website3.
a) All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment shall meet or exceed Tier 4
off-road emissions standards. A copy of the fleet’s tier compliance documentation,
and CARB or SCAQMD operating permit shall be provided to the Lead Agency at
the time of mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment. In the event that all
construction equipment cannot meet the Tier 4 engine certification, the Lead Agency
must demonstrate through future study with written findings supported by substantial
evidence before using other technologies/strategies. Alternative strategies may
include, but would not be limited to, reduction in the number and/or horsepower
rating of construction equipment, limiting the number of daily construction haul truck
trips to and from the Proposed Project, using cleaner vehicle fuel, and/or limiting the
number of individual construction project phases occurring simultaneously.
b) Require the use of 2010 model year diesel haul trucks that conform to 2010 EPA
truck standards or newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material delivery trucks and soil
import/export), and if the Lead Agency determines that 2010 model year or newer
diesel haul trucks are not feasible, the Lead Agency shall use trucks that meet EPA
20017 model year NOX emissions requirements, at a minimum.
c) Require the use of architectural coatings (no more than 50 grams/liter of VOC) that
are in compliance with SCAQMD Rule 1113—Architectural Coatings.
d) Construct or build with materials that do not require painting or use pre-painted
construction materials.
e) Limit parking supply and unbundle parking costs.
f) Require that 240-Volt electrical outlets or Level 2 chargers be installed in parking
lots that would enable charging of NEVs and/or battery powered vehicles.
Vehicles that can operate at least partially on electricity have the ability to
substantially reduce the significant NOX and ROG impacts from this project. It is
important to make this electrical infrastructure available when the project is built so
that it is ready when this technology becomes commercially available. The cost of
installing electrical charging equipment onsite is significantly cheaper if completed
when the project is built compared to retrofitting an existing building. Therefore,
SCAQMD staff recommends the Lead Agency require the Proposed Project to be
constructed with the appropriate infrastructure to facilitate sufficient electric charging
for vehicles to plug-in.
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g) Require use of electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers.
3

Ibid.

Response to Comment No. 3-6
As discussed above in Response to Comment No. 3-5, air quality impacts remain
less than significant, and as a result the City is not required to impose the requested
mitigation measures.
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Comment Letter No. 4
Eddi Zepeda, Transportation Planner
Countywide Planning & Development, Joint Development
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-23-4
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952
Derek Hull, Manager
Transportation Planning
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-23-4
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952
Comment No. 4-1
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the ArtCenter College of
Design Master Plan in the City of Pasadena. Attached is Metro’s comment letter, a hard
copy of which will follow via mail, as well as the documents referenced in the letter. Please
feel free to reach out should you have any questions.
Response to Comment No. 4-1
This comment serves as an introduction to the commenter’s attached e-mailed letter
regarding the Draft EIR for the Project but does not raise an issue regarding the content or
adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for the administrative record and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
Comment No. 4-2
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Master Plan for the ArtCenter
College of Design for the Notice of Availability of the DEIR. This letter conveys
recommendations from the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(Metro) in relation to our facilities and services that may be affected by the proposed
Master Plan, specifically with regards to improvements planned for the ArtCenter College
South Campus located at 870, 888, 950, and 988 S. Raymond Ave. and 1111 S. Arroyo
Parkway in the City of Pasadena (Project).
Metro is committed to working with stakeholders across the County to support the
development of transit oriented communities (TOCs). TOCs are built by considering transit
within a broader community and creating vibrant, compact, walkable, and bikeable places
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centered around transit stations and hubs with the goal of encouraging the use of transit
and other alternatives to driving. Metro appreciates the opportunity to collaborate with
local municipalities, developers, and other stakeholders in their land use planning
and development efforts, and to find partnerships that support TOCs across Los
Angeles County.
To that end, Metro is actively engaged in discussions with the Project sponsor to outline
Project design elements that will encourage transit integration for the ArtCenter campus
while at the same time ensuring safety measures that will minimize conflicts with rail
operations. Metro and the Project sponsor anticipate entering into a Master Agreement
which will contemplate and grant certain easements and property rights subject to the
satisfaction of certain conditions precedent, including but not limited to the review and
approval of engineering plans and construction work plans. Entering into a Master
Agreement is subject to additional negotiation of terms and approval by the Metro Board
of Directors.
Response to Comment No. 4-2
The commenter states its commitment to collaborate with stakeholders and support
the development of transit oriented communities in Los Angeles County, as well as with
ArtCenter for the integration of transit use into ArtCenter’s South Campus as part of a
Master Agreement between Metro and ArtCenter. While the comment does not address
the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, the comment is noted for the administrative
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
Comment No. 4-3
Project Description
The Master Plan encompasses development of and comprehensively identifies a vision for
both the ArtCenter College’s South Campus and Hillside Campus. The majority of the
proposed development would occur at the South Campus. The Master Plan for the area
would incorporate three newly acquired parcels into the Master Plan Boundary, renovations
to existing buildings, demolition of existing buildings and surface parking, construction of
new buildings for student housing and other campus uses, development of outdoor quad
areas, and construction of a campus cycleway and mobility hub.
Phase I work on the South Campus is planned to occur between 2017 and 2022 and would
focus on 950 and 988 S. Raymond Avenue as well as 1111 S. Arroyo Parkway. This work
would consist of renovations to the existing building at 950 S. Raymond Avenue and
construction of a new 8-story building to include student housing and campus uses on the
existing surface parking on 988 S. Raymond Avenue. The existing building on 1111 S.
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Arroyo Parkway would be renovated and a new 8-story building that would include student
housing and other campus uses would replace the existing surface parking. Phase I also
includes construction of a large main quad area bridging the Metro Gold Line and a
subterranean tunnel under the Metro Gold Line connecting parking areas. A new mobility
hub is included in Phase I, which would include a pick-up/drop-off area, bike parking, and a
car sharing fleet.
Phase II work on the South Campus would occur between 2022 and 2032 and take place
on 870 and 888 S. Raymond Avenue. The existing surface parking and building at 888
South Raymond Avenue, as well as the surface parking at 870 S. Raymond Avenue, would
be demolished and replaced with 4 new 8-story buildings that would include student
housing and other campus uses, constructed over a common podium, which would include
a quad area and subterranean parking.
Both Phases I and II include construction of portions of a cycleway throughout the South
Campus. The proposed cycleway would serve as a campus circulation spine for
pedestrians, cyclists, electric carts, and others, and would link all school buildings along S.
Raymond Avenue.
Metro understands that the Master Plan is in the final environmental and entitlement
phases, and will work with Project sponsor and the City to address the following comments
as individual elements of the Master Plan are further developed. Given the scope of the
Project, Metro respectfully requests to be notified of any changes to the Project design.
Response to Comment No. 4-3
The comment summarizes the description of the Project. While the comment does
not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, the comment is noted for the
administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and
consideration.
As a responsible agency (as defined by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines), Metro will
be notified of any changes to the Project design since the Project would require Metro’s
approval of the temporary pedestrian bridge, the Main Quad proposed over the Metro Gold
Line to connect the 988, 1101, and 1111 Buildings, and the proposed tunnel below the
Metro Gold Line that would connect the subterranean garages under the 988, 1101, and
1111 Buildings.
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Comment No. 4-4
Metro Comments
It is noted that the Project sponsor is proposing to construct a large main quad area
bridging over the Metro Gold Line Railroad Right-of-Way (ROW) and a subterranean tunnel
under the Metro Gold Line connecting two parking areas. Metro recognizes the TOC
supportive opportunities that are incorporated into the overall Project concept. However,
such structures and developments will require close coordination with Metro Operations,
Risk, Safety & Asset Management, Security and Construction/Engineering, as well as
considerable investments by ArtCenter for structural, maintenance, and safety
requirements inherent in constructing over an active railway. Any costs associated with the
Project and resulting modifications or impacts to Metro facilities will be borne by the Project
sponsor. Further, it is the expectation that the Project sponsor will indemnify Metro of any
activities related to construction at the ArtCenter campus.
Metro will require a Funding/Reimbursement Agreement whereby transaction costs
incurred by Metro shall be borne by the Project sponsor including, but not limited to, the
actual cost of in-house staff time including LACMTA overhead and administrative costs and
third party consultant fees (including but not limited to engineers, architects, legal counsel,
flagpersons, and inspectors) involved in: (i) the technical review of conceptual plans,
design drawings, construction specifications, safety and construction work plans and other
plans and specifications subject to LACMTA review; (ii) performance of services related to
on-site construction safety, methods, management, logistics and support; and
(iii) negotiations and document preparation.
Response to Comment No. 4-4
While the comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
comment is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers for review and consideration.
ArtCenter would be required to comply with Metro requirements to meet all safety
requirements inherent to constructing over or under an active railway.
Comment No. 4-5
Consistent with Metro’s recommendation for the evaluation of alternative Project designs,
(comment letter on Notice of Preparation of DEIR dated October 3, 2016) the Project
sponsor has provided a summary of four (4) project alternatives to the proposed Project:
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1) No Project/No Build Alternative
2) Reduced Building Height Alternative
3) No Encroachment Over and Under the Metro Right-of-Way Alternative
4) Change in Location of the New Commuter Services and Facilities Hub on the
Hillside Campus to the North Lot Alternative
It should be noted in the DEIR, Alternative 3—No Encroachment Over and Under the Metro
Right-of-Way—does not specifically indicate that seeking this alternative would make the
Project infeasible. Instead, the analysis suggests that potential environmental impacts are
similar to those highlighted in the proposed Project. Metro recommends that Alternative 3
be included in the final EIR, in the event that the Project design and coordination cannot be
achieved by the Project sponsor thereby providing some flexibility to consider a design
alternative.
Response to Comment No. 4-5
This Final EIR constitutes the second part of the EIR for the Project and is intended
to be a companion to the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR for the Project, which circulated for
public review and comment from October 26, 2017, through December 18, 2017,
constitutes the first part of the EIR and is incorporated by reference and bound separately.
(Please refer to Volumes 1 through 5 of the Draft EIR). Accordingly, Alternative 3 is
included in the Final EIR for consideration by the decision-makers.
Comment No. 4-6
Metro Light Rail Operations & Structures
Initial review of the Project scope highlighted several issues related to the Project’s
proximity to the ROW. The following should be considered and/or addressed:
1. The Project sponsor is advised that the Metro Gold Light Rail Line currently
operates weekday peak service as often as every six minutes in both directions
and that trains may operate, in and out of revenue service, 24 hours a day,
seven days a week, in the ROW to be spanned by the proposed Project.
Metro’s expectation is that Gold Line revenue service will not be interrupted.
Should construction work plans indicate need for very limited periods of
operational interruption, all Metro expenses incurred will be the responsibility of
the Project sponsor. Additionally, all modifications to Metro facilities shall be at
the sole expense of the Project sponsor.
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2. It is noted that there are a number of Overhead Catenary System (OCS) support
structures in the ROW, two of which are in the proposed overhead quad area,
and which measure 26 feet from the track in height. Based on previous
meetings with Metro and the Project sponsor, alternative means of electrification
of the light rail system underneath the quad area may be feasible. Metro is
committed to working with the Project sponsor to reach a design solution that is
workable for both parties and maintainable for Metro.
3. The construction of the quad over the Metro ROW will result in the creation of a
deck over the Gold Line rail tracks. The Project sponsor is advised that
constructing over the ROW will require inclusion of fire, life and safety measures
for transit patrons and Metro personnel to exit the passageway in the event of an
emergency. The passageway will require appropriate ventilation, lighting,
clearance and emergency access and walkways. Metro shall make an
assessment of these requirements during the preparation of engineering and
construction plans. All design requirements above and below Metro ROW must
be coordinated with Metro’s Construction/Engineering, Operations, Risk, Safety
& Asset Management and Security Departments.
4. The quad shall be designed to the highest degree of structural integrity by
incorporating waterproofing and hardscape elements that will not compromise
the foundation and risk impacts to the rail system below. No equipment shall be
installed below the quad area by the Project Sponsor unless authorized by
Metro. Additional studies such as a deck drainage study will be required. Metro
shall require the Project sponsor to submit design specifications to Metro for
review and approval.
5. During the engineering and design phase, Metro Rail Operations and Track
Department will further review the Project to determine whether the tracks will
remain ballasted or direct fixation underneath the quad area.
Response to Comment No. 4-6
While the comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
comment is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers for review and consideration.
ArtCenter would be required to comply with Metro requirements to meet all safety
requirements inherent to constructing over an active railway.
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Comment No. 4-7
6. The cone of vision based on the proposed building’s footprint (E. Glenarm Street
and south side of rail ROW) presents a potential safety issue related to operator
sightlines for southbound trains emerging from the Project’s passageway.
Visibility of vehicular and pedestrian activity on E. Glenarm Street will need to be
improved from the conceptual design to prevent train, vehicular and pedestrian
collisions. Approaching train warning horns will be required to be activated at
this intersection. Close coordination with the Metro Active Transportation, Risk,
Safety & Asset Management and Rail Operations Departments will be required
to minimize potential for pedestrian, automobile and train collisions.
7. The Project may require CPUC (California Public Utilities Commission) and Fire
Life Safety approval to reconfigure the traffic pattern along Glenarm Street.
Metro strongly encourages the Project Sponsor to setback the building at
Glenarm Street by at least ten (10) feet and redesign the façade without a
blind spot.
Response to Comment No. 4-7
While the comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
comment is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers for review and consideration.
ArtCenter would be required to comply with Metro and CPUC requirements to meet
all safety requirements inherent to constructing immediately adjacent to an active railway.
Comment No. 4-8
8. The undercrossing of the garage and spanning podium structure will also require
close review from Metro Construction/Engineering and Security, and
coordination with Rail Operations. Due to the intimate nature of the Project with
Metro’s ROW, the subterranean connection may require a blast study and
additional structural support if indicated. Further, there shall be structural
separation between Metro tracks from the quad structure above and
underground parking structure below.
Response to Comment No. 4-8
While the comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
comment is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers for review and consideration.
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ArtCenter would be required to comply with Metro requirements to meet all safety
requirements inherent to constructing under an active railway.
Comment No. 4-9
9. There shall be no unpermitted encroachment onto the railroad ROW. The
Project sponsor and contractor access to the ROW before and during
construction will require a temporary right-of entry agreement, which must be
obtained from Metro. Use of area above or below Metro ROW will require
easement, lease or other document in consideration for use of such space.
Response to Comment No. 4-9
While the comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
comment is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers for review and consideration.
ArtCenter would be required to comply with Metro requirements to meet all safety
requirements inherent to constructing over and under an active railway.
Comment No. 4-10
10. The Project sponsor should notify Metro of any changes to the
construction/building plans that may impact the use of the ROW. Construction
and/or excavation work on Metro ROW with potential to damage the tracks and
related infrastructure may be subject to additional OSHA safety requirements.
11. Metro will need to review architectural and engineering drawings and
calculations for the superstructure and structural foundations. Please refer to
the attached Metro “Adjacent Construction Design Manual” for more details
regarding submitting drawings and calculations to Metro for review. For more
information, please contact Aspet Davidian at 213-922-5258/DavidianA@
metro.net.
12. Considering the proposed Project’s proximity and the constrained space at this
location, the Project sponsor should also be advised that construction activities
will not be allowed to impact property and equipment unless otherwise approved
in writing by Metro. Metro Operations must review construction plans and work
plans prior to any permits being issued. Metro will require information on
proposed excavation support systems as well as a soils report and calculations.
Permits for special operations, including the use of a pile driver or any other
equipment that could come into close proximity to the electrical rail support
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system or support structure, must be obtained at least one week prior to the
start of construction.
13. Any construction and/or future work affecting the proposed Project, including but
not limited to signage/advertisement installation, or any other maintenance work
within ten feet of the electrical rail support system will require a track allocation
permit. Permits allowing for single tracking or a power shutdown must be
obtained at least two weeks prior to the start of construction. The contractor
should contact the following people regarding track allocation and/or special
operation permits: Armando Jimenez, Rail Operations Director at 213-4183025.or, [sic] the On-Duty Rail Operations Control Center Floor Manager at
323-563-5022.
Response to Comment No. 4-10
While the comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
comment is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers for review and consideration.
As a responsible agency (as defined by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines), Metro will
be notified of any changes to the Project design since the Project would require Metro’s
approval of the temporary pedestrian bridge, the Main Quad proposed over the Metro Gold
Line to connect the 988, 1101, and 1111 Buildings, and the proposed tunnel below the
Metro Gold Line that would connect the subterranean garages under the 988, 1101, and
1111 Buildings. ArtCenter would be required to comply with Metro requirements to meet all
safety requirements inherent to constructing over and under an active railway.
Comment No. 4-11
14. During construction, a wood fence and overhead protection barrier of acceptable
material shall be constructed to prevent objects, material, or debris from falling
onto the Metro ROW or contacting the electrical rail support system and
structures. The electrical rail support system overhead should be treated like
any high voltage electrical utility wire on any construction site. Proper signage
should be posted for equipment working in and around the wires.
15. Metro staff shall be permitted to monitor construction activity to ascertain any
impact to the ROW.
16. Metro shall require the Project sponsor to provide a five foot setback in order to
maintain structural walls, track maintenance and other related activities for rail
operations for all new structures. The Project areas immediately adjacent to the
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Gold Line Right-of-Way should take general structural maintenance into
account, along with Metro’s need to maintain revenue service at all times and
design the Project accordingly.
Response to Comment No. 4-11
While the comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
comment is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers for review and consideration.
ArtCenter would be required to comply with Metro requirements to meet all safety
requirements inherent to constructing over, under, and immediately adjacent to an
active railway.
Comment No. 4-12
17. Considering the intimate relation of the proposed Project to the railroad ROW,
the Metro Gold Line will produce noise, vibration and visual impacts. A recorded
Noise Easement Deed in favor of Metro is required, a form of which is attached.
In addition, any noise mitigation required for the Project must be borne by the
developers of the Project and not Metro. The easement recorded in the Deed
will extend to successors and tenants as well.
Response to Comment No. 4-12
ArtCenter would be required to comply with Metro requirements to meet all safety
requirements inherent to constructing immediately adjacent to an active railway. However,
in 2015, the California Supreme Court, in California Building Industry Association v. Bay
Area Air Quality Management District (CBIA v. BAAQMD), held that CEQA generally does
not require a lead agency to consider the impacts of the existing environment on the future
residents or users of a project. Specifically, the decision held that an impact from the
existing environment to a project, including future users and/or residents, is not an impact
for purposes of CEQA.
Accordingly, while noise, vibration, and visual impacts of the Metro Gold Line on the
proposed student housing is not considered an issue under CEQA, the comment is noted
for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review
and consideration.
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Comment No. 4-13
Metro Bus Operations
Metro bus lines 686/687 operate on S. Raymond Ave, adjacent to the ArtCenter College
South Campus. One Metro bus stop on the corner of S. Raymond Ave. and E. Glenarm St.
is directly adjacent to the proposed Project. The following comments relate to bus
operations and the bus stop:
1. Although the Project is not expected to result in any long-term impacts on bus
operations, the developer should be aware of the bus facilities and services that
are present. The existing Metro bus stop must be maintained as part of the final
Project. Any bus stop relocated to accommodate the development of the Project
shall first be submitted to and approved by Bus Operations prior to the start
of construction.
2. During construction, the stop must be maintained or relocated consistent with the
needs of Metro Bus Operations. Please contact Metro Bus Operations Control
Special Events Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities
that may impact Metro bus lines at least 30 days in advance of initiating
construction activities. For closures that last more than six months, Metro’s
Stops and Zones Department will also need to be notified at 213-922-5188, 30
days in advance of initiating construction activities. Other municipal buses may
also be impacted and should be included in construction outreach efforts.
3. Metro encourages the installation of bus shelters with benches, way finding
signage, enhanced crosswalks with ADA-compliant ramps, as well as pedestrian
lighting and shade trees in paths of travel to access transit stops and other
amenities that improve safety and comfort for transit riders. The City should
consider requesting the installation of such amenities as part of the development
of the site.
4. Driveways accessing parking and loading at the Project site should be located
away from transit stops, and be designed and configured to avoid potential
conflicts with on-street transit services and pedestrian traffic to the greatest
degree possible. Vehicular driveways should not be located in or directly
adjacent to areas that are likely to be used as waiting areas for transit.
5. Final design of the bus stop and surrounding sidewalk area must be compliant
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and allow passengers with
disabilities a clear path of travel to the bus stop from the proposed development.
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Response to Comment No. 4-13
As identified in Section IV.L, Traffic, of the Draft EIR, the following bus stops are
located immediately adjacent to the South Campus:


Raymond Avenue at Glenarm Street (Pasadena Transit Lines 51, 52; Metro
Lines 686, 687)



Arroyo Parkway at Glenarm Street (Pasadena Transit Line 20)

These bus stops may need to be relocated during Project construction. ArtCenter
would be required to comply with transit agency requirements (i.e., Metro and Pasadena
Transit) regarding bus stop relocation. Further, all ADA requirements would be required to
be met by the Project.
Comment No. 4-14
Transit Orientation
Considering the proximity to transit, Metro would like to identify the potential synergies
associated with transit-oriented development:
1. Metro supports development of commercial and residential properties near
transit stations and understands that increasing development near stations
represents a mutually beneficial opportunity to increase ridership and enhance
transportation options for the users of the developments. Metro encourages the
City and Project sponsor to be mindful of the Project’s proximity to transit,
including orienting pedestrian pathways toward the stations.
2. Metro would like to inform the Project sponsor of Metro’s employer transit pass
programs including the Annual Transit Access Pass (A-TAP) and Student Transit
Access Pass (S-TAP) programs. The programs offer efficiencies and group
rates for agencies like CUSD who can offer employees as an incentive to utilize
public transit and students with a reduced fare for (K-12). For more information
on employer and student programs, contact Devon Deming at 213-922-7957 or
DemingD@metro.net.
3. Metro encourages the incorporation of transit-oriented and pedestrian-oriented
designs that reduce standard parking provisions since the Project is located
near light rail stations. These strategies could be pursued to encourage more
transit-oriented development and reduce automobile-orientation in design and
travel demand.
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Response to Comment No. 4-14
While the comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
comment is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers for review and consideration.
The Project would incorporate Project Design Features L-1 through L-3 and would
be designed to: (1) encourage walking, biking, and transit use; (2) ensure accessibility and
provide a compatible transition to adjoining neighborhoods; and (3) create multimodal
features and pedestrian/bicycle facilities that encourage other alternatives to motor
vehicles. Specifically, the Metro Gold Line bisects the South Campus with the Fillmore
Street Station located 300 feet north of the South Campus. ArtCenter shuttles would
continue to provide a stop at two Metro Gold Line stations (i.e., at the Fillmore Station and
Memorial Park Station) between the South Campus and the Hillside Campus. The Project
Sponsor (ArtCenter) will be made aware of transit pass programs, as well as all Metro
comments in general.
Comment No. 4-15
Active Transportation
Metro encourages the Project sponsor
recommendations into the Master Plan:

to

incorporate

the

following

design

1. The City of Pasadena has installed Metro Bike Share kiosks. Metro requests
that ArtCenter coordinate with Metro Bike Share for a potential bike share station
at the South Campus site.
2. Ensure safe and convenient connections for pedestrians, people riding bicycles
and users of Metro systems and other transit services to and from the Project
sites. Metro encourages the Project sponsor to provide improvements on for
people riding bicycles to Hillside and southside [sic] campus.
3. Provide way finding signage throughout the Project site to facilitate the usage of
amenities for pedestrians, infrastructure for people riding bicycles, and transit
services including Metro and others.
4. Provide adequate secure long-term and short-term bicycle parking at both
Hillside and South campus sites. Short-term bicycle parking may include bicycle
racks and/or curbside bicycle corrals on-site and/or in the public right-of-way.
Long term bicycle parking may include bicycle lockers and/or secure bicycle
storage areas.
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5. The Project should address first-last mile connections to transit, encouraging
development that is transit accessible with bicycle and pedestrian-oriented street
design. Metro encourages the installation of wide sidewalks, pedestrian lighting,
a continuous canopy of shade trees, enhanced crosswalks and curb ramps, and
other amenities along the primary building frontages to improve pedestrian safety
and comfort to access the nearby transit amenities. For reference, please view
the First Last Mile Strategic Plan, authored by Metro and the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG), available on-line at: https://media.metro.
net/docs/sustainability_path_design_guidelines.pdf.
Response to Comment No. 4-15
While the comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
comment is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers for review and consideration.
The Project would incorporate Project Design Features L-1 and L-2, which would
(1) encourage walking, biking, and transit use; (2) ensure accessibility and provide a
compatible transition to adjoining neighborhoods; and (3) create multimodal features and
pedestrian/bicycle facilities that encourage other alternatives to motor vehicles.
Specifically, as identified in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the South
Campus would include bike parking/rental facilities and a mobility hub that would
accommodate a large parking area consistent with Metro’s active transportation
recommendations identified above. The Project Sponsor (ArtCenter) will be made aware of
these design recommendations, as well as all Metro comments in general.
Comment No. 4-16
Congestion Management Program
Beyond impacts to Metro facilities and operations, Metro must also notify the Project
sponsor of state requirements. A Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA), with roadway and
transit components, is required under the State of California Congestion Management
Program (CMP) statute. The CMP TIA Guidelines are published in the “2010 Congestion
Management Program for Los Angeles County”, Appendix D (attached). The geographic
area examined in the TIA must include the following, at a minimum:
1. All CMP arterial monitoring intersections, including monitored freeway on/
off-ramp intersections, where the proposed project will add 50 or more trips
during either the A.M. or P.M. weekday peak hour (of adjacent street traffic).
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2. If CMP arterial segments are being analyzed rather than intersections, the study
area must include all segments where the proposed project will add 50 or more
peak hour trips (total of both directions). Within the study area, the TIA must
analyze at least one segment between monitored CMP intersections.
3. Mainline freeway-monitoring locations where the project will add 150 or more
trips, in either direction, during either the A.M. or P.M. weekday peak hour.
4. Caltrans must also be consulted through the NOP process to identify other
specific locations to be analyzed on the state highway system.
The CMP TIA requirement also contains two separate impact studies covering roadways
and transit, as outlined in Sections D.8.1–D.9.4. If the TIA identifies no facilities for study
based on the criteria above, no further traffic analysis is required. However, projects
must still consider transit impacts. For all CMP TIA requirements please see the
attached guidelines.
Response to Comment No. 4-16
The traffic analysis was completed in compliance with the CMP TIA requirements.
Specifically, Impact L-2, starting on page IV.L-24 in Section IV.L, Traffic, of the Draft EIR,
addressed the Project’s impacts on CMP facilities, including arterial monitoring station
locations and mainline freeway monitoring locations in Pasadena, and transit service
consistent with the CMP TIA Guidelines established by Metro. The Draft EIR concluded
that for both Phase I and Project buildout, impacts to the arterial monitoring station
locations at Arroyo Parkway at California Boulevard (CMP ID 119), Pasadena Avenue/St.
John Avenue at California Boulevard (CMP ID 120), and Rosemead Boulevard at Foothill
Boulevard (CMP ID 121) would be less than significant. Similarly, the Draft EIR concluded
that the Project would not add 150 or more trips onto the mainline freeway monitoring
locations at SR-110 at Pasadena Avenue (CMP Station 1050), SR-134 west of San Rafael
Avenue (CMP Station 1056), I-210 west of SR-134 and I-710 (CMP Station 1060), and
I-210 at Rosemead Boulevard (CMP Station 1061) during either the A.M. or P.M. weekday
peak hours, and, as such, impacts would be less than significant, and no further CMP
analysis of the mainline freeway monitoring locations is required.
In addition, the CMP transit analysis included in the Draft EIR determined that for
Phase I, there would be an estimated increase in transit trip ridership of 1,905 daily transit
trips (192 A.M. peak-hour and 171 P.M. peak-hour transit trips) and for Project buildout, an
estimated increase in transit trip ridership of 2,312 daily transit trips (226 A.M. peak-hour
and 208 P.M. peak-hour transit trips). The Project would have available 14 transit stops,
the Metro Gold Line, seven bus lines nearby, and the Project’s own shuttle service.
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Accordingly, the Draft EIR concluded that there would be adequate transit capacity to serve
the Project.
Comment No. 4-17
Attachments:
1. Adjacent Construction Design Manual (8 pages)
2. Noise Easement Deed (4 pages)
3. CMP Appendix D: Guidelines for CMP Transportation Impact Analysis (7 pages)
Response to Comment No. 4-17
The attachments have been considered in the responses above. Please refer to
Response to Comment Nos. 4-2, 4-4, 4-6 through 4-12, and 4-16.
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Comment Letter No. 5
Adriana Raza
Will Serve Program
Facilities Planning Department
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
1955 Workman Mill Road
Whittier, CA 90601-1415
Comment No. 5-1
Attached please find a pdf copy of the subject DEIR comment letter. The original was
mailed to your attention today.
The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received a Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) for the subject project on October 26, 2017. The proposed project is
located within the jurisdictional boundaries of District No. 16. Previous comments
submitted by the Districts in correspondence dated October 3, 2016 (copy enclosed), to
your agency, still apply the subject project with the following updated information and
additional comments:
Response to Comment No. 5-1
This comment serves as an introduction to the commenter’s attached e-mailed letter
regarding the Draft EIR, as well the NOP response previously provided by the Districts.
Specific comments regarding the Draft EIR are provided and responded to below.
Comment No. 5-2
1. The wastewater flow originating from the South Campus site will discharge to a local
sewer line, which is not maintained by the Districts, for conveyance to the Districts’
Arroyo Seco Trunk Sewer Section 4 mentioned in item 1 of the enclosed copy.
2. The wastewater flow originating from the Hillside Campus site will discharge to a local
sewer line, which is not maintained by the Districts, for conveyance to the Districts’ Joint
Outfall B Unit 6J Trunk Sewer, located in Linda Vista Ave at Lida Street. The Districts’
16-inch diameter trunk sewer has a capacity of 6.6 million gallons per day (mgd) and
conveyed a peak flow of 5.1 mgd when last measured in 2012.
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Response to Comment No. 5-2
Page IV.M.2-2 in Section IV.M.2, Utilities and Service Systems—Wastewater, of the
Draft EIR acknowledged that wastewater generated in the City is carried by the local pipe
system, which is owned by the City and operated by the City’s Department of Public Works
Engineering Division, prior to discharging to the Districts’ trunk wastewater lines. A
correction and additional information have been included in Section II, Clarifications,
Revisions, and Corrections to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR to make specific references to
the truck wastewater lines operated by the Districts.
Comment No. 5-3
3. The Los Coyotes Water Reclamation Plant (WRP) currently produces an average
recycled water flow of 20.4 million gallons per day.
Response to Comment No. 5-3
Additional information has been included in Section II, Clarifications, Revisions, and
Corrections to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR to make specific references to the water
reclamation plant(s) that would serve the Project.
Comment No. 5-4
4. Based on the estimated existing wastewater generations determined on Table IV.M.2-1
(Page IV.M.2-3) and the estimated wastewater generation resulting from the project on
Table IV.M.2-2 (Page IV.M.2-6), the expected increase in average wastewater flow from
the South Campus site is 117,425 gallons per day. The expected increase in average
wastewater flow from the Hillside Campus site is 2,264 gallons per day. For a copy of
the Districts’ average wastewater generation factors, go to www.lacsd.org, Wastewater
& Sewer Systems, click on Will Serve Program, and click on the Table 1, Loadings for
Each Class of Land Use link.
Response to Comment No. 5-4
The Project includes uses that were not included in the Districts’ table. For example,
the Project would include on-campus student housing and a 24-hour campus program. If
the generation rate for college/university were applied, the expected increase in average
wastewater flow from ArtCenter would be 10,000 gpd between the two campuses, instead
of the 120,522 gallons per day identified in the Draft EIR. Accordingly, the Draft EIR
presents a more conservative estimate than what Table 1, Loadings for Each Class of Land
Use, would generate. As described in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the
Project would focus growth on the South Campus, while providing for infrastructure
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improvements and building renovations on its Hillside Campus. Specifically, within the
Hillside Campus, improvements would include renovations and additions to existing
buildings, additional parking, installation of PV solar cells and canopies over the existing
surface parking stalls, and modifications to campus access, which would not significantly
increase wastewater generation. The overall Project net generation presented in the
Draft EIR is 833 gpd more than the total average wastewater flow that the commenter
presented above.
Comment No. 5-5
5. (3) Sewage Treatment, Page IV.M.2-3, first paragraph—As specified in item 2 of the
enclosed copy, the wastewater generated by the proposed project will be treated at
either or both the Whittier Narrows WRP or the Los Coyotes WRP. The combined
capacity from both facilities total to 52.5 mgd and currently produces a combined
average recycled water flow of 27.7 mgd.
Response to Comment No. 5-5
Additional information has been included in Section II, Clarifications, Revisions, and
Corrections to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR to make specific references to the water
reclamation plant(s) that would serve the Project.
Comment No. 5-6
6. d. Analysis of Project Impacts, Page IV.M.2-5, second paragraph—Based on the
Districts’ average wastewater generation factors, the projects expected increase in
average wastewater flow from both sites is a total of 119,689 gallons per day. Adjust
accordingly throughout the remaining portions of the document.
Response to Comment No. 5-6
Please refer to Response to Comment No. 5-4 above.
Comment No. 5-7
7. Table IV.M.2-3, Page IV.M.2-7, Hillside Campus Net Generation—The proposed
11,320 square foot expansion to the South Building will increase the expected average
wastewater flow by 2,264 gallons per day.
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Response to Comment No. 5-7
The expansion of the South Building would primarily serve existing uses, including
the shuttle drivers and storage areas, that would be shifted from the existing Ellwood
Building. Accordingly, the average daily wastewater generation presented in the Draft EIR
accounted for this shift in uses, instead of accounting for new uses. In addition, please
refer to Response to Comment No. 5-4 above.
Comment No. 5-8
8. Table IV.M.2-3, Page IV.M.2-7, South Campus Net Generation—The proposed
1,500 student beds, 76,000 square foot Amenity/Lounge, and the 300 seat theatre will
increase the expected average wastewater flow by 117,425 gallons per day.
Response to Comment No. 5-8
The Project includes uses that were not included in the Districts’ table (i.e.,
generation factors for student beds, amenity/lounge, and theatre seats. Accordingly, the
Draft EIR presents a more conservative estimate than what Table 1, Loadings for Each
Class of Land Use, would generate.
Comment No. 5-9
9. All other information concerning Districts’ facilities and sewerage service contained in
the document is current.
Response to Comment No. 5-9
This comment provides concurrence with all other information concerning Districts’
facilities and sewerage service. The comment is noted for the administrative record and
will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
Comment No. 5-10
Attachment: Letter dated October 3, 2016 (2 pages)
Response to Comment No. 5-10
The attachment has been considered in the responses above.
Response to Comment Nos. 5-2 and 5-3.
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Comment Letter No. 6
Barbara Goto, Director of Operations
Arroyos & Foothills Conservancy
P.O. Box 1
Pasadena, CA 91102-0001
John Howell, Chief Executive Officer
Arroyos & Foothills Conservancy
P.O. Box 1
Pasadena, CA 91102-0001
Comment No. 6-1
Attached you will find comments to the draft environmental impact report on the Art Center
College of Design’s Master Plan. We thank you for including our comments in the record.
Response to Comment No. 6-1
This comment serves as an introduction to the commenter’s attached e-mailed letter
regarding the Draft EIR. Specific comments regarding the Draft EIR are provided and
responded to below.
Comment No. 6-2
“ArtCenter has submitted one Master Plan application for a new 15-year Master Plan that
encompasses development on and comprehensively identifies a vision for both the Hillside
Campus and the South Campus.” (DEIR page I-3, paragraph 3) The Hillside Campus
comprises the entire 155.95 acres controlled by ArtCenter in the San Rafael Hills. (DEIR
page I-1)
Some years ago ArtCenter retained the architectural firm of Gehry Partners, LLP to pursue
a major expansion on its Hillside Campus. That plan was abandoned in favor of the current
plan to expand the South Campus, in large part due to citizen opposition to development of
the Hillside Campus. The opposition focused on the potential loss of natural open space
and wildlife habitat. This same concern holds true today, only more so because the
benefits of the natural open space to wildlife are now known to be dramatically more
significant, as described below.
Page IV.C-4, paragraph 2.a.(3) of the DEIR describes the City’s goal to sustain natural
environmental resources for future generations, greenhouse gas reduction and climate
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change impacts. “Several environmental policies were identified to support this goal. These
policies include protecting natural open spaces, hillsides, watersheds and critical habitats;
expanding the City’s inventory of natural open spaces; … maintaining and restoring
areas of the City with native plants; and maintaining and restoring wildlifecorridors and
habitat linkages.”
In choosing to develop the South Campus, ArtCenter is also deciding to not develop the
Hillside Campus, presumably for the fifteen-year term of the Master Plan. “Development of
the residential component of the Hillside Campus is not contemplated in the Master Plan.”
(DEIR page III-11). We are concerned, however, with statements made in the DEIR
regarding the lack of value of the Hillside Campus as a regional wildlife corridor.
Response to Comment No. 6-2
As described in Section IV.C, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, the San Rafael
Hills are surrounded by highways and urban development, and there are no areas of open
space that would provide a regional wildlife movement link to the biological study area
(BSA), which has been delineated as the area encompassing the direct Project impact area
and a buffer for indirect impacts but excludes areas of the Hillside Campus where no direct
or indirect impacts on biological resources are expected. All proposed improvements on
the Hillside Campus would be conducted within currently developed areas of the campus
and would not expand into the undeveloped hillsides or into the undisturbed canyon north
of Lida Street. The Draft EIR acknowledged that the BSA is likely used for local wildlife
movement in the immediate area but, due to human development, is not within an essential
connectivity area and is not expected to be used as a regional wildlife movement corridor.
Please see Response to Comment No. 6-3 below for further discussion of the wildlife
corridor north of Lida Street.
Comment No. 6-3
Section 2(b)3 of the DEIR states that “…the BSA is likely used for local wildlife movement
in the immediate area. According to CDFW BIOS Habitat Connectivity Viewer, the BSA is
not within an essential connectivity area and is not expected to be used as a regional
wildlife movement corridor.” (DEIR page IV.C-11) “As discussed above in Subsection
2.b(3), there are no areas of open space that would provide a regional wildlife movement
link to the BSA”. [sic] (IV.C-20)
This is an outdated and incorrect conclusion. In 2017, CDFW adopted the Eastern Rim of
the Valley Conceptual Area Protection Plan (EROV CAPP), which highlighted and affirmed
the ecological value of the region, on which ArtCenter’s hillside campus resides, as a
wildlife corridor. CDFW has determined that Cottonwood Canyon, which includes the
ArtCenter Hillside Campus, is in fact an integral part of a 20-mile long wildlife corridor. This
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corridor, also known as the Hahamongna to Tujunga Wildlife Corridor (the “HTC,” see map
below), runs from the San Gabriel Mountains at Hahamonga [sic] Watershed Park, down
the Arroyo Seco, then into the San Rafael Hills via Cottonwood Canyon. There are
approximately 2400 acres of natural open space in the San Rafael Hills, and the only
notable ingress and egress is by way of Cottonwood Canyon. The HTC continues to the
Verdugo Mountains and connects back up to the San Gabriel Mountains at Big Tujunga
Wash. AFC and other conservation organizations including the Santa Monica Mountains
Conservancy, Trust for Public Lands, The Nature Conservancy, and Citizens for Los
Angeles Wildlife (CLAW), are working to secure and enhance the HTC. The entire Hillside
Campus is a part of the HTC.
Response to Comment No. 6-3
Several attempts, including contacting the commenter and CDFW, have been made
to obtain a copy of the EROV CAPP. However, a copy of the recently-adopted EROV
CAPP by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has not been provided to
the City. In addition, a copy of the EROV CAPP could not be found via on-line searches,
including a search of CDFW’s website. Accordingly, it is not possible to confirm the
commenter’s statements regarding the ecological value of the Project area as a wildlife
corridor and references to the EROV CAPP. As an alternative, the commenter provided a
copy of the Hahamongna to Tujunga Wildlife Corridor (HTC) Biological Study (Biological
Study). The City reviewed this Biological Study and found the HTC map provided at the
end of the comment letter to be different from any of the maps/figures in the Biological
Study. However, based on a review of the Biological Study and the map attached to the
comment letter, Cottonwood Canyon is shown to encompass an area between Lida Street
northward to I-210, excluding the Hillside Campus to the south of Lida Street. It should be
noted that although ArtCenter owns a large area to the north and south of Lida Street, only
the developed portions south of Lida Street comprise the Hillside Campus, which is not
delineated as a wildlife hub and corridor or as a choke point. As such, no substantial
evidence has been provided to locate the Hillside Campus within the HTC. Moreover, as
described in the Draft EIR, the proposed project does not involve development into the
currently undeveloped portion of ArtCenter’s property that surrounds the Hillside Campus.
Therefore, the project would not restrict any regional wildlife movement that might occur in
the area.
Comment No. 6-4
To provide additional context, AFC undertook the ecological study resulting in the EROV
CAPP to provide a scientific underpinning to its program of land conservation. We know
from multiple studies that strategic land conservation and restoration reduces the harmful
impact of habitat fragmentation and is an essential mitigation measure for climate
change. As species are displaced by higher temperatures and a drying landscape, wildlife
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corridors allow movement to newly suitable habitats and enable populations to maintain
connections essential to retain genetic diversity. The EROV area features exceptional
lands that are vital for sustaining ecological and evolutionary landscape processes in the
face of climate change.
As noted in the EROV CAPP, the connection between the Angeles National Forest and the
Verdugo Mountains (and the San Rafael Hills between the two regions) was identified by a
California Department of Fish and Wildlife biologist at the statewide Missing Linkages
conference.1 The Verdugo Mountains were also identified as Natural Landscape Block in
need of connectivity by the California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project.2 The EROV
CAPP connects the Verdugo Mountains and San Rafael Hills to the South Coast Wildland
Network.3,4 These landscape linkages and the wildlands they connect are largely
considered the backbone of a regional conservation strategy for southern California to
which smaller wildlands, such as the Verdugo Mountains and San Rafael Hills, can
be connected.
1

Penrod, K, R Hunter, and M Merrifield. 2001. Missing Linkages: Restoring connectivity to the California
landscape. California Wilderness Coalition, The Nature Conservancy, US Geological Survey, Center for
Reproduction of Endangered Species, and California State Parks.

2

Spencer, W.D., P. Beier, K. Penrod, K. Winters, C. Paulman, H. Rustigian-Romsos, J. Strittholt, M. Parisi,
and A. Pettler. 2010. California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project: A Strategy for Conserving a
Connected California. Prepared for California Department of Transportation, California Department of Fish
and Game, and Federal Highways Administration.

3

Beier, P., K. L. Penrod, C. Luke, W. D. Spencer, and C. Cabañero. 2006. South Coast Missing Linkages:
Restoring connectivity to wildlands in the largest metropolitan area in the United States. Chapter 22 in K
R. Crooks and MA Sanjayan, editors, Connectivity conservation: maintaining connections for nature.
Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511754821.025

4

South Coast Wildlands. 2008. South Coast Missing Linkages: A Wildland Network for the South Coast
Ecoregion. 67pp. http://www.scwildlands.org/reports/SCMLRegionalReport.pdf

Response to Comment No. 6-4
As with Response to Comment No. 6-3, without the opportunity to review the
recently-adopted EROV CAPP, it is not possible to confirm or verify the commenter’s
statements regarding connectivity of the Hillside Campus to essential habitat. The City has
reviewed the four references provided and none of them mention the San Rafael Hills. As
such, no substantial evidence has been provided to support the assertion that the Hillside
Campus is part of, or is connected to, a regional conservation strategy for Southern
California. Moreover, as described in the Draft EIR, the proposed project does not involve
development into the currently undeveloped portion of ArtCenter’s property that surrounds
the Hillside Campus. Therefore, the project would not restrict any regional wildlife
movement that might occur in the area.
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Comment No. 6-5
In addition, AFC’s camera traps have documented a black bear moving through
Cottonwood Canyon to access the San Rafael Hills and Verdugo Mountains. In particular,
On June 8, 2016, a black bear with a red #2 tag in its ear was reported north of the 210
Freeway in La Canada. On June 10, two of our camera traps caught this bear walking up
Cottonwood Canyon toward the Hillside Campus from a spring located on a parcel between
Linda Vista Avenue and Normandy Drive, which is to the east of the Hillside Campus.
Later that day it was sighted in the San Rafaels [sic] in the 2900 block of Saint Gregory
Road in Glendale. On June 15 and again on June 17 bear #2 was spotted in the Whiting
Woods development of the Verdugo Mountains, and after that in more distant reaches of
the Verdugo Mountains. Bear #2 validated the use of the Hahamongna to Tujunga Wildlife
Corridor by large mammals, of which the Hillside Campus is a part.
Response to Comment No. 6-5
The commenter states that camera traps have documented a black bear moving
through Cottonwood Canyon to access the San Rafael Hills and Verdugo Mountains,
specifically north of I-210 in La Cañada and near Linda Vista Avenue and Normandy Drive.
These areas are at the northern end of Cottonwood Canyon and are not on ArtCenter’s
property. This area was not included in the BSA for the Project because no work would be
conducted in this undisturbed portion of ArtCenter’s property as a result of the
implementation of the Master Plan.
Comment No. 6-6
Figure IV.C-1 depicts the Biological Study Area to be the north and south parking lots and
immediately adjacencies. The entire Hillside Campus comprises an integral part of a
critical wildlife corridor.
Further, page IV.C-10, paragraph 2b.(2) describes the
undeveloped portions of the Hillside Campus as “part of the last remaining natural habitat
found in the City”, [sic] underscoring its intrinsic value.
Response to Comment No. 6-6
The BSA encompasses developed parking lots, associated buildings, and a small
buffer for indirect impacts. Although the BSA is likely to be used for local wildlife movement
of birds and small wildlife, it is likely that regional wildlife movement of larger mammals
would remain along the undeveloped hillsides outside of the Hillside Campus, where there
is no development, and human activity is limited. The Project would not add buildings or
structures within the Hillside Campus that would impede or reduce the ability for wildlife to
move around the perimeter of the campus or through the undeveloped hillsides. After
completion of the Project, wildlife would still be able to travel freely through the
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undeveloped hillsides. Therefore; there would be no impact on Cottonwood Canyon, the
wildlife corridor to the north of Lida Street, or regional wildlife movement within this area as
a result of the implementation of the Master Plan on the developed portions of the Hillside
Campus south of Lida Street.
Comment No. 6-7
Conclusions:
The DEIR operates on an incorrect conclusion that the Hillside Campus does not serve as
a wildlife corridor. It is flawed, since the Hillside Campus is a functional part of a
wildlife corridor.


The Biological Study Area should be expanded to include the entire Hillside
Campus.



Full consideration should be given to the wildlife corridor attributes of the Hillside
Campus.

Response to Comment No. 6-7
The BSA was delineated to encompass the direct Project impact area and a buffer
for indirect impacts and purposely excluded areas of the Hillside Campus where no direct
or indirect impacts on biological resources are expected to occur. All development
conducted as part of the Project would be implemented within currently developed areas of
the Hillside Campus and would not expand into the undeveloped hillsides.
Although the BSA is likely to be used for local wildlife movement of birds and small
wildlife, it is likely that regional wildlife movement of larger mammals would remain along
the perimeter of the developed campus and within the undeveloped hillsides where human
activity is limited. The Project would not add buildings or structures within the Hillside
Campus that would impede or reduce the ability for wildlife to move around the perimeter of
the campus or through the undeveloped hillsides. Therefore, there would be no impact on
Cottonwood Canyon or regional wildlife movement within this area as a result of the
implementation of the Master Plan on the developed portions of the Hillside Campus south
of Lida Street.
Comment No. 6-8
ArtCenter shifted its development focus from the Hillside Campus to the South Campus, in
major part because of community concern about loss of natural open space and habitat.
ArtCenter’s choice to not develop the undeveloped portions of the Hillside Campus to the
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north of Lida Street, coupled with the public purpose served by retaining it as natural open
space, should result in fully considering its preservation as natural open space. The
biology of the entire Hillside Campus should be evaluated.
Response to Comment No. 6-8
All development conducted as part of the Project would be within currently
developed areas of the Hillside Campus. The Draft EIR adequately discusses the existing
biological setting and analyzes the potential impacts from the Project. The BSA was
delineated to encompass the direct Project impact area and a buffer for indirect impacts
and correctly excluded areas of the Hillside Campus where no direct or indirect impacts on
biological resources are expected to occur. The project would include work within currently
developed areas and would not impact the natural open space surrounding the Hillside
Campus. Phase II of the Project would include renovating and expanding the South
Building and would be within the existing South Lot. The expanded facility would house
administrative and transportation-related services. Staff and vehicles would access the
building from the existing parking lot, and renovation and expansion of the South Building
would not reduce the amount of natural open space surrounding the Hillside Campus. As
the Project would not result in significant impacts associated with loss of natural open
space or habitat, consideration of mitigation measures such as preservation of the
undeveloped portions of the Hillside Campus and natural open space is not warranted and
cannot be imposed as there is no nexus for such mitigation.
Comment No. 6-9
In addition, we request the following changes:
Delete these statements:
Section 2(b)3 of the DEIR states that “…the BSA is likely used for local wildlife movement
in the immediate area. According to CDFW BIOS Habitat Connectivity Viewer, the BSA is
not within an essential connectivity area and is not expected to be used as a regional
wildlife movement corridor.” (DEIR page IV.C-11)
“As discussed above in Subsection 2.b(3), there are no areas of open space that would
provide a regional wildlife movement link to the BSA”. [sic] (IV.C-20)
Replace these sentences as follows:
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Section 2(b)3: “According to the CDFW-adopted Eastern Rim of the Valley Conceptual
Area Protection Plan (EROV CAPP), the BAS [sic] is an essential part of a regional wildlife
movement corridor.”
“As discussed above in Subsection 2.b(3), the undeveloped, open parts of the Hillside
Campus are part of a regional wildlife corridor and the biological value of the entire Hillside
Campus should be evaluated in that context.”
Response to Comment No. 6-9
As with Response to Comment No. 6-3, without the opportunity to review the EROV
CAPP, it is not possible to verify the validity of the suggested replacement language.
Therefore, the quoted texts in the Draft EIR are still accurate and were not revised as
suggested. In particular, based on the CDFW BIOS Habitat Connectivity Viewer, the BSA
continues to not be mapped as an essential connectivity area and is not expected to be
used as a regional wildlife movement corridor. Furthermore, since the Project would not
result in significant impacts associated with biological resources, consideration of mitigation
measures such as expanding the BSA to evaluate the entire Hillside Campus is not
warranted and cannot be imposed as there is no nexus for such mitigation.
Comment No. 6-10
Attachment: Hahamongna to Tujunga Wildlife Corridor map (1 page)
Response to Comment No. 6-10
As discussed in Response to Comment No. 6-3, the attached map was reviewed by
the City, which determined that Cottonwood Canyon extended between Lida Street and I210 to the north, excluding the Hillside Campus to the south of Lida Street.
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Comment Letter No. 7
John Howell
Chief Executive and General Counsel
Arroyos & Foothills Conservancy
P.O. Box 1
Pasadena, CA 91102-0001
Barbara Goto
Director of Operations
Arroyos & Foothills Conservancy
P.O. Box 1
Pasadena, CA 91102-0001
Comment No. 7-1
In recent meetings we focused on the importance that Cottonwood Canyon plays as part of
a wildlife corridor known as the Hahamongna to Tujunga Wildlife Corridor (“HTC”).
We want to bring to your attention that we submitted comments to ArtCenter’s Draft EIR.
The DEIR incorrectly concludes that the Hillside Campus is not associated with a regional
wildlife corridor. ArtCenter’s Hillside Campus is located in Cottonwood Canyon, and is an
integral part of the HTC. Our comments to the DEIR are summarized as follows:
“The DEIR operates on an incorrect conclusion that the Hillside Campus does
not serve as a wildlife corridor. It is flawed, since the Hillside Campus is a
functional part of a wildlife corridor.


The Biological Study Area should be expanded to include the entire
Hillside Campus.

 Full consideration should be given to the wildlife corridor attributes
of the Hillside Campus.
ArtCenter shifted its development focus from the Hillside Campus to the
South Campus, in major part because of community concern about loss of
natural open space and habitat. ArtCenter’s choice to not develop the
undeveloped portions of the Hillside Campus to the north of Lida Street,
coupled with the public purpose served by retaining it as natural open space,
should result in fully considering its preservation as natural open space. The
biology of the entire Hillside Campus should be evaluated.”
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Please see the attached letter that we submitted for our complete comments.
Response to Comment No. 7-1
Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 6-3 through 6-7 above.
Comment No. 7-2
Attached you will find comments to the draft environmental impact report on the Art Center
College of Design’s Master Plan. We thank you for including our comments in the record.
“ArtCenter has submitted one Master Plan application for a new 15-year Master Plan that
encompasses development on and comprehensively identifies a vision for both the Hillside
Campus and the South Campus.” (DEIR page I-3, paragraph 3) The Hillside Campus
comprises the entire 155.95 acres controlled by ArtCenter in the San Rafael Hills. (DEIR
page I-1)
Some years ago ArtCenter retained the architectural firm of Gehry Partners, LLP to pursue
a major expansion on its Hillside Campus. That plan was abandoned in favor of the current
plan to expand the South Campus, in large part due to citizen opposition to development of
the Hillside Campus. The opposition focused on the potential loss of natural open space
and wildlife habitat. This same concern holds true today, only more so because the
benefits of the natural open space to wildlife are now known to be dramatically more
significant, as described below.
Page IV.C-4, paragraph 2.a.(3) of the DEIR describes the City’s goal to sustain natural
environmental resources for future generations, greenhouse gas reduction and climate
change impacts. “Several environmental policies were identified to support this goal.
These policies include protecting natural open spaces, hillsides, watersheds and critical
habitats; expanding the City’s inventory of natural open spaces; …maintaining and
restoring areas of the City with native plants; and maintaining and restoring wildlife
corridors and habitat linkages.”
In choosing to develop the South Campus, ArtCenter is also deciding to not develop the
Hillside Campus, presumably for the fifteen-year term of the Master Plan. “Development of
the residential component of the Hillside Campus is not contemplated in the Master Plan.”
(DEIR page III-11). We are concerned, however, with statements made in the DEIR
regarding the lack of value of the Hillside Campus as a regional wildlife corridor.
Section 2(b)3 of the DEIR states that “…the BSA is likely used for local wildlife movement
in the immediate area. According to CDFW BIOS Habitat Connectivity Viewer, the BSA is
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not within an essential connectivity area and is not expected to be used as a regional
wildlife movement corridor.” (DEIR page IV.C-11) “As discussed above in Subsection
2.b(3), there are no areas of open space that would provide a regional wildlife movement
link to the BSA”. [sic] (IV.C-20)
This is an outdated and incorrect conclusion. In 2017, CDFW adopted the Eastern Rim of
the Valley Conceptual Area Protection Plan (EROV CAPP), which highlighted and affirmed
the ecological value of the region, on which ArtCenter’s hillside campus resides, as a
wildlife corridor. CDFW has determined that Cottonwood Canyon, which includes the
ArtCenter Hillside Campus, is in fact an integral part of a 20-mile long wildlife corridor. This
corridor, also known as the Hahamongna to Tujunga Wildlife Corridor (the “HTC,” see map
below), runs from the San Gabriel Mountains at Hahamonga [sic] Watershed Park, down
the Arroyo Seco, then into the San Rafael Hills via Cottonwood Canyon. There are
approximately 2400 acres of natural open space in the San Rafael Hills, and the only
notable ingress and egress is by way of Cottonwood Canyon. The HTC continues to the
Verdugo Mountains and connects back up to the San Gabriel Mountains at Big Tujunga
Wash. AFC and other conservation organizations including the Santa Monica Mountains
Conservancy, Trust for Public Lands, The Nature Conservancy, and Citizens for Los
Angeles Wildlife (CLAW), are working to secure and enhance the HTC. The entire Hillside
Campus is a part of the HTC.
To provide additional context, AFC undertook the ecological study resulting in the EROV
CAPP to provide a scientific underpinning to its program of land conservation. We know
from multiple studies that strategic land conservation and restoration reduces the harmful
impact of habitat fragmentation and is an essential mitigation measure for climate change.
As species are displaced by higher temperatures and a drying landscape, wildlife
corridors allow movement to newly suitable habitats and enable populations to maintain
connections essential to retain genetic diversity. The EROV area features exceptional
lands that are vital for sustaining ecological and evolutionary landscape processes in the
face of climate change.
As noted in the EROV CAPP, the connection between the Angeles National Forest and the
Verdugo Mountains (and the San Rafael Hills between the two regions) was identified by a
California Department of Fish and Wildlife biologist at the statewide Missing Linkages
conference.1 The Verdugo Mountains were also identified as Natural Landscape Block in
need of connectivity by the California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project.2 The EROV
CAPP connects the Verdugo Mountains and San Rafael Hills to the South Coast Wildland
Network.3,4 These landscape linkages and the wildlands they connect are largely
considered the backbone of a regional conservation strategy for southern California to
which smaller wildlands, such as the Verdugo Mountains and San Rafael Hills, can
be connected.
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In addition, AFC’s camera traps have documented a black bear moving through
Cottonwood Canyon to access the San Rafael Hills and Verdugo Mountains. In particular,
On June 8, 2016, a black bear with a red #2 tag in its ear was reported north of the 210
Freeway in La Canada. On June 10, two of our camera traps caught this bear walking up
Cottonwood Canyon toward the Hillside Campus from a spring located on a parcel between
Linda Vista Avenue and Normandy Drive, which is to the east of the Hillside Campus.
Later that day it was sighted in the San Rafaels in the 2900 block of Saint Gregory Road in
Glendale. On June 15 and again on June 17 bear #2 was spotted in the Whiting Woods
development of the Verdugo Mountains, and after that in more distant reaches of the
Verdugo Mountains. Bear #2 validated the use of the Hahamongna to Tujunga Wildlife
Corridor by large mammals, of which the Hillside Campus is a part.
Figure IV.C-1 depicts the Biological Study Area to be the north and south parking lots and
immediately adjacencies. The entire Hillside Campus comprises an integral part of a
critical wildlife corridor.
Further, page IV.C-10, paragraph 2b.(2) describes the
undeveloped portions of the Hillside Campus as “part of the last remaining natural habitat
found in the City”, [sic] underscoring its intrinsic value.
Conclusions:
The DEIR operates on an incorrect conclusion that the Hillside Campus does not serve
as a wildlife corridor. It is flawed, since the Hillside Campus is a functional part of a
wildlife corridor.


The Biological Study Area should be expanded to include the entire Hillside
Campus.



Full consideration should be given to the wildlife corridor attributes of the Hillside
Campus.
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ArtCenter shifted its development focus from the Hillside Campus to the South Campus, in
major part because of community concern about loss of natural open space and habitat.
ArtCenter’s choice to not develop the undeveloped portions of the Hillside Campus to the
north of Lida Street, coupled with the public purpose served by retaining it as natural open
space, should result in fully considering its preservation as natural open space. The
biology of the entire Hillside Campus should be evaluated.
In addition, we request the following changes:
Delete these statements:
Section 2(b)3 of the DEIR states that “…the BSA is likely used for local wildlife movement
in the immediate area. According to CDFW BIOS Habitat Connectivity Viewer, the BSA is
not within an essential connectivity area and is not expected to be used as a regional
wildlife movement corridor.” (DEIR page IV.C-11)
“As discussed above in Subsection 2.b(3), there are no areas of open space that would
provide a regional wildlife movement link to the BSA”. [sic] (IV.C-20)
Replace these sentences as follows:
Section 2(b)3: “According to the CDFW-adopted Eastern Rim of the Valley Conceptual
Area Protection Plan (EROV CAPP), the BAS is an essential part of a regional wildlife
movement corridor.”
“As discussed above in Subsection 2.b(3), the undeveloped, open parts of the Hillside
Campus are part of a regional wildlife corridor and the biological value of the entire Hillside
Campus should be evaluated in that context.”
Attachment: Hahamongna to Tujunga Wildlife Corridor map (1 page)
Response to Comment No. 7-2
This is a duplicate submittal of Comment Letter No. 6 above.
Response to Comment Nos. 6-1 through 6-10 above.
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Comment Letter No. 8
Nina Chomsky, President
Linda Vista–Annandale Association
P.O. Box 94364
Pasadena, CA 91109-4364
Comment No. 8-1
Attached is our LVAA Comment Letter for the Art Center DEIR.
Please indicate that you received the letter prior to the deadline. Thank you,
Response to Comment No. 8-1
This comment serves as an introduction to the commenter’s attached e-mailed letter
regarding the Draft EIR. Specific comments regarding the Draft EIR are provided and
responded to below.
Comment No. 8-2
The Linda Vista–Annandale Association (LVAA) appreciates this opportunity to comment
on the Art Center College of Design (the Art Center) October, 2017 Master Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).
Incorporated in 1930, LVAA is a California non-profit, mutual benefit corporation, tax
exempt under IRC Section 50(c)(4), and corresponding California lax law, dedicated to the
improvement and development of the Linda Vista~Annandale [sic] area of Pasadena, and
promotion of the general welfare of Linda Vista~Annandale [sic] residents.
The Linda Vista~Annandale [sic] area consists of roughly 2.5 square miles, extending from
the west bank of the Arroyo Seco to the boundary with Glendale in the area of the Linda
Vista portion of the San Rafael Hills, and from the Devil’s Gate Dam and the 210 Freeway
on the north to the 134 Freeway on the south.
The neighborhood includes, and LVAA represents, approximately 1,350 homes.
neighborhood also includes, importantly, the Art Center Hillside campus.
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Response to Comment No. 8-2
This comment provides an overview of the Linda Vista–Annandale Association and
the area it encompasses. While the comment does not address the content or adequacy of
the Draft EIR, the comment is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to
the decision-makers for review and consideration.
Comment No. 8-3
1. Scope of This Comment Letter. This Comment Letter is intended to supplement, clarify
and add to LVAA’s recent oral DEIR comments to the Planning Commission.
Response to Comment No. 8-3
The commenter references the comment letter submitted during the public review
period of the Draft EIR and oral testimony provided at the Planning Commission meeting
held at the South Campus on November 8, 2017. The commenter provided the following
oral comments to the Planning Commission regarding the Draft EIR:


LVAA’s concerns regarding views of the solar panels from private backyards of
hillside residences; the commenter mentioned that LVAA will be conducting its
own study to determine which homes will have significant impacts related to
views of the solar panels;



Implementation of sustainability measures not only at the South Campus but at
the Hillside Campus by preserving and planting more trees instead of the
removal of hundreds of trees to accommodate the solar panels;



LVAA’s concerns regarding the CNG facility as a hazardous materials issue and
a potential significant impact to an area identified as one of the highest fire
danger areas in California;



Acknowledgement that ArtCenter considered LVAA’s comments about reducing
vehicle trips to and from the Hillside Campus by providing shuttles but asked for
the use of electric shuttles instead of CNG-fueled vehicles; and



LVAA’s concerns regarding a rumor that there is another proposal for
development of the undisturbed portions of the Hillside Campus; the commenter
recommended an official dedication of open space related to the undeveloped
portions of the Hillside Campus.

With regard to the comments in the first item, solar panels were evaluated in the
Draft EIR and were determined to result in less than significant impacts associated with
glare. Refer to page IV.A-47 of Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR and Topical
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Response 2, above. In addition, the comment in the second item above regarding the
commenter’s preference for more trees in lieu of solar panels is noted for the administrative
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. In
addition, note that the trees removed as a result of installation of the solar panels within the
surface parking areas would be replaced on a one-to-one basis by the Applicant.
With regard to the third comment regarding shuttles, as part of the Project, an
increase in the number of shuttles between the campuses has been incorporated into the
Project. The commenter’s preference for electric shuttles instead of shuttles that use
compressed natural gas (CNG) is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded
to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
With regard to the last item above, no other Project has been filed for the Hillside
Campus. In addition, with regard to the recommendation for an official dedication of open
space within the undeveloped portions of the Hillside Campus, please refer to Response to
Comment No. 6-8, above.
Comment No. 8-4
2. South Campus: Digital Gallery. The Aesthetics and Land Use and Planning Sections of
the DEIR are inadequate in that they do not adequately consider the significant impacts of
the proposed Digital Gallery. The proposed Digital Gallery has the significant potential to
disrupt traffic on Arroyo Parkway and adjacent streets and freeway; does not fit with the
traditional character and urban design aesthetics of Pasadena; is not consistent with the
traditional character and design standards for such an important City entrance; and, will
have the potential to enable commercial, advertising, and promotional efforts to enhance
the business goals of the Art Center. This proposal should be removed from the Project
Description, or, in the alternative, be separately subject to Planning Commission and
Design Commission separate and specific review as mitigation requirements, in addition to
review by DOT.
Response to Comment No. 8-4
Pages IV.A-45, IV.A-46, IV.A-49 in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR
addressed the impacts of the proposed digital gallery as it relates to visual and architectural
character of the surrounding area, consistency with the long range vision of the General
Plan, and lighting/illumination. In Section IV.L, Traffic of the Draft EIR the potential impacts
of the digital gallery on traffic were addressed on pages IV.L-26 through IV.L-29 and
IV.L-31, including a mitigation measure to ensure that the digital gallery does not create
confusion with traffic signals at the intersection of Glenarm Street and SR-110/Arroyo
Parkway. The Draft EIR concluded that implementation of Mitigation Measure L-1, along
with review by the Pasadena DOT and other relevant agencies, will ensure the proposed
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digital gallery is not a hazard to motorists traveling near the South Campus. Note that the
City cannot create unique review processes for elements of projects, but can only subject a
project to the appropriate review process already codified in the PMC.
Comment No. 8-5
3. Hillside Campus: Project Location and Setting. The DEIR incorrectly describes the
Hillside Campus as having “no development” immediately adjacent to the Hillside Campus,
and, the LVAA many adjacent residences as “more distant” surrounding uses. In fact,
many residential uses in the LVAA area are immediately adjacent to the Hillside Campus.
Many homes in the LVAA area look directly at some aspect of the Art Center Hillside
Campus through a number of sight lines, and uses at the Hillside Campus, particularly
traffic, directly and significantly impact the LVAA neighborhood areas adjacent to the
Hillside Campus.
Response to Comment No. 8-5
A correction and additional information have been included in Section II,
Clarifications, Revisions, and Corrections to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR to clarify the
description of surrounding uses. The first sentence of the fourth paragraph in Volume 1,
Section III, Project Description, page III-7, Subsection C.1, has been revised to state that
no development is located immediately adjacent to the Hillside Campus
buildings/structures and that there is a minimum buffer of 250 feet between the campus
buildings/structures and the nearest single-family residences provided by sloped dense
vegetation. Accordingly, most of these single family residences to the north, east, and
south have no direct line-of-sight into the Hillside Campus, particularly of the buildings and
parking lots.
Comment No. 8-6
4. Hillside Campus: Biological Resources. The DEIR inadequately discusses Biological
Resources, particularly wildlife corridors. The assertion in the DEIR that the Hillside
Campus area is not part of a regional wildlife connectivity/wildlife movement corridor is
simply false. Reference is made to the Arroyo [sic] and Foothills Conservancy and the
detailed and specific knowledge that this Conservancy has accumulated regarding the
wildlife corridors in the LVAA area in general and the Hillside Campus in particular.
Response to Comment No. 8-6
Please refer to responses to Comment Letter Nos. 6 and 7 above.
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Comment No. 8-7
Project Alternative 4. Further consideration should be given to requiring implementation of
Project Alternative 4 as the “environmentally superior alternative” to avoid disturbance to
the hillside area adjacent to the South Building, and, therefore, better preserve wildlife
corridors and other impacts on Biological Resources. However, this Alternative should only
be further considered if the impact on wildlife corridors would be less than the current
Project proposal to expand the South Building.
Response to Comment No. 8-7
Please refer to Response to Comment No. 6-6 for a discussion of wildlife corridors.
Neither the Project nor Alternative 4 would add buildings or structures within the Hillside
Campus that would impede or reduce the ability for wildlife to move around the perimeter of
the campus or through the undeveloped hillsides.
Comment No. 8-8
5. Hillside Campus: Phase II CNG Fueling Facility; Fire Protection; Hazardous Materials.
As stated in the DEIR, and, as known to LVAA and the City of Pasadena, the LVAA area,
including the Hillside Campus, is located in a Very High Fire Hazard Area.
Any wildfire, such as those burning this year in L.A., Ventura, and Santa Barbara counties,
would almost certainly overwhelm the entire LVAA area in a very short time leading to a
conflagration of unprecedented scope with severe impact similar to the Oakland Fire some
years ago. These impacts would be further exacerbated by open spaces adjacent to the
Hillside Campus, and by the few exits from our hillsides, mostly consisting of narrow,
substandard public and private streets. The DEIR is inadequate in that it does not address
the details and specifics of the Fire risks and potential impacts and results of an urban
wildfire in the LVAA area and including the Hillside Campus. In this regard, the DEIR is
inadequate in that it does not analyze exactly how Fire services will access the Hillside
Campus considering the large number of substandard public and private streets
surrounding the Hillside Campus, particularly if large numbers of neighbors are trying to
drive down these streets to escape while Fire personnel are trying to travel up to the
Hillside Campus, and, what is supposed to occur if there is a major Rose Bowl event at the
same time clogging Linda Vista Ave. and other escape routes.
The potential CNG Fueling Facility is highly controversial, in part due to the potential to
cause such an urban wildfire. However, LVAA is less concerned with potential causation
than with the potential impacts with respect to an existing urban wildfire that starts in or
reaches the Hillside Campus and causes the CNG Fueling Facility to fail in some manner,
including exploding, resulting in exacerbating and spreading the fire conflagration while
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escape and access are limed as described above. The DEIR is inadequate in that it fails to
analyze the impacts of an existing urban wildfire on any CNG Fueling Facility on the
Hillside Campus, including, but not limited to, the ability of any such Facility/Tanks to resist
or avoid failure in response to an urban wildfire.
LVAA suggest the following Mitigation Measure as [sic] applied to the potential CNG
Fueling Facility: change the Project Description to eliminate the potential CNG Fueling
Facility, particularly since another location exists for it or several of them—namely, the
South Campus. See also the following discussion regarding Art Center Shuttles.
Response to Comment No. 8-8
Development of the Hillside Campus would include renovations and additions to
existing buildings, additional parking, installation of photovoltaic solar cells and canopies
over the existing surface parking stalls, and modifications to campus access. As discussed
in Section IV.K, Public Services—Fire Protection, of the Draft EIR, these modifications
would be constructed in accordance with the specific regulatory requirements set forth in
the PMC and CBC. Refer to pages IV.K-12 through IV.K-16 of the Draft EIR regarding the
analysis of potential impacts associated with fire protection, which were determined to be
less than significant. Also, please refer to pages IV.G-36 and IV.G-37 of Section IV.G,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR with regard to construction-related
hazards impacts that were determined to be less than significant, and to pages IV.G-40
through IV.G-42 of the Draft EIR regarding the less than significant hazards impacts
associated with operation of the Project, including the potential CNG facility. Also please
refer to Topical Response No. 1: Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Fueling Facility, in
Section III.B, Topical Responses, of this Final EIR above.
Comment No. 8-9
6. Hillside Campus: Air Quality and Traffic; Shuttles. The current two shuttles between
the Hillside Campus and the South Campus have assisted in reducing the number of
student and staff vehicles traversing the LVAA area, including, most significantly, Lida St.
However, these shuttles are currently “dirty” vehicles, powered by gasoline or diesel. The
DEIR indicates that the number of shuttles will be increased from two to six, running much
more frequently.
The DEIR is inadequate in that it does not consider the existing Air Quality and Traffic
impacts, and the potential significant Air Quality and Traffic Impacts of tripling the number
of Shuttles if the Shuttles remain gasoline or diesel fueled. Further, the Project Description
is inadequate in that the Art Center has made any number of commitments to the LVAA
neighborhood that its shuttles would eventually be “clean” shuttles. It appears that the
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“plan”, [sic] although not reflected in the Project Description, is to convert the shuttles
to CNG.
Response to Comment No. 8-9
Both existing and proposed shuttle trips between the Hillside Campus and the South
Campus were considered in the daily trip generation calculation provided in the Traffic
Impact Analysis, Appendix L, of the Draft EIR. Regional operational emissions associated
with vehicular traffic were calculated using CalEEMod and provided in Appendix C of the
Draft EIR. The daily trip generation rates used in this modeling were consistent with the
Traffic Impact analysis and similarly included the existing and proposed shuttle trips.
However, in response to this comment, further calculation of these emissions is included in
Section II, Clarifications, Revisions, and Corrections to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. A
summary of the calculations is provided below.
The two existing shuttles are powered by gasoline engines, and there are no plans
to use diesel-powered shuttles. The two existing shuttles that operate between the Hillside
Campus and the South Campus generate approximately 0.1 pound per day of volatile
organic compounds (VOC), 0.5 pounds per day of nitrogen oxides (NOX), 1.8 pounds per
day of carbon monoxide (CO), and less than 0.01 pound per day of respirable particulate
matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 10 micrometers (PM10) and fine
particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 2.5 micrometers
(PM2.5). Conservatively assuming that the four additional shuttles would operate using
gasoline, pollutant emissions would increase by less than 0.01 pound per day of VOC,
0.1 pound per day of NOX, 0.2 pound per day of CO, and less than 0.01 pound per day of
PM10 and PM2.5. Also, the four additional shuttles purchased for the Project would be
newer models which will comply with more stringent emissions standards. Therefore, the
additional shuttles would emit less pollutants when compared to the existing shuttles.
Assuming that these emissions are new emissions even though they were already
considered in the trip generation rates, no changes would occur to the significance
conclusions presented in Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. Conversion of these
shuttles to CNG would further reduce pollutant emissions. In addition, please note that use
of these shuttles results in a reduction in overall emissions in comparison to a scenario in
which students would have to drive personal vehicles between the two campuses.
Comment No. 8-10
Shuttle conversion to CNG would significantly reduce Air Quality and Traffic impacts from
than [sic] gas or diesel fuels in the LVAA neighborhood, but such mitigation should be
coordinated with relocating any CNG Fueling Station from the Hillside Campus to the
South Campus.
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LVAA suggests that a mitigation measure be added to the DEIR requiring prompt Shuttle
conversion to electric vehicles as represented to LVAA in many prior Master Plan
discussions with the Art Center. The Art Center argument and defense that electric
vehicles are “too expensive” is not a CEQA issue or defense. Electric shuttles would
mitigate a number of significant impacts on the LVAA neighborhood, and should be
adopted as a mitigation and as part of the Project Description.
Response to Comment No. 8-10
The Draft EIR did not identify any significant impacts related to air quality and traffic
(related to trips) to enable the City to legally impose the implementation of a mitigation
measure to convert to electric vehicles, nor were electric vehicles or their cost discussed in
the Draft EIR. However, the comment is noted for the administrative record and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. Please also refer to
Topical Response No. 1: Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Fueling Facility, in Section III.B,
Topical Responses, of this Final EIR above.
Comment No. 8-11
7. Hillside Campus: Solar Panel Canopies Over North and South Parking Lots; Aesthetics
and Land Use. The DEIR is inadequate in that it does not analyze or mitigate the potential
view impacts, and light and glare impacts, to Pasadena residents in the LVAA area who
look down on the Art Center parking lots. There is some number of such residents, and the
number and location of them, including views from these properties, is of importance to
LVAA if there will be an aesthetic impact to these residents, including, but not limited to,
light and glare. LVAA understands that these panels may be reflective at some points
during sunny days.
Response to Comment No. 8-11
As discussed in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, due to the limited visibility
of the Hillside Campus from the surrounding area, only one public view from the hillside to
the north along St. Katherine Drive at an elevation that is 400 feet higher than the Hillside
Campus and at a distance of approximately 0.5 mile from the nearest portion of the
campus where the PV would be installed, the north parking lot, was available for visual
simulation(refer to Figure IV.A-14 on page IV.A-35 of the Draft EIR), and the comment
does not provide addresses to support a different conclusion. As shown in the visual
simulation, the topography of the area and the dense vegetation naturally block most views
of the Hillside Campus from the surrounding residential areas. Views of hillside residences
at a distance of 0.4 mile would be similar to that presented in the visual simulation. When
compared to existing conditions, the proposed improvements within the Hillside Campus do
not result in a significant change in views of the Hillside Campus or the more important and
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significant views of Scholl Canyon and the Los Angeles Basin in the horizon. The Draft
EIR acknowledged that some of the proposed PV panels and canopies at the North Lot and
South Lot may be minimally visible to a few hillside residences, but all other proposed
improvements, including the enclosure of the Sinclaire Pavilion, the expansion of the South
Building, and modifications to the Hillside Campus entrance and circulation, would not be
visible from the surrounding area. The installation of the proposed PV panels and canopies
at the North Lot and South Lot may alter the visual character of the Hillside Campus by
replacing parking lot trees; however, because the trees that are proposed for removal do
not have large canopies or trunks with five to seven inches diameter at breast height
(DBH), these trees are not prominent at great distances, such as those from the hillside
residences with views of the Hillside Campus. In addition, as discussed in Response to
Comment No. 8-12 below, in accordance with the City’s Trees and Tree Protection
Ordinance, some trees would be replanted on the Hillside Campus.
Finally, as
acknowledged by the comment, solar panels are constructed to absorb sunlight and
convert it to solar energy, so in virtually all instances and at virtually all times of day, solar
panels are minimally reflective, if at all.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 2: Solar Panels, in Section III.B, Topical
Responses, of this Final EIR above.
Comment No. 8-12
Further, installation of these canopies will result in the removal of a number of trees. This
will follow the removal of a large number of mature trees to previously expand the parking
lots. The Art Center representative at the recent Planning Commission hearing on the
DEIR indicated that one purpose of the canopies is to reduce the heat island effect of the
parking lot asphalt. LVAA suggests a more natural mitigation: replant and reinstall the tree
shade canopy that previously enhanced the parking lots, particularly the South parking lot.
The previous “urban forest”, [sic] consisting of many mature Sycamores, cooled the lots
and enhanced the views and scenic vistas of all the residents above the Hillside Campus,
including those in Pasadena and Glendale.
Response to Comment No. 8-12
Existing trees at the North Lot and South Lot currently provide very little cooling
effect as they do not have large canopies to provide much shading. Although the Project
would involve the removal of a total of 148 trees, 45 trees from the North lot and 103 trees
from the South Lot, only one tree (Aleppo pine, a Specimen tree) on the North Lot is a
protected tree defined by the City’s Tree Ordinance. As discussed in Page IV.C-20 of
Section IV.C, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, the Project would be required to
comply with the City’s Trees and Tree Protection Ordinance, which requires a Private Tree
Removal Permit and replacement trees or payment of compensatory fees up to 50 percent
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of the required number of replacement trees. Per the ordinance, the number and species
of replacement trees is based on the DBH and the species of the removed trees.
Replacement of the removed trees is required within a reasonable period of time (typically
specified as within five years of removal of the protected tree). In addition, the trees
removed as a result of installation of the solar panels within the surface parking areas
would be replaced on a one-to-one basis by the Applicant. Accordingly, the number of
trees on the Hillside Campus would not be reduced. Finally, it should be noted that cooling
of the parking lots occurs with shade, which the solar panels would also immediately
provide. In addition, the area shaded by the solar panels would be greater than the area
currently shaded by the existing trees.
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Comment Letter No. 9
Brian Berger, President
Mirador Ranch Homeowners Association
1460 Rutherford Drive
Pasadena, CA 91103-2773
Comment No. 9-1
Attached is your copy of a letter copied to the councilperson. It is regarding a concern of
our association regarding a possible CNG tank shown in Phase II of the expansion plan for
the Hillside Art Center. The word is “concern”, not outright opposition. We recognize this
plan is five years plus in the future and that many things can change.
I am sharing this with you in case the mailed, signed copy to the Councilperson gets lost. I
di [sic] follow the mail address given to me by the city.
The Board of the Mirador Ranch Homeowners Association has had a chance to review the
15 year Master Plan for the Art Center College of Design presented at the special planning
meeting on November 8, 2017. We have a fire safety concern with one element proposed
in Phase II: namely, the installation of a CNG fueling station (commuter services and
facilities hub) at the Hillside campus at the south lot. Although we understand that Phase II
is at least five years in the future we are asking for additional information on all required
safety-related restrictions for our Board’s review before such an installation.
The forty two [sic], single-family homes that are a part of the Mirador Ranch Homeowners
Association are neighbors to the Hillside Art Center. In the only reference to us that we
could find, there was an entry of Rutherford Drive which is the primary loop street to our
development which is reached by El Mirador Drive off Linda Vista.
Mirador Ranch commits a significant amount of its budget each year to be certain that we
comply with The [sic] City of Pasadena’s Fire Department brush clearance requirements
both on our common area and at each home. That includes the large association culvert
system on the common area of our development that borders the college. We were
pleased to see that the proposed improvements to the Hillside campus included additional
culvert work. However we are also concerned about the explosive potential of the CNG
refueling site, a system that will also require refueling tankers to travel through what are
now neighborhood streets. Therefore, we request that you address our concerns regarding
the CNG refueling site before any Phase II implementation activity begins.
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Response to Comment No. 9-1
While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s concerns regarding the CNG facility are noted for the administrative record
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1: Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Fueling
Facility, in Section III.B, Topical Responses, of this Final EIR above. As indicated therein,
the natural gas would be delivered via existing lines and delivery of natural gas via
refueling tankers would not occur. In addition, as also discussed in Topical Response
No. 1, the CNG facility would be designed, constructed and operated in accordance with
regulatory requirements, including requirements related to fires and safety.
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Comment Letter No. 10
Teresa Anderson-Dvoracek
1575 Knollwood Terrace
Pasadena, CA 91103-1909
Comment No. 10-1
I received information a while back stating that Art Center was planning to make some
changes on their campuses. This information was very vague and did not appear to impact
the campus above Lida. It looked like they were just going to build an access road. I
thought great! This would be to protect the campus and our area in case of a fire. Now I
am reading that they are actually planning to make changes that would affect the quality of
life in our neighborhood.
Response to Comment No. 10-1
While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s concerns regarding the Project is noted for the administrative record and will
be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
However, as described in Section III, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, ArtCenter
proposes to implement a 15-year Master Plan that focuses growth on its South Campus,
while providing for infrastructure improvements and building renovations on its Hillside
Campus. Specifically, improvements within the Hillside Campus would include renovations
and additions to existing buildings, installation of PV solar cells and canopies over the
existing surface parking stalls, and modifications to campus access. No improvements to
the undisturbed portions of the Hillside Campus north of Lida Street are proposed. A small
portion of the base of the slope to the rear of the South Building in the South Lot may be
temporary encroached upon during Project construction, but no other areas outside of the
existing footprint of developed and paved areas of the Hillside Campus would be disturbed
by the Project.
Comment No. 10-2
The Art Center campus is located in a residential area. That should be remembered first
and foremost. While I’m all for saving energy I have read that glare from solar panels can
actually shine into peoples [sic] homes or into their eyes as they are driving. If it shines
that brightly is their [sic] any chance it could start a fire. A very real concern these days.
I’m also reading that environment studies in the area should be made to determine these
effects. Since these panels would be installed 20’ above the parking lots they would be
visible from Linda Vista Ave which is a nationally designated scenic route.. [sic] I’m really
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surprised that Pasadena would allow that to happen as we pride ourselves in the historical
preservation of our beautiful city.
We live up here because of the growth and beauty of the area. Cutting down 143 trees
would directly effect [sic] the area and it’s [sic] beauty.
Response to Comment No. 10-2
While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s concerns regarding the PV solar cells are noted for the administrative record
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 2: Solar Panels, in Section III.B, Topical
Responses, of this Final EIR above. The commenter incorrectly identified Linda Vista
Avenue as a nationally-designated scenic route. As identified in Section IV.A, Aesthetics,
of the Draft EIR, the only designated State scenic highway within the vicinity of the City of
Pasadena is Angeles Crest Highway (State Highway 2), located north of both the Hillside
Campus and the South Campus in the northwestern portion of the City. Given this distance
and since neither campus is within the viewshed of the Angeles Crest Highway, further
consideration of this scenic resource is not required. In addition, a portion of State Route
110 (SR-110) from U.S. Highway 101 (US-101) in downtown Los Angeles to Central
Pasadena is the Arroyo Seco Parkway, which is designated a State Historic Parkway by
the Caltrans. No nationally-designated scenic routes are located in Pasadena. While
Linda Vista Avenue was previously designated as State Route 159, this designation was
relinquished when the Interstate 210 (I-210) was completed. In addition, The Hillside
Campus is at least 100 feet above Linda Vista Avenue at its highest elevation near
Interstate 210 (I-210) to the northeast of the Hillside Campus. Based on the vertical and
horizontal separation and intervening structures and vegetation between Linda Vista
Avenue and the Hillside Campus, the proposed PV solar cells and canopies at the North
Lot and South Lot would not be visible from Linda Vista Avenue.
As also discussed in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, the Hillside Campus
has limited visibility from the surrounding area due to a dense tree cover along the northern
and eastern boundaries of the campus and the topography of the area that naturally blocks
views from the west and south toward the Hillside Campus. Although there are intermittent
views of the Hillside Campus from areas that are higher in elevation, particularly from the
hillside to the north and northeast of the Hillside Campus approximately 0.4 mile away, the
proposed improvements within the Hillside Campus are limited to renovations and additions
to existing buildings, installation of photovoltaic (PV) solar cells and canopies at the North
Lot and South Lot, and modifications to campus access. These improvements would not
be visible from adjacent public rights-of-way, such as Lida Street, or from the immediately
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adjacent residential area to the north (i.e., along Pegfair Estates Drive). In addition, due to
distance, these improvements would not be visually perceptible from those private
residences located 0.4 mile to the north and northeast of the campus.
Please refer to Response to Comment No. 8-12 above regarding the removal of
trees from the North Lot and South Lot. With regard to reflectivity, as discussed in Topical
Response No. 2, modern PV panels reflect as little as 2 percent of incoming sunlight and
would be less reflective than the glare from the windshields within the existing surface
parking area.
Comment No. 10-3
Increasing the student and staff population by 741 people is absolutely the worst idea for
the neighborhood. With only one road up and the increase of cars going up and down Lida
would be a nightmare. Lets add alcohol to that picture and you truly have a dangerous
situation.
Response to Comment No. 10-3
While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s concerns regarding increased on-campus population, traffic, and alcohol
consumption are noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers for review and consideration.
As described in Section III, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, ArtCenter proposes
to implement a 15-year Master Plan that focuses growth on its South Campus. Therefore,
the population growth referred to by the commenter would primarily occur on the South
Campus. The sale of alcohol would be related to the operation of the ground floor
amenities (e.g., on-campus café or restaurant) on the South Campus. Although alcohol
would continue to be served at the Hillside Campus at special events, it would not be for
sale. Additional information has been included in Section II, Clarifications, Revisions, and
Corrections to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR to clarify that alcohol sale would only occur at
the South Campus. With regard to traffic noise, as shown in Table IV.J-14 of Section IV.J,
Noise, of the Draft EIR, potential impacts associated with traffic noise along Lida Street
would be less than significant.
Comment No. 10-4
In summation here are my concerns:


solar panels installed 20ft [sic] above the north and south parking lots creating
solar glare & glint and destroying a national scenic route.
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removing 143 trees



the increase in campus population by 741 people causing traffic concerns on
Lida.

This is a residential area. Please keep Art Center growth limited in our neighborhood
maintaining the quality life of residents and the beauty of a national scenic route.
Response to Comment No. 10-4
Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 8-12, 10-2 and 10-3 above.
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Comment Letter No. 11
Barbara Blake
babsblake2@gmail.com
Comment No. 11-1
I was unable to attend the meeting as I am caring for my mother after her recent lower arm
amputation.
That said, I want you to know that I am extremely opposed to both the “toxic”/dangerous
parts of the Hillside plan and the 8 story building on S Raymond Ave.
Response to Comment No. 11-1
The commenter expresses opposition to the Project but does not address the
adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for the administrative record and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
Comment No. 11-2
There is NO need to endanger a residential community, nor the LV/Glendale areas with a
highly flammable substance—going along sick [sic] streets and in and out of residential
neighborhoods. It could be another disaster like San Bruno, CA. And one that the City of
Pasadena, the City Council, and Art Center would be responsible for.
Response to Comment No. 11-2
It is assumed that the commenter is referencing the CNG fueling station that
ArtCenter is proposing either at the Hillside Campus or South Campus. While the
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the commenter’s concerns
regarding the CNG facility are noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to
the decision-makers for review and consideration.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1: Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Fueling
Facility, in Section III.B, Topical Responses, of this Final EIR above.
Comment No. 11-3
There also is NO precedent for an 8 story building in the S Raymond area. HMH is
6 stories. All others are same or mostly smaller—4 stories. The skyline has already been
destroyed along the freeway areas, do not do it on S Raymond. It also is a safety concern
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as hook and ladder trucks do not go that high to safely evacuate individuals. Art Center
could work with the City and others to obtain and expand north along S Raymond and
S Arroyo Parkway… enlarging the campus and going no higher than 4 (or 6 max) stories.
Response to Comment No. 11-3
Refer to pages IV.A-41 through IV.A-45 of Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR,
which demonstrates that the height and massing of the proposed buildings within the South
Campus would not result in significant aesthetic impacts. In particular, the existing
1111 Building, although only six stories in height at 96 feet, would be comparable in height
to the proposed buildings (i.e., 100 feet). In addition, the buildings would be designed in
accordance with PFD requirements to ensure adequate access by PFD during an
emergency. The comment regarding expansion north along South Raymond Avenue and
South Arroyo Parkway is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for review and consideration.
Comment No. 11-4
I fail to believe any EIR reports. The City has shown it is solely interested in money from
large projects and seems to had [sic] out variances like they were Halloween candy—
except of course the City gets fees for the “candy”…..
Since the City Council completely failed the City when it did not listen to the residents trying
to get the Gold Line below grade. Now the City has vastly multiplied the number of
occupants, automobiles, and traffic congestion…….
Response to Comment No. 11-4
The commenter expresses negative opinions regarding decisions made by the City
Council unrelated to the Project. While this comment does not address the content or
adequacy of the Draft EIR, it is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to
the decision-makers for review and consideration.
Comment No. 11-5
Please try to keep the streets at least safe and NOT allow highly combustable [sic]/
dangerous materials to be driven along them.
Response to Comment No. 11-5
It is assumed that the commenter is referencing the use of CNG-fueled shuttles
proposed by ArtCenter traveling between the two campuses. While this comment does not
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address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the commenter’s concerns regarding CNG use are
noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review
and consideration.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1: Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Fueling
Facility, in Section III.B, Topical Responses, of this Final EIR above. As indicated therein,
the natural gas would be delivered via existing lines and delivery of natural gas via large
refueling tankers would not occur.
Comment No. 11-6
Please try to maintain some respect of site line and architecture as well. Pasadena is a
treasure trove of fabulous architecture, let’s not add more disasters like the home on S Los
Robles, and other misfits into our community. Please don’t allow monstrously tall
development in communities with a lower/more desirable site line. Please show some
respect for the city many have called home for decades…..keep it safe and respectful
for us.
Response to Comment No. 11-6
The commenter expresses a negative opinion about other projects and development
in Pasadena and expresses an opposition to tall development in certain areas. While
this comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, it is noted
for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review
and consideration.
Comment No. 11-7
PS: The Council could also please work with the PPD on the homeless population. There
are NUMEROUS homeless living along the freeway—they go through the chain link fencing
and directly down to their tents, etc…. They are also a safety risk for fire, and health issues
(shall we see what San Diego and Santa Cruz are experiencing….) As we embark on the
tourist portion of the year, our streets are lined with homeless living, soliciting folks. It is
hard to want to walk into even the market these days….. The City Council needs to help
the residents with this issue. Please!
Response to Comment No. 11-7
The comment regarding the City’s homeless population is outside the scope of the
Project or purview of CEQA. While this comment does not address the content or
adequacy of the Draft EIR, it is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to
the decision-makers for review and consideration.
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Comment Letter No. 12
Nina Briggs
ninabriggsis@gmail.com
Comment No. 12-1
As a Linda Vista resident, I am opposed to Art Center’s proposal of “a compressed natural
gas (CNG) fueling facility near the new Commuter Services and Facilities Hub at the
expanded South Building” on the North Campus on Lida Street.
Response to Comment No. 12-1
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s opposition to a CNG fueling facility on the Hillside Campus is noted for
the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review
and consideration.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1: Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Fueling
Facility, in Section III.B, Topical Responses, of this Final EIR above.
Comment No. 12-2
If “Alternative 4: Change in Location of the New Commuter Services and Facilities Hub to
the North Lot Alternative” eliminates the North Campus proposed CNG facility, it would be
preferable and eliminate the potential explosive danger to our neighborhood, designated by
CAL FIRE as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ), requiring mitigation
strategies to reduce the ignition potential to buildings in the wildland-urban interface zones.
The potential toxic leaks, the infrastructure, storage vessels, delivery, and dispensers
required for CNG stations are inappropriate and potentially disastrous to this residential
neighborhood and its over 7,000 households.
Response to Comment No. 12-2
Alternative 4 would also include the potential to locate a CNG facility adjacent to the
new Commuter Services and Facilities Hub. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1:
Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Fueling Facility, in Section III.B, Topical Responses, of
this Final EIR above.
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Comment No. 12-3
Please do not approve this component of the Art Center College of Design Master Plan for
its dangerous environmental impact.
Response to Comment No. 12-3
The commenter’s opposition to the CNG fueling facility on the Hillside Campus
is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers
for consideration.
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Comment Letter No. 13
John Callas
1560 Scenic Drive
Pasadena, CA 91103-1937
Comment No. 13-1
I write today to object to a few elements of the Art Center College of Design Master Plan as
described in the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The construction of 8-story
buildings on the South Raymond campus are too high. These structures would dominate
the skyline and take Pasadena from a residential city to an urban landscape.
Response to Comment No. 13-1
The commenter’s objection to the height of the buildings proposed at the South
Campus is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers
for review and consideration.
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, it should be
noted that the existing 1111 Building is already 96 feet in height, which would be
comparable to the heights of the proposed new buildings on the South Campus, and
currently partially blocks views of the San Gabriel Mountains in the background from
SR-110. Although existing uses in the vicinity of the South Campus primarily consist of
low-rise structures with a few mid-rise buildings at the South Campus and the Huntington
Memorial Hospital campus, the South Campus is situated in a heavily urbanized portion of
the City that is characterized by a wide range of uses, including commercial and light
industrial uses; offices, medical, and institutional uses; and Pasadena Water and Power’s
Broadway/Glenarm Power Plant, which is located to the south of the South Campus across
Glenarm Street. In particular, the Glenarm Power Plant operates steam generator stacks
and cooling towers that are over 100 feet in height. In addition, further north along Arroyo
Parkway, the mixed-use buildings at the Metro Gold Line Del Mar Station consist of
seven- to eight-story buildings, which would be comparable to the heights of the proposed
new buildings.
Comment No. 13-2
Further, the installation of a “digital gallery” (giant video screen) on the side of one of the
buildings at the south campus would be a distraction and an eye sore. Video screens draw
too much attention from motorist (versus a plain billboard). This creates a driving risk. And
such video screens completely change the character of the community from a quiet
residential community to an unpleasant media scene.
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Response to Comment No. 13-2
Impacts regarding potential traffic hazards related to the operation of the digital
gallery have been addressed in the Draft EIR. As identified in Section IV.L, Traffic, of the
Draft EIR, if the digital gallery were located at the southeastern corner of the building, at the
Glenarm Street, SR-110/Arroyo Parkway intersection, it could potentially be located behind
the traffic signals, thereby conflicting with PMC Section 12.15.050, creating confusion,
which may lead to hazardous driving conditions. However, implementation of Mitigation
Measure L-1 would be required to ensure that the potential impact related to the operation
of the digital gallery on the eastern façade of the 1111 Building is reduced to a less-thansignificant level. This mitigation measure would involve review by the Pasadena DOT and
other relevant agencies, such as Caltrans.
Potential aesthetic impacts associated with the digital gallery are fully addressed in
Section IV.A. Aesthetics of the Draft EIR. As concluded therein, the digital gallery would
not be detrimental to the visual quality or character of the South Campus or surrounding
area.
Comment No. 13-3
There is also a request in the EIR for a conditional use permit to serve alcohol. Alcohol has
no place in an education setting. It sends the wrong message and creates a dangerous
precedent that has lifelong implications for young students.
Response to Comment No. 13-3
While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s concern regarding alcohol sales noted for the administrative record and will
be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. To clarify, the sale of
alcohol would be related to the operation of the ground floor amenities (e.g., on-campus
café or restaurant) on the South Campus. Although alcohol would continue to be served at
the Hillside Campus at special events, it would not be for sale.
Comment No. 13-4
I oppose the issuing of any permit to proceed that contains these elements.
Thank you for your attention to this important issue.
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Response to Comment No. 13-4
The commenter’s opposition to the building height, digital gallery, and sale of alcohol
is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for
review and consideration.
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Comment Letter No. 14
Gennia Cui
thegennia@gmail.com
Comment No. 14-1
I’m a property owner on Pegfair Estates Dr, off of Lida. I heard about the changes Art
Center is planning to make to their hillside campus, including increasing the student and
faculty population and serving alcohol. I’m concerned about the impact this will have on
our safety and property value. Right now, many Art Center students already speed down
Lida with disregard for the speed limit. This is dangerous for families walking, biking, and
driving. The noise of zooming cars and motorcycles are also terrible and we can hear them
clearly even with our windows closed. I imagine it will worsen exponentially when the
population increases and alcohol becomes readily available. Please consider the impact
this will have on the residents as you review the master plan.
Response to Comment No. 14-1
As described in Section III, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, ArtCenter proposes
to implement a 15-year Master Plan that focuses growth on its South Campus. Therefore,
the population growth referred to by the commenter would primarily occur on the South
Campus. The sale of alcohol would be related to the operation of the ground floor
amenities (e.g., on-campus café or restaurant) on the South Campus. Although alcohol
would continue to be served at the Hillside Campus at special events, it would not be
sold.Additional information has been included in Section II, Clarifications, Revisions, and
Corrections to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR to clarify that alcohol sale would only occur at
the South Campus. With regard to traffic noise, as shown in Table IV.J-14 of Section IV.J,
Noise, of the Draft EIR, potential impacts associated with traffic noise along Lida Street
would be less than significant.
Comment No. 14-2
The CNG facility is also concerning because of the potential dangers associated with it.
But I understand it would decrease carbon footprint of the increased population. Are
alternative energy saving solutions, like electric vehicles, being considered?
Response to Comment No. 14-2
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s concerns regarding the CNG facility are noted for the administrative record
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
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Please refer to Topical Response No. 1: Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Fueling
Facility, in Section III.B, Topical Responses, of this Final EIR above.
ArtCenter is considering the use of electric vehicles in the future; however, the Project,
as currently proposed, would involve the use of CNG shuttles.
Comment No. 14-3
I attended Art Center not too long ago and it’s actually the reason I moved to the
community. So I’m supportive of the school expanding. But I hope the school and the city
of Pasadena will carefully consider the safety and wellbeing of the residents as well.
Thank you very much!
Response to Comment No. 14-3
While this comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, it is
noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review
and consideration.
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Comment Letter No. 15
Joanna Davies
jdavies@usc.edu
Comment No. 15-1
As a resident who lives off of Linda Vista Rd. I am shocked to JUST be hearing of the
planned expansion of your campus. This is a residential community, your campus should
probably never have bbeen [sic] allowed to be here in the first place.
Response to Comment No. 15-1
While this comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s opposition to the Project is noted for the administrative record and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
Comment No. 15-2
We do not need more traffic, risky CNG facility, alcohol served on the campus, and further
building and students/faculty.
Response to Comment No. 15-2
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s concerns regarding traffic, CNG facility and alcohol use are noted for
the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review
and consideration.
As described in Section III, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, ArtCenter proposes
to implement a 15-year Master Plan that focuses growth on its South Campus. Therefore,
the population growth referred to by the commenter would primarily occur on the South
Campus. The sale of alcohol would be related to the operation of the ground floor
amenities (e.g., on-campus café or restaurant) on the South Campus. At the Hillside
Campus, although alcohol would continue to be served at special events, it would not be
for sale. Additional information has been included in Section II, Clarifications, Revisions,
and Corrections to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR to clarify that alcohol sale would only
occur at the South Campus.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1: Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Fueling
Facility, in Section III.B, Topical Responses, of this Final EIR above.
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Comment No. 15-3
How did this get this far in planning without residents like myself being informed ?
Response to Comment No. 15-3
As required by CEQA, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was circulated in September
2016, to receive input from interested public agencies and private parties on the scope of
the EIR. The City also held two scoping meetings during the NOP comment period—a
community meeting on September 20, 2016, and a second one before the City Planning
Commission on September 28, 2016, to solicit comments and to inform the public of the
Project and the EIR. Separate from these CEQA-related meetings, below is a list of groups
ArtCenter has presented to, and meetings ArtCenter has hosted, since mid-2015 up until
the Draft EIR was released:


Linda Vista Annandale Association (June 23, 2015)



Master Plan Community Kickoff (November 12, 2015)



West Pasadena Residents Association (February 3, 2016, May 18, 2016, May 3,
2017)



Council District 7 Meeting (March 9, 2016)



Council District 6 Meeting (June 23, 2016)



Glenarm Power Plant Public Art Stakeholders (August 2016)



Metro Gold Line “State of the Project” presentation (October 14, 2016)



Pasadena Complete Streets Coalition (October 18, 2016)



City-sponsored Community Meeting: Hillside Campus (November 17, 2016)



City-sponsored Community Meeting: South Campus (November 29, 2016)



Madison Heights Homeowners Association (May 23, 2017)

In addition, Master Plan was presented to the City Council as an information item on
June 8, 2015, and to the Design Commission for preliminary review on February 3, 2015,
and November 10, 2015.
The commenter noted that she lives off of Linda Vista Road. As noted above, the
Linda Vista–Annandale Association, which encompasses the commenter’s residence, was
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made aware of the project and was notified by the City of the Project and the preparation of
the EIR.
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Comment Letter No. 16
Maria & Joseph F. DiMassa
jfdimassa@gmail.com
Comment No. 16-1
We are long time residents of Pasadena, residing within 100 yards of the Art Center for the
past 43 years. There were significant objections from Linda Vista residents over 40 years
ago when the North Campus of the Art Center was built.
We now see that further encroachments on our neighborhood are planned by the
Art Center.
Response to Comment No. 16-1
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, it is noted for
the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review
and consideration.
As described in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project would
focus growth on the South Campus, while providing for infrastructure improvements and
building renovations on its Hillside Campus. Specifically, within the Hillside Campus,
improvements would include renovations and additions to existing buildings, additional
parking, installation of PV solar cells and canopies over the existing surface parking stalls,
and modifications to campus access. No improvements to the undisturbed portions of the
Hillside Campus north of Lida Street are proposed. A small portion of the base of the slope
to the rear of the South Building in the South Lot may be temporary encroached upon
during Project construction, but no other areas outside of the existing footprint of developed
and paved areas of the Hillside Campus would be disturbed by the Project.
Comment No. 16-2
We object to the following items in the Art Center Master Plan
1. The solar panels that are proposed for the parking lots would result in solar glare
that would severely impact our property and negatively effect [sic] our visibility.
Response to Comment No. 16-2
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s objection to the solar panels is noted for the administrative record and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
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Please refer to Topical Response No. 2: Solar Panels, in Section III.B, Topical
Responses, of this Final EIR above.
Comment No. 16-3
2. The CNG facility that is proposed represents a serious threat to our
neighborhood. The possibility of leaks and/or explosions represent a real threat
to our neighborhood, esp. to the chaparral that would provide tinder for wildfires.
It seems to us that the potential liability to both the Art Center and the City of
Pasadena would be reason enough to deny this part of the Plan.
Response to Comment No. 16-3
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s concerns regarding the CNG facility are noted for the administrative record
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1: Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Fueling
Facility, in Section III.B, Topical Responses, of this Final EIR above.
Comment No. 16-4
3. The increase in the population (staff and students) should not be permitted. We
already have a significant problem with traffic on Lida during the day and night
due to Art Center population.
Response to Comment No. 16-4
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s concerns regarding increased on-campus population and traffic are noted
for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review
and consideration.
As described in Section III, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, ArtCenter proposes
to implement a 15-year Master Plan that focuses growth on its South Campus. Therefore,
the increase in population referred to by the commenter would primarily occur on the South
Campus. As discussed in Response to Comment No. 16-1 above, improvements to the
Hillside Campus would be limited to renovations and additions to existing buildings,
additional parking, installation of PV solar cells and canopies over the existing surface
parking stalls, and modifications to campus access within the existing footprint of
developed and paved areas of the Hillside Campus.
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Comment No. 16-5
4. No alcohol permit should be allowed.
Response to Comment No. 16-5
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s opposition to the sale of alcohol is noted for the administrative record and will
be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
Comment No. 16-6
5. The building of a two story building will seriously damage the view of the hillside
and alter the nature of what is now pristine natural space. It will also impact the
wildlife that is abundant in this area.
Response to Comment No. 16-6
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s concerns regarding the new Commuter Services and Facilities Hub are
noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review
and consideration.
The proposed two-story building would be located near the southwestern corner of
the South Lot enclosed on three sides (the southern, western, and northern sides) by a
natural slope with the eastern side (i.e., building frontage) open to the South Lot. With the
dense vegetation on the Hillside Campus, very few vantage points from the surrounding
area would have a direct line-of-sight of the proposed building. As discussed in Response
to Comment Nos. 16-1 and 16-4 above, only a small portion of the base of the slope to the
rear of the South Building in the South Lot may be temporary encroached upon during
Project construction, but no other areas outside of the existing footprint of developed and
paved areas of the Hillside Campus would be disturbed by the Project to affect the natural
space in the vicinity of the Hillside Campus.
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Comment Letter No. 17
Donna & Douglas Gerry
1519 Arroyo View Drive
Pasadena, CA 91103-1904
Comment No. 17-1
We have heard through neighbors that the Art Center has made some proposals for
upgrades to the Hillside Campus. We have been unable to locate the specific Master Plan
online that details these proposals, and would like to request a link to review it please.
Response to Comment No. 17-1
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, it is noted for
the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review
and consideration
The Draft EIR prepared for the Project and associated documents are available at
www.cityofpasadena.net/planning/art-center-college-of-design-master-plan/. This link was
provided to the commenter.
Comment No. 17-2
We have been residents of Linda Vista for over 15 years, and if the proposals we have
seen are accurate, we are strongly opposed to a CNG storage site and solar panel
installation at the Hillside Campus at the Art Center that would remove 143 trees. One of
the beautiful aspects of the neighborhood is to view the hills and see green trees. We are
all in favor of solar power but we are firmly against removing trees to install solar panels. It
seems much more logical to install the panels on top of existing buildings or above existing
parking lots.
Response to Comment No. 17-2
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR,
the commenter’s concerns regarding CNG use and the solar panels are noted for
the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review
and consideration.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1: Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Fueling
Facility and Topical Response No. 2: Solar Panels in Section III.B, Topical Responses, of
this Final EIR above.
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The solar panels are proposed above existing parking lots (i.e., North Lot and South
Lot). As discussed in Response to Comment No. 8-12, although the Project would involve
the removal of a total of 148 trees, 45 trees from the North lot and 103 trees from the South
Lot to accommodate the installation of the PV solar cells and canopies, only one tree
(Aleppo pine, a Specimen tree) on the North Lot is a protected tree defined by the City’s
Tree Ordinance. As discussed in Page IV.C-20 of Section IV.C, Biological Resources, of
the Draft EIR, the Project would be required to comply with the City’s Trees and Tree
Protection Ordinance, which requires a Private Tree Removal Permit and replacement
trees. Per the ordinance, the number and species of replacement trees is based on the
diameter at breast height (DBH) and the species of the removed trees. In addition, the
trees removed as a result of installation of the solar panels within the surface parking areas
would be replaced on a one-to-one basis by the Applicant. Accordingly, the number of
trees on the Hillside Campus would not be reduced.
Comment No. 17-3
And we don’t think the Hillside campus is a good location for a CNG facility. This is a
residential area, not an industrial one. There are many potential dangers to this proposal.
At the South campus, there are gas stations and Propane stations within a few hundred
feet—that would be a much better location to install a CNG facility (On Raymond Avenue or
Arroyo Parkway).
Response to Comment No. 17-3
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s concerns regarding the CNG facility are noted for the administrative record
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1: Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Fueling
Facility in Section III.B, Topical Responses, of this Final EIR above.
Comment No. 17-4
Please consider our concerns and our desire to keep our neighborhood green and safe.
While we are very happy to have the Art Center as members of our neighbourhoood, [sic]
surely there are better ways to encourage environmental improvements that would
enhance the natural aspects of our community.
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Response to Comment No. 17-4
While this comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s concerns are noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for review and consideration.
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Comment Letter No. 18
Steve Handy
stevedhandy@gmail.com
Comment No. 18-1
I am a neighbor and disapprove the cutting down of 143 trees. Please add me to your
email listing so I can attend future meetings, etc.
Response to Comment No. 18-1
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s disapproval of the removal of trees from the Hillside Campus is noted for the
administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and
consideration.
The commenter has been added to the e-mail notification list for the Project.
Please also refer to Response to Comment No. 8-12.
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Comment Letter No. 19
Mic Hansen
mic.hansen@icloud.com
Comment No. 19-1
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Art Center College of Design Draft EIR.
In the interest of brevity, I have chosen to comment on only one aspect of the DEIR that I
found particularly troublesome. I am reacting to the description found on page iii-21 of the
document regarding the digital display that is proposed. If I am interpreting the description
for “improvements” to the 1111 building correctly, as quoted below, the installation would
conflict with Pasadena’s sensibilities and guidelines.
“A digital gallery, which would comprise approximately 8,000 square feet of
screen area, would be located between the northeastern corner and
southwestern corner of the 1111 Building and mainly oriented toward Arroyo
Parkway.”
I am understanding that the façades of the building facing Arroyo Parkway and Glenarm
Street will become a giant digital LED display? In addition to showing student art, will this
also display commercial messaging for the institution? In effect, a giant 6-7 storey [sic]
two-sided perpetually-lit electronic billboard?
If my interpretation is accurate, the entrance/gateway to Pasadena from the South will
become a more intense version of L.A. Live or Picadilly [sic] Circus. This type of electronic
display is the antithesis of Pasadena aesthetic values, and is not in keeping with our
restrained and understated signage guidelines. Art Center may argue that this type of
digital display is public art; however, the scale and the exterior public nature of such
subjective, idiosyncratic, and enforced display for the consumption of all seems misguided
at best, and offensive. Potentially, it may also prove to be a safety hazard, with intense
multicolor lighting suddenly distracting motorists at the terminus of the Arroyo Parkway.
This display may be suitable if located on an exterior wall facing the interior of the campus,
but should not be obligatory and inescapable viewing imposed upon every Pasadena
community member and visitor. As is usually the case, less is more.
Response to Comment No. 19-1
Pages IV.A-45, IV.A-46, IV.A-49 in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR
addressed the impacts of the proposed digital gallery as it relates to visual and architectural
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character of the surrounding area, consistency with the long range vision of the General
Plan, and lighting/illumination. The Draft EIR acknowledged that the digital gallery is not a
typical feature in Pasadena; however, the location is within an active portion of Pasadena
that serves as a gateway to the City. As identified in the Draft EIR, the digital gallery would
support Policy 4.9 (Gateways) of City’s Land Use Element of the General Plan by defining
a prominent entry point into Pasadena with a distinctive feature. This policy specifically
encourages light elements. It would support Policy 37.4 (South Fair Oaks Avenue) by
adding to the visual variety to contribute to the distinctive characteristics of the area’s
intended artistic, cultural, and creative businesses.
In addition, surrounding the South Campus on Arroyo Parkway are a mix of
utilitarian buildings and uses, notably the Glenarm Power Plant, a vehicle service station,
an advertising billboard, and the Los Angeles Cold Storage building to the immediate north.
This collection of disparate uses creates a varied aesthetic character of minimal quality with
no defining attributes; as such, there are no notable visual resources in the Project area.
The South Campus is not within a historic district or landmark district, and there are no
historic resources in the vicinity. As such, the digital gallery would not conflict with the
visual quality or character of the South Campus or surrounding area. With regard to the
digital gallery and traffic safety, as set forth on pages IV.L-28 and IV.L-31 of Section IV.L,
Traffic, of the Draft EIR, with implementation of a mitigation measure regarding location
and review of the digital gallery by DOT, potential traffic safety impacts of the digital gallery
would be less than significant.
Comment No. 19-2
Thank you for your consideration of these comments and adding them to the record.
In addition, the following West Pasadena neighbors concur with these comments, and have
requested that their names be added in support.
Dan Beal
Avram Gold
Joan Hearst
Bill Urban
Linda Zinn
Response to Comment No. 19-2
The comments above, as well as the names of the West Pasadena neighbors
identified above, are noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for review and consideration.
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Comment Letter No. 20
Patricia Hill
trish0@dslextreme.com
Comment No. 20-1
I would like to address several issues in regard to the changes that are proposed for the Art
Center College of Design. I am Pat Hill, a lead for the Glendale Highlands Neighborhood
Watch directly north of the campus.
1. Since we are a “view” neighborhood, many of our homes would be impacted by the
solar panels that I see described in the master plan as reflecting less light than steel or
glass. That is considerable glare and would not only impact our property values but
esthetically be detrimental.
Response to Comment No. 20-1
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s concerns regarding the solar panels are noted for the administrative record
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 2:
Responses, of this Final EIR above.

Solar Panels in Section III.B, Topical

Comment No. 20-2
2. The increased traffic, especially through the Pasadena segment of houses, would
impact residents with the increased enrollment.
Response to Comment No. 20-2
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s concerns regarding increased traffic and enrollment are noted for the
administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and
consideration.
As described in Section III, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, ArtCenter proposes
to implement a 15-year Master Plan that focuses growth on its South Campus. Therefore,
the increased enrollment referred to by the commenter would primarily be situated on the
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South Campus. The Project would increase the number of shuttles between the two
campuses and their frequency to ensure that ArtCenter-related traffic is minimized.
Comment No. 20-3
3. Most importantly I am vehemently opposed to the installation of a CNG (compressed
natural gas) facility at the campus. It is a cheap alternative to liquid gas but is even more
dangerous. There is a reason that CNG is not used widespread because of its volatility.
Gas is compressed to 1% of its natural volume, so that when there is an accident or
corrosion, etc. it doesn’t leak, it EXPLODES. Stations are typically not placed in
neighborhoods but rather commercial or industrial areas.
It’s like having bombs in our neighborhood and we don’t want it for our own safety. Any
fireman would tell you that he/she would not want them in their neighborhood. In addition
to the fact, that we live in a highly dangerous fire zone.
Also it should be noted that neighbors would not like compressed gas being trafficked
through their neighborhood to the Art Center. You may contend that it is safe, but it only
takes ONE accident and that is too much. Fire would spread quickly and it would also put
a strain on our fire fighting facilities.
Response to Comment No. 20-3
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s concerns regarding the CNG facility are noted for the administrative record
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1: Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Fueling
Facility in Section III.B, Topical Responses, of this Final EIR above.
Comment No. 20-4
Another point of contention is that the Art Center already has volatile substances on
campus such as paints and photographic fluids, so combined with that it would be
catastrophic.
Response to Comment No. 20-4
The commenter asserts that the use of volatile substances along with the operation
of the CNG facility would have catastrophic effects without providing any supporting
evidence. The delivery, handling, use, and disposal of hazardous materials are heavily
regulated. As identified in Section G, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR,
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all potentially hazardous materials would be used, stored, and disposed of in accordance
with manufacturers’ specifications and handled in compliance with applicable federal, state,
and local standards and regulations. Any risks associated with these materials would be
adequately reduced to a less-than-significant level through compliance with these
standards and regulations.
Comment No. 20-5
These changes would roughly affect 7,000 households in the immediate vicinity, Pasadena
and Glendale combined. Please do not allow this to happen. There is a reason that
lawyers file lawsuits about CNG incidents because it is DANGEROUS.
Thank you for your time and attention.
Response to Comment No. 20-5
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s concerns regarding the CNG facility are noted for the administrative record
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
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Comment Letter No. 21
Darlene Hubanks
dhubanks@aol.com
Comment No. 21-1
I am writing in regard to the additions and renovations to the Art Center College of Design.
Since I live close to this facility, the addition of compressed gas concerns me. Keeping in
mind that this is an impacted residential area as well as a high risk fire terrain, the addition
of such a volatile element seems quite dangerous. Hopefully, the community will have an
opportunity to the project fully vetted.
Response to Comment No. 21-1
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s concerns regarding the CNG facility are noted for the administrative record
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1: Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Fueling
Facility in Section III.B, Topical Responses, of this Final EIR above.
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Comment Letter No. 22
Nanette Karapetian
nanettek321@gmail.com
Comment No. 22-1
I am a neighbor and significantly disapprove of art center [sic] cutting down 143 trees by
my home.
Response to Comment No. 22-1
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s disapproval of the tree removal is noted for the administrative record and will
be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
It should be noted that although the Project would involve the removal of a total of
148 trees, 45 trees from the North lot and 103 trees from the South Lot to accommodate
the installation of the PV solar cells and canopies, only one tree (Aleppo pine, a Specimen
tree) on the North Lot is a protected tree defined by the City’s Tree Ordinance. As
discussed in Page IV.C-20 of Section IV.C, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, the
Project would be required to comply with the City’s Trees and Tree Protection Ordinance,
which requires a Private Tree Removal Permit and replacement trees. Per the ordinance,
the number and species of replacement trees is based on the diameter at breast height
(DBH) and the species of the removed trees. In addition, the trees removed as a result of
installation of the solar panels within the surface parking areas would be replaced on a
one-to-one basis by the Applicant. Accordingly, the number of trees on the Hillside
Campus would not be reduced.
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Comment Letter No. 23
Tim Martinez
1404 Chamberlain Road
Pasadena, CA 91103-2312
Comment No. 23-1
The following are my comments for the Art Center DEIR:
Regarding the plant species list in Appendix D, Attachment B:


Alnus sp. (Alder trees) is listed as “unknown” Native/Non-native status. I have
observed our native White Alder (Alnus rhombifolia) in the canyons (“Drainage
areas”, pg. 17) east of the two parking lots.



Cuscuta sp. (dodder) is classified as “unknown” Native/Non-native status.
The plant observed was almost certainly Cuscuta californica, which is a
native species.



Opuntia sp. (prickly pear cactus) was observed, and classified as “non-native.”
While there could be non-native Opuntia species on-site, I have observed stands
of native Opuntia (likely Opuntia littoralis) within the “Disturbed Chaparral”
project areas.



Quercus agrifolia (coast live oak) is listed, but there is no mention of the Scrub
oak (Quercus berberidifolia) Elfin forest which dominates the hillsides in the
“Quercus Agrifolia and Heteromeles Arbutifolia Woodland Alliance”, [sic]
“Quercus Agrifolia Woodland Alliance”, [sic] and “Disturbed Chaparral”
project areas.

Response to Comment No. 23-1
Plants were identified to genus when it was not possible to access an area during
the biological reconnaissance survey, which was conducted in October 2016, because of
steep topography or where the appropriate parts of the plants were not available.
Accordingly, as this was the case for the species listed by the commenter, they were only
identified to genus. Although these species may in fact be those suggested by the
commenter, because they were not positively identified as such during the biological
reconnaissance survey, the identification of these species will remain as listed.
Scrub oak was not identified within the limits of the BSA during the biological
reconnaissance survey. Most of the vegetation communities were classified according to
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the National Vegetation Classification System (NVCS). The NVCS defines vegetation
alliances based on the dominant growth forms that exhibit similar composition in the
uppermost vegetation layer. Therefore, because Quercus agrifolia and Heteromeles
arbutifolia dominated the areas within the BSA, “Quercus Agrifolia and Heteromeles
Arbutifolia Woodland Alliance” and “Quercus Agrifolia Woodland Alliance” were used to
classify the vegetation communities within the appropriate sections of the BSA. In addition,
Scrub Oak Elfin Forest is not a known NVCS classification, and scrub oak was not the
dominant species in the areas classified as Disturbed Chaparral.
Comment No. 23-2
Regarding wildlife, I have observed the following species within the project area that
were not listed:


Coyote (Canis latrans)



Bobcat (Lynx rufus)



Red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis)



Rattlesnakes (Crotalus sp.)

Response to Comment No. 23-2
The list of species identified in Section IV.C, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR
and in the Biological Resources Assessment (Appendix D of the Draft EIR) only included
species that have been observed during the biological reconnaissance survey conducted in
October 2016. Since the species mentioned above were not observed during the biological
reconnaissance survey, they were not included on the species observed list. The species
observed list is not a conclusive list of all species that could be in the Project area.
Comment No. 23-3
I would also like to comment on the “Drainage” areas depicted on page 17,
Appendix D.
Section 4.4 Hydrology, on page 21 states that:
“During construction of the Hillside Campus in 1976, the BSA was graded to create pads
for buildings, parking lots, and other campus amenities. Some of the natural canyon
drainages within the BSA were replaced with concrete drains and the drainage pattern of
the site was modified.”
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This section continues to describe that only one of the two “Drainages” shown on page 21
is mapped as riverine within the BSA. Wetland indicator species were found, however
when a sample pit was excavated within the drainage to test for hydric soils, none were
identified. It was then concluded that:
“...therefore, it is likely that the drainage does not sustain water for 14 consecutive days,
and the hydrology indicator required for USACE wetlands is not present. Because the
drainage does not satisfy the USACE’s 3-parameter wetland definition it would not be
considered a wetland under jurisdiction of the USACE.”
I remember year-round surface flows of water present at both “Drainages” for years,
(approximately from 1997–2006). Where have these surface flows gone? Has some
previous development within the BSA or the project area diverted or impeded their flow?
Are environmental factors of drought to blame? Can anything be done to restore the flow
of water?
This is something I would like addressed in the FEIR.
Response to Comment No. 23-3
During the biological reconnaissance survey conducted in October 2016, a soil pit
was excavated to test for hydric soils within the drainage behind the South Building. Hydric
soils were not identified. If year-round surface flows had been present during recent years,
there would have been sufficient time for hydric soils to form. In addition, indicators of
wetland hydrology (i.e., surface flows, saturated soils, drift lines on vegetation, etc.) were
not identified during the survey. Southern California experienced drought conditions
between 2011 and 2017, which caused reductions in surface flows throughout the region.
Any restoration of surface flow is dependent upon environmental conditions (i.e., heavy
precipitation). It should be noted that Section 15125(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that
the physical environmental conditions as they exist at the time the Notice of Preparation
(NOP) is published will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead
agency determines whether an impact is significant. This section of the CEQA Guidelines
further states that the description of the environmental setting shall be no longer than is
necessary to an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project and its
alternatives. In the case of the Project, the NOP was published on September 2, 2016,
which was around the time the biological reconnaissance survey was conducted.
Accordingly, baseline has been established as late 2016 when hydric soils were
not identified.
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Comment No. 23-4
I would also like to comment on the mitigation for the proposed removal of 148 trees. Any
new trees planted for mitigation should be native tree species that provide similar habitat
benefits as the undeveloped habitat communities of the Hillside Campus.
Additionally, many of the ornamental plant species identified within the BSA are invasive
species, which negatively impact the surrounding natural habitat areas, and which can
pose a fire hazard. I propose that all new ornamental plantings consist of regionallyappropriate and fire-resistant native species.
Response to Comment No. 23-4
As discussed under Impact C-4 on page IV.C-20 in Section IV.C, Biological
Resources, of the Draft EIR, the Project would be required to comply with the City’s Trees
and Tree Protection Ordinance, which requires a Private Tree Removal Permit and
replacement trees or payment of compensatory fees up to 50 percent of the required
number of replacement trees. Per the ordinance, the number and species of replacement
trees is based on the diameter at breast height (DBH) and the species of the removed
trees. Accordingly, some trees would be replanted on the Hillside Campus in compliance
with City requirements.
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Comment Letter No. 24
Patricia Wells McMillan
pwellsmc@gmail.com
Comment No. 24-1
Many impacts on the LINDA Vista area.
The traffic has already increased.
741 new PEOPLE!
Response to Comment No. 24-1
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s opposition to the Project is noted for the administrative record and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
As described in Section III, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, ArtCenter proposes
to implement a 15-year Master Plan that focuses growth on its South Campus. Therefore,
the population growth referred to by the commenter would primarily occur on the South
Campus. The Project would increase the number of shuttles between the two campuses
and their frequency to ensure that ArtCenter-related traffic is minimized.
Comment No. 24-2
143 TREES destroyed?
Response to Comment No. 24-2
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s disapproval of the tree removal is noted for the administrative record and will
be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
It should be noted that although the Project would involve the removal of a total of
148 trees, 45 trees from the North lot and 103 trees from the South Lot to accommodate
the installation of the PV solar cells and canopies, only one tree (Aleppo pine, a Specimen
tree) on the North Lot is a protected tree defined by the City’s Tree Ordinance. As
discussed in Page IV.C-20 of Section IV.C, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, the
Project would be required to comply with the City’s Trees and Tree Protection Ordinance,
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which requires a Private Tree Removal Permit and replacement trees. Per the ordinance,
the number and species of replacement trees is based on the diameter at breast height
(DBH) and the species of the removed trees. In addition, the trees removed as a result of
installation of the solar panels within the surface parking areas would be replaced on a
one-to-one basis by the Applicant. Accordingly, the number of trees on the Hillside
Campus would not be reduced.
Comment No. 24-3
My vote goes to NO.
Actually surprised that Art Center shows no concern for their neighbors.
Response to Comment No. 24-3
While this comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s opposition to the Project is noted for the administrative record and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
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Comment Letter No. 25
Debbie Mitchell
1199 Yocum Street
Pasadena, CA 91103-1944
Comment No. 25-1
I am opposed to the increase of any additional headcount at the Art Center ~ HIllside. [sic]
I live on Yocum and the traffic on Linda Vista is already horrible, especially at the
intersection of Lida and Linda Vista.
Response to Comment No. 25-1
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s opposition to the Project is noted for the administrative record and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
As described in Section III, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, ArtCenter proposes
to implement a 15-year Master Plan that focuses growth on its South Campus. Therefore,
the population growth referred to by the commenter would primarily occur on the South
Campus. The Project would increase the number of shuttles between the two campuses
and their frequency to ensure that ArtCenter-related traffic is minimized.
Comment No. 25-2
I am also opposed to the removal of any trees, especially in the Hillside Ordinance area.
Response to Comment No. 25-2
It is assumed that the commenter is referencing Chapter 17.29 of the Pasadena
Zoning Code regarding the Hillside Overlay Districts. As discussed in Response to
Comment No. 8-12, although the Project would involve the removal of a total of 148 trees,
45 trees from the North lot and 103 trees from the South Lot to accommodate the
installation of the PV solar cells and canopies, only one tree (Aleppo pine, a Specimen
tree) on the North Lot is a protected tree defined by the City’s Tree Ordinance. As
discussed in Page IV.C-20 of Section IV.C, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, the
Project would be required to comply with the City’s Trees and Tree Protection Ordinance,
which requires a Private Tree Removal Permit and replacement trees. Per the ordinance,
the number and species of replacement trees is based on the diameter at breast height
(DBH) and the species of the removed trees. In addition, the trees removed as a result of
installation of the solar panels within the surface parking areas would be replaced on a
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one-to-one basis by the Applicant.
Campus would not be reduced.

Accordingly, the number of trees on the Hillside

Comment No. 25-3
I am opposed to the CNG facility which is a huge risk for personal safety.
Response to Comment No. 25-3
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s opposition to the CNG facility is noted for the administrative record and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1: Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Fueling
Facility in Section III.B, Topical Responses, of this Final EIR above.
Comment No. 25-4
Most importantly, I do not feel the Art Center should be permitted to sell any alcohol. The
location of the school with so many young children in the nearby neighborhood poses a
huge safety concern with the increased number of impaired drivers.
Response to Comment No. 25-4
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s concerns regarding alcohol consumption are noted for the administrative
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
The sale of alcohol would be related to the operation of the ground floor amenities
(e.g., on-campus café or restaurant) on the South Campus. Although alcohol would
continue to be served at the Hillside Campus at special events, it would not be for sale.
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Comment Letter No. 26
Robert Morris
1192 Rancheros Place
Pasadena, CA 91103-2753
Comment No. 26-1
We fully support the proposed changes proposed by the Art Center. This college is a
wonderful institution for Pasadena.
Response to Comment No. 26-1
The commenter expresses his support for the Project. While the comment does not
address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, the commenter’s support for the Project
is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for
review and consideration.
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Comment Letter No. 27
Jim O’Kane
jvokane@gmail.com
Comment No. 27-1
“NIMBY” mentality—let them move forward with the project—it’s a prudent way to decrease
their carbon foot print [sic]
Response to Comment No. 27-1
The commenter expresses his support for the Project. While the comment does not
address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, the commenter’s support for the Project
is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for
review and consideration.
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Comment Letter No. 28
Jim O’Kane
jvokane@gmail.com
Comment No. 28-1
I see no reason why with proper monitoring it would not be permissible to serve alcohol at
the Art Center. Last time I checked alcohol was legal substance to serve in the U.S.
Response to Comment No. 28-1
While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s support for the sale of alcohol at ArtCenter is noted for the administrative
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
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Comment Letter No. 29
Kathleen O’Kane
oakgrove@pacbell.net
Comment No. 29-1
I would like to address several issues in regard to the changes that are proposed for the Art
Center College of Design. I am Kathleen O’Kane, and live on Linda Vista.
1. The increased traffic, especially on Linda Vista would impact residents with the
increased enrollment. Eliminate parking at the hillside campus and require that those at
the campus use the shuttle or park at the Rose Bowl.
Response to Comment No. 29-1
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s opposition to the Project is noted for the administrative record and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
As described in Section III, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, ArtCenter proposes
to implement a 15-year Master Plan that focuses growth on its South Campus. Therefore,
the population growth referred to by the commenter would primarily occur on the South
Campus. The Project would increase the number of shuttles between the two campuses
and their frequency to ensure that ArtCenter-related traffic is minimized.
Comment No. 29-2
2. I am opposed to the installation of a CNG (compressed natural gas) facility at the
campus. There is a reason that CNG is not used widespread because of its volatility.
Stations are typically not placed in neighborhoods but rather commercial or industrial
areas. In addition to the fact, that we live in a highly dangerous fire zone. Also it should be
noted that neighbors would not like compressed gas being trafficked through their
neighborhood to the Art Center. You may contend that it is safe, but it only takes ONE
accident and that is too much. Fire would spread quickly and it would also put a strain on
our fire fighting facilities.
Please do not allow this to happen. CNG incidents are DANGEROUS and Art Center
Students and staff can purchase their fuel where everyone else does not in a fire area in
Linda Vista.
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Thank you in advance for you [sic] consideration.
Response to Comment No. 29-2
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s opposition to the CNG facility is noted for the administrative record and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1: Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Fueling
Facility in Section III.B, Topical Responses, of this Final EIR above.
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Comment Letter No. 30 [Late Comments]
Joseph F Paggi, Jr.
747 S. Madison Ave.
Pasadena, CA 91106
Sharon Freeark
sharon@success-reps.com
Comment No. 30-1
[Email Correspondence from Joe F. Paggi, Jr. to Council District 7]
My concern is that this maybe one more visual distraction to the thousands of
drivers that pass through this intersections which is the South Entrance/ North Terminus of
the Pasadena Freeway. Given the rising number of accidents caused by the use of mobile
devices while driving, I believe that this digital animated platform could be a major
distractive contribution to the safety of both pedestrian and vehicular traffic.
While I like the idea of making the intersection more attractive, I believe the
consequences of such a visual exhibit may have dangerous consequences.
[Additional comment from Sharon Freeark in response to Joe F. Paggi, Jr.]
Agreed. And Arroyo Parkway is not Sunset Blvd!

Response to Comment No. 30-1
As discussed on pages IV.L-28, IV.L-29 and IV.L31 of Section IV.L. Traffic of the
Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure L-1 includes specific requirements regarding the location of
the digital gallery and also requires that the digital gallery be further reviewed by the
Pasadena Department of Transportation and relevant agencies. Implementation of this
mitigation measure would ensure that the digital gallery complies with PMC Section
12.15.050, which addresses the potential conflict of signs with traffic signals and
associated hazardous driving conditions. In addition, the Project would also comply with
Section 131(c) of Title 23 of the USC, which prohibits the placement of advertising signs,
displays, or devices within 660 feet from the right-of-way, visible from the main traveled
way of the primary system, other than those advertising activities conducted on the
property on which they are located, which may be changed at reasonable intervals by
electronic process or by remote control. The Project would also be required to comply with
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the California Outdoor Advertising Act. As set forth on pages IV.L-2 and IV.L-3 of Section
IV.L. Traffic of the Draft EIR, the California Outdoor Advertising Act regulates outdoor
advertising displays visible from California Highways by outlining qualitative criteria that aim
to eliminate the potential for distractions through limiting the content and placement of
signs. Provisions relevant to the Project include the following:


Section 5403(e) of the CBPC prohibits the placement of signs displaying any red
or blinking or intermittent light likely to be mistaken for a warning or danger signal
in a location that is visible from a highway.



Section 5403(h) of the CBPC prohibits the placement of signs displaying any
flashing, intermittent, or moving light or lights in a location that is visible from a
state regulated highway.



Section 5405(d)(1) of the CBPC prohibits the placement of advertising displays
within 660 feet from the edge of the right-of-way of any interstate or primary
highway, other than message center displays that comply with all requirements
of this chapter of the California Business & Professions Code. However, this
section prohibits the message center displays to use flashing, intermittent, or
moving lights, or message change that is in motion or appears to be in motion or
that changes in intensity or exposes its message for less than four seconds. No
message center display may be placed within 1,000 feet of another message
center display on the same side of the highway. No message center display may
be placed in violation of Section 131 of Title 23 of the USC (see above).



Section 5408(b) of the CBPC prohibits the placement of the following in a
business area: (1) illuminated signs in a manner that would interfere with the
effectiveness of, or obscure any official traffic sign, device, or signal in a
business area; (2) signs illuminated by flashing, intermittent, or moving lights
(except that part necessary to give public service information such as time, date,
temperature, weather, or similar information) in a business area; and (3) signs
that cause beams or rays of light to be directed at the traveled ways if the light is
of an intensity or brilliance as to cause glare or to impair the vision of any driver,
or to interfere with any driver’s operation of a motor vehicle.

The Draft EIR concludes that with implementation of Mitigation Measure IV.L-1 and
compliance with these regulatory requirements, Project impacts associated with traffic
hazards related to the proposed digital gallery would be less than significant. Also refer to
pages IV.A-45 and IV.A-46 of Section IV.A. Aesthetics of the Draft EIR regarding the
aesthetic and lighting impacts of the digital gallery that were determined to be less than
significant.
These comments are noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers for review and consideration.
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Planning Commission Special Meeting Comment No. 31
Chair Tim Wendler
Commissioner Patricia Keane
Commissioner Felicia Williams
Commissioner Michael Williamson
Commissioner Ali Barar
Commissioner Donald Nanney
Commissioner David Coher
Barbara Nanney (Public Speaker)
Maria Lopez (Public Speaker)
Nina Chomsky (Public Speaker)
Comment No. 31-1
Chair Wendler asked whether there is currently a conservation easement for the
undeveloped portions of the Hillside Campus.
Response to Comment No. 31-1
While this comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, in
response to the question, there is currently no conservation easement; however, according
to ArtCenter, they have no intention or plans to develop the undisturbed portions of the
Hillside Campus.
Comment No. 31-2
Commissioner Keane asked for more information about the CNG facility and if the Main
Quad on the South Campus is a public space.
Response to Comment No. 31-2
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, in response to
the question, please refer to Topical Response No. 1: Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)
Fueling Facility in Section III.B, Topical Responses, of this Final EIR above. The Main
Quad on the South Campus would be a publicly-accessible open space.
Comment No. 31-3
Commissioner Williams asked about the possibility of using electric shuttles instead of
CNG-fueled shuttles.
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Response to Comment No. 31-3
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, in response to
the question, ArtCenter indicated that they are waiting for the time when electric shuttles
become more cost effective than CNG-fueled shuttles and that their ultimate goal is to use
zero-emission vehicles.
Comment No. 31-4
Commissioner Williamson asked about the student housing affordability.
Response to Comment No. 31-4
While this comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, in
response to the question, according to ArtCenter, on-site student housing will be provided
below market rate in addition to taking into account the provision of on-site amenities and
allowing students to be on-campus 24/7.
Comment No. 31-5
Commissioner Barar asked if there would be a direct connection to the Metro Gold Line
and what agreements have been made with Metro.
Response to Comment No. 31-5
While this comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, in
response to the question, according to ArtCenter, the shuttles will continue to make two
stops between the two campuses—one at the Metro Gold Line Fillmore Station and the
other at the Memorial Park Station to provide ArtCenter students and faculty a direct
connection to the Metro Gold Line. ArtCenter’s land use counsel also indicated that the
agreements between ArtCenter and Metro are currently being negotiated.
Comment No. 31-6
Commissioner Nanney asked if the Post Office Building is part of the South Campus and if
the Wind Tunnel Building is historic and what are the current uses in it.
Response to Comment No. 31-6
While this comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, in
response to the question, according to ArtCenter, the Post Office Building is the
870 Raymond Building and is part of the South Campus. The Wind Tunnel Building is not
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a historic resource and is currently being used to house ArtCenter’s graduate and
undergraduate programs in media design and technology.
Comment No. 31-7
Barbara Nanney (Public Speaker) asked that ArtCenter consider rooftop gardens to
contribute to its sustainability goals.
Response to Comment No. 31-7
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the
commenter’s request for consideration of rooftop gardens is noted for the administrative
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.
Comment No. 31-8
Maria Lopez (Public Speaker) identified herself as a resident of the Fair Oaks community
near the Hillside Campus and a concerned citizen regarding the placement of a CNG
facility at the Hillside Campus. She asked that ArtCenter consider the CNG facility at the
South Campus, not at the Hillside Campus.
Response to Comment No. 31-8
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, in response to
the question, please refer to Topical Response No. 1: Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)
Fueling Facility in Section III.B, Topical Responses, of this Final EIR above.
Comment No. 31-9
Commissioner Coher asked what the plan is for the CNG facility and for ArtCenter to
consider an electric option if the timing coincides with the availability of feasible technology.
He asked about the public space access rights and if the same agreements may be sought
as the Kimpton Hotel facility.
Response to Comment No. 31-9
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, in response to
the question, please refer to Topical Response No. 1: Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)
Fueling Facility in Section III.B, Topical Responses, of this Final EIR above.
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Comment No. 31-10
Commissioner Williams asked about the digital gallery and what amendments to the Zoning
Code are required.
Response to Comment No. 31-10
As set forth on page III-20 of Section III, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, a
Zoning Code Amendment is required for the digital gallery.
Comment No. 31-11
Commissioner Keane asked for more details about the digital gallery to ensure sufficient
restrictions for the project feature to remain as a gallery and art space, not advertising,
under the terms of the Development Agreement. She appreciates the presence of the
mobility hub and expressed an opinion that electric vehicles may be a more viable option
by the time the CNG facility is ready to be implemented. She asked how the CNG facility
will be removed if shuttles are replaced with electric vehicles. She supports the Main Quad
as an important feature that connects the campus and the student housing that would be
provided by the Project.
Response to Comment No. 31-11
As set forth on page III-20 of Section III, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, a
Zoning Code Amendment is required for the digital gallery.
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, in response to
the question, in the event ArtCenter replaces their shuttles with electric vehicles, the CNG
fueling facility would be decommissioned in compliance with applicable regulations,
including those established by the NFPA.
Natural gas lines are connected and
disconnected throughout the City and throughout the U.S. frequently as residences and
businesses are developed or demolished. Removal of the CNG facility would undergo a
similar process with stricter standards to ensure public safety during upset conditions.
The Commissioner’s support of the Main Quad is noted for the administrative record.
Comment No. 31-12
Nina Chomsky (Public Speaker) introduced herself as the President of the Linda VistaAnnandale Association and noted that her comments are specifically related to the Hillside
Campus only. She provided the following comments: (1) concerns regarding views of the
solar panels from private backyards of hillside residences; she said the Association is
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conducting its own study to determine which homes will have significant impacts related to
views of the solar panels; (2) she stresses sustainability not only at the South Campus but
at the Hillside Campus as well by preserving and planting more trees instead of the
removal of hundreds of trees to accommodate the solar panels; (3) concerns regarding the
CNG facility as a hazardous materials issue and a potential significant impact to an area
identified as the highest fire danger area in California; she appreciates that ArtCenter
listened to their comments about reducing vehicle trips to and from the Hillside Campus by
providing shuttles but asked for the use of electric shuttles instead of CNG-fueled; (4) she
mentioned a rumor that there is another proposal for development of the undisturbed
portions of the Hillside Campus; she wants to see an official dedication of open space
related to the undeveloped portions of the Hillside Campus.
Response to Comment No. 31-12
Please refer to the responses to the commenter’s written comments included above
as Comment Letter No. 8.
Comment No. 31-13
Commissioner Williams asked about the traffic and air quality impacts of having a CNG
facility at the Hillside Campus—how the CNG will be transported to the Hillside Campus
and the effects of the truck trips on air quality.
Response to Comment No. 31-13
While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, in response to
the question, CNG would not be transported to the Hillside Campus by vehicle; instead, an
existing natural gas line that already serves the Hillside Campus would be extended to the
fueling station. Therefore, no traffic impacts would result from the installation of a CNG
facility at the Hillside Campus or corresponding air pollutant emissions. With regard to air
quality, as discussed in Topical Response No. 1: Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Fueling
Facility in Section III.B, Topical Responses, of this Final EIR above, natural gas is non-toxic
and has no potential for ground or water contamination in the event of a fuel release.
Natural gas is lighter than air and dissipates rapidly when released. Minimal release, if
any, is anticipated during fueling of vehicles. As such, air quality impacts resulting from the
installation of a CNG facility at the Hillside Campus would be negligible.
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U.S. Dept. of Energy, National Energy Technology Laboratory.
Inspector Study Guide, accessed April 10, 2018.
www.afdc.energy.gov/pdfs/cng_inspector_study_guide.pdf

CNG Fuel System

U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Energy Efficiency & Renewable Energy.
Compressed Natural Gas Vehicle Maintenance Facility Modification Handbook
(Sept. 2017), accessed April 10, 2018.
www.afdc.energy.gov/uploads/publication/cng_maintenance_facility_mod.pdf
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See the City’s Webpage for the ArtCenter Master Plan for the documents.
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IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared in
compliance with the requirements of Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21081.6 and
CEQA Guidelines Section 15097. This MMRP describes the procedures that will be
followed to implement the mitigation measures adopted in connection with the approval of
the Project and the methods for monitoring such actions. It is noted that while certain
agencies outside of the City of Pasadena (City) are listed as the monitoring/enforcement
agencies for the mitigation measures listed in this MMRP, the City, as Lead Agency for the
Project, is responsible for overseeing and enforcing implementation of the MMRP as
a whole.
The intent of this MMRP is to establish the following:
1. Verify compliance with the mitigation measures identified in the EIR;
2. Provide a framework to document implementation of the identified mitigation
measures;
3. Provide a record of mitigation requirements;
4. Identify monitoring and enforcement agencies;
5. Establish and clarify administrative procedures for the clearance of mitigation
measures;
6. Establish the frequency and duration of monitoring; and
7. Utilize the existing agency review processes wherever feasible.
As shown in Table IV-1 on page IV-2, each mitigation measure for the Project is
listed and categorized by environmental issue area, with an identification of the following:


Enforcement Agency—the agency with the power to enforce the mitigation
measure.
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Table IV-1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Biological Resources
Mitigation Measure C-1: A qualified
biologist shall complete pre-construction
surveys within construction areas on the
Hillside Campus prior to construction to
determine the presence or absence of
special status plant species within the
construction area. If any special status
plant species are identified, they shall be
protected from impacts associated with
construction activities to the maximum
extent feasible. Protective measures shall
include flagging and fencing of known plant
locations and avoidance, where possible.
No construction-related activities shall be
allowed within areas fenced for avoidance,
and construction personnel shall be briefed
about the presence of the plants and the
need to avoid effects on the populations.
However, if avoidance is not possible, a
mitigation plan shall be developed for
relocation and establishment of plants at
new protected locations in the biological
study area. The mitigation plan shall also
include provisions for follow-up monitoring
that comply with regulatory agency
requirements for success for a period of no
less than two years to determine mitigation
success and remedial measures should
the initial efforts to mitigate fail. A report
would be submitted to the City Planning &
Community Development Department
documenting the survey methods and
results, including number and location of

X

Construction
Contractor

California
Department of
Fish and
Wildlife

City of Pasadena
SCH No. 2016091009

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

Preconstruction/
once prior to
construction
for the Hillside
Campus only
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IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Table IV-1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Biological Resources
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

individuals observed, if any, and estimated
population sizes.
Mitigation Measure C-2: Best
management practices (BMP), such as
silt fencing, fiber rolls, straw bales, or
other measures shall be implemented
during construction to minimize dust, dirt,
and construction debris from leaving the
construction area.

X

Construction
Contractor

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

During
construction/
on-going
during
construction

Mitigation Measure C-3: All disturbed
areas, including storage piles, which are
not being actively utilized for construction
purposes, shall be stabilized using water,
chemical stabilizer/suppressant, covered
with a tarp or other suitable cover, or
vegetative ground cover to minimize dust
emissions.

X

Construction
Contractor

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

During
construction/
on-going
during
construction

Mitigation Measure C-4: A qualified
biologist shall complete pre-construction
surveys no more than 48 hours prior to
construction within previously undeveloped
areas to determine the presence or
absence of wildlife in the construction area.
Surveys shall be repeated if construction
activities are suspended for five days or

X

Construction
Contractor

California
Department of
Fish and
Wildlife

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

Preconstruction/
within 48
hours of start
of construction
and repeated
every time
construction is

City of Pasadena
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IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Table IV-1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Biological Resources
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure
more. If sensitive wildlife species are
identified within an active work area, the
biologist shall collect and relocate such
species to an appropriate location of
similar habitat within the undisturbed
portions of the ArtCenter property. A
report would be submitted to the City
Planning & Community Development
Department documenting the survey
methods and results, including number
and location of individuals observed, if any,
and estimated population sizes.
Mitigation Measure C-5: Construction
within 300 feet of any potential coastal
California gnatcatcher habitat shall be
avoided during the typical nesting season
for the coastal California gnatcatcher,
which is February 15 through September
1, to the extent feasible. If construction
within 300 feet of any coastal sage scrub
habitat is scheduled to begin between
February 15 and September 1, nesting
surveys shall be completed no more than
48 hours prior to construction to determine
if there are any nesting coastal California
gnatcatchers within 300 feet of the

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

suspended for
5 days or
more for the
Hillside
Campus only

X

Construction
Contractor

California
Department of
Fish and
Wildlife

City of Pasadena
SCH No. 2016091009

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

Preconstruction/
within 48
hours of start
of construction
and repeated
every time
construction is
suspended for
4 days or
more for the
Hillside
Campus only
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IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Table IV-1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Biological Resources
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

construction area. Surveys shall be
repeated if construction activities are
suspended for four days or more. If
gnatcatchers are found within 300 feet of
the construction area, appropriate buffers
(typically 300 feet) consisting of orange
flagging/fencing or similar shall be installed
and maintained until nesting activity has
ended, as determined in coordination with
the Project biologist and regulatory
agencies and as appropriate. A report
would be submitted to the City Planning &
Community Development Department
documenting the survey methods and
results, including number and location of
coastal California gnatcatcher observed.
Mitigation Measure C-6: Trimming and
removal of vegetation and trees shall be
minimized and performed outside of the
bird nesting season (February 15 to
September 15) to the extent feasible. If
trimming or removal of vegetation and
trees must be conducted during the
nesting season, nesting bird surveys shall
be completed by a qualified biologist no
more than 48 hours prior to trimming or

X

Construction
Contractor

California
Department of
Fish and
Wildlife

City of Pasadena
SCH No. 2016091009

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

Preconstruction/
within 48
hours of start
of construction
and repeated
every time
construction is
suspended for
4 days or
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IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Table IV-1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Biological Resources
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure
clearing activities to determine if nesting
birds are within the affected vegetation.
Nesting bird surveys shall be repeated if
trimming or removal activities are
suspended for four days or more. If
nesting birds are identified, trimming and
removal of vegetation and trees shall be
postponed or halted by the biologist until
birds have fledged and/or the nest is no
longer active. A report would be submitted
to the City Planning & Community
Development Department documenting
the survey methods and results, including
number and location of individuals
observed.
Mitigation Measure C-7: Construction
within 500 feet of trees and vegetation that
may provide nesting habitat for birds and
raptors shall be minimized and shall be
conducted outside of nesting season to the
maximum extent feasible. If construction
within 500 feet of vegetation must be
conducted during bird nesting season,
nesting bird surveys shall be completed no
more than 48 hours prior to construction to
determine if nesting birds, raptors, or active

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

more for the
Hillside
Campus only

X

Construction
Contractor

California
Department of
Fish and
Wildlife

City of Pasadena
SCH No. 2016091009

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

Preconstruction/
within 48
hours of start
of construction
and repeated
every time
construction is
suspended for
5 days or
more for the
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IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Table IV-1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Biological Resources
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure
nests are in or within 500 feet of the
construction area. Surveys shall be
repeated if construction activities are
suspended for five days or more. In the
event nesting birds or raptors are found
within 500 feet of the construction area,
appropriate buffers (typically up to 300 feet
for songbirds and up to 500 feet for
raptors) shall be installed to ensure that
nesting birds and active nests are not
harmed. Buffers shall include fencing or
other barriers around the nests to prevent
any access to these areas and shall
remain in place until birds have fledged
and/or the nest is no longer active. A
report would be submitted to the City
Planning & Community Development
Department documenting the survey
methods and results, including number
and location of individuals observed.
Mitigation Measure C-8: At least two
weeks prior to construction, surveys shall
be conducted by a qualified bat biologist to
identify potential bat-roosting cavities and
assess the presence of bats. Surveys
shall be conducted during the active

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Hillside
Campus only

X

Construction
Contractor

California
Department of
Fish and
Wildlife

City of Pasadena
SCH No. 2016091009

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

Preconstruction/
identify
cavities at
least 2 weeks
prior to start of
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IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Table IV-1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Biological Resources
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure
season for bats (typically spring, summer,
and fall) to obtain more conclusive results,
during the maternity season (typically late
spring and summer) if feasible.

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

construction
and removal
of cavities
within 7 days
of the start of
construction
for the Hillside
Campus only

During the non-breeding and active
season (typically fall and early spring), any
bats roosting in cavities in the construction
area, either in trees or in structures, shall
be safely evicted under the direction of a
qualified bat biologist. Once it has been
determined that all roosting bats have
been safely evicted from roosting cavities,
exclusionary devices shall be installed and
maintained to prevent bats from roosting in
these cavities prior to and during
construction.
Pre-construction bat surveys shall be
conducted by a qualified bat biologist
within seven days prior to removal of any
potential roosting cavities within the BSA to
confirm that exclusionary measures have
been successful and there are no bats
within the construction area. Any areas
from which bats cannot be excluded shall
be monitored prior to and during
construction for signs of roosting bats and

City of Pasadena
SCH No. 2016091009
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IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Table IV-1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Biological Resources
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

disturbance during roost removal, to
ensure that bats are not harmed. If
appropriate, non-invasive measures shall
be implemented, under the direction of a
qualified bat biologist, to discourage bats
from returning to roosts that cannot be
closed off.
A report would be submitted to the City
Planning & Community Development
Department documenting the survey
methods and results, including number
and location of bats observed, if any.
Mitigation Measure C-9: Surveys and
exclusion measures are expected to
prevent maternal colonies from becoming
established in the BSA. In the event that a
maternal colony of bats is found in the
construction area, the CDFW shall be
consulted, and no work shall be conducted
within 100 feet of the roosting site until the
maternal season is over or the bats have
left the site, or as otherwise directed by the
CDFW. The site shall be designated as a
sensitive area and protected as such until
the bats have left the site. No clearing and
grubbing shall be authorized adjacent to

X

Construction
Contractor

California
Department of
Fish and
Wildlife

City of Pasadena
SCH No. 2016091009

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

Preconstruction/
on-going until
bats have left
the site
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IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Table IV-1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Biological Resources
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

the site. Combustion equipment, such as
generators, pumps, and vehicles, shall not
to be parked or operated under or adjacent
to the roosting site. Construction
personnel shall not enter into areas
beneath the colony, especially during the
evening exodus.
Mitigation Measure C-10: Silt fencing
shall be installed around the wetland
area during construction to prevent
construction debris and construction
generated dust from entering the
wetland.

X

Construction
Contractor

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

During
construction/
on-going
during
construction
for the Hillside
Campus only

Mitigation Measure C-11: If vegetation
in the wetland area is disturbed, a
revegetation plan shall be developed to
the satisfaction of the City Planning &
Community Development Department, in
consultation with any applicable
permitting resource agencies, to
revegetate any impacted wetland
habitat. The revegetation plan shall
include a summary of impacted
vegetation, a planting plan, mitigation
ratios, and success criteria based on

X

Project
Applicant

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

Preconstruction/
prior to
issuance of
grading permit
for the South
building and
once after two
years of
planting for
the Hillside

City of Pasadena
SCH No. 2016091009
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IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Table IV-1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Biological Resources
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure
regulatory agency requirements (but no
less than monitoring for two years to
ensure successful revegetation).
Impacted wetland habitat shall be
replaced at a minimum ratio of 1:1 such
that there would be no net loss of
wetland acreage acreage. Additional
replacement habitat shall be provided if
required by California Department of
Fish and Wildlife and/or the Regional
Water Quality Control Board through the
permitting process.

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Campus only

Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
Mitigation Measure D-1: Prior to any
excavation activities, a plan shall be
prepared and adopted by the Project
Applicant to include provisions for the
adequate recovery of scientifically
consequential information should any
archaeological resources be discovered
during construction of the Project.
Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4-1
in the Pasadena General Plan EIR, if
cultural resources are discovered during
construction of the Project, all ground-

X

X

Project
Applicant

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

City of Pasadena
SCH No. 2016091009

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

Preconstruction
and during
excavation
and grading/
prior to
issuance of
grading permit
and on-going
during
excavation
and grading
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IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Table IV-1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Biological Resources
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

disturbing activities in the immediate
vicinity of the find shall be halted until the
find is evaluated by a Registered
Professional Archaeologist. If testing
determines that significance criteria are
met, then the Project shall be required to
perform data recovery, professional
identification, radiocarbon dates as
applicable, and other special studies and
provide a comprehensive final report,
including site record to the City and the
South Central Coastal Information
Center at California State University
Fullerton. No further grading shall occur
in the area of the discovery until
Planning Department approves the
report. In addition, any cultural
resources found shall be treated in
accordance with regulatory
requirements. Grading and excavation
may continue around the isolated area of
the find so long as the activities do not
impede or jeopardize the protection and
preservation of any cultural resources.
Mitigation Measure D-2: During
grading and excavation activities, a

X

X

Construction
Contractor

Planning &
Community

City of Pasadena
SCH No. 2016091009

Planning &
Community

Preconstruction
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IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Table IV-1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Biological Resources
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure
monitor meeting the satisfaction of the
Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians—
Kizh Nation shall be allowed to be
present on-site. Consistent with
Mitigation Measure 4-1 in the Pasadena
General Plan EIR, if Native American
artifacts are found, all ground-disturbing
activities in the immediate vicinity of the
find shall be halted until the find is
evaluated by a Registered Professional
Archaeologist. If testing determines that
significance criteria are met, then the
Project shall be required to perform data
recovery, professional identification,
radiocarbon dates as applicable, and
other special studies and provide a
comprehensive final report, including site
record to the City and the South Central
Coastal Information Center at California
State University, Fullerton. No further
ground disturbance shall occur in the
area of the discovery until Planning
Department approves the report.
Subsequently, the find shall be turned
over to the tribe. In addition, any cultural
resources found shall be treated in
accordance with regulatory

Development
Department

City of Pasadena
SCH No. 2016091009

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Development and during
Department excavation
and grading/
prior to
issuance of
grading permit
and on-going
during
excavation
and grading
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IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Table IV-1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Biological Resources
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

requirements. Grading and excavation
may continue around the isolated area of
the find so long as the activities do not
impede or jeopardize the protection and
preservation of any cultural resources as
determined by the monitor.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Mitigation Measure G-1: A Soil
Management Plan shall be prepared and
implemented by ArtCenter to establish
the protocol for management of
environmental conditions that may be
encountered during construction,
including soil contamination, as well as
underground features, such as the
potential USTs.

X

Construction
Contractor

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

Preconstruction
and during
excavation/
prior to
issuance of
grading permit
and on-going
during
excavation

Project
Applicant

Building and
Safety
Division

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

Preconstruction/
during plan
check and
prior to
issuance of

Hydrology and Water Quality
Mitigation Measure H-1: The
expansion of the South Building,
including the new Commuter Services
and Facilities Hub, shall be designed to
incorporate a small channel or detention
basin to intercept or deflect debris and

X

City of Pasadena
SCH No. 2016091009
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IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Table IV-1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Biological Resources
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure
mudflows away from the building to the
satisfaction of the City’s Building and
Safety Division.

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

building
permits

Noise
Mitigation Measure J-1: During nighttime
construction activities associated with
construction work above and below the
Metro Gold Line ROW, a temporary and
impermeable sound barrier shall be
erected at the following locations.
Examples of temporary sound barriers
include: a loaded-vinyl noise control
blanket (minimum STC-25) or plywood:

X

Construction
Contractor

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

During
construction/
on-going
during
construction
within Metro
ROW

a) Along the southern and western
property lines of the 988 Parcel. The
temporary sound barrier shall be a
minimum of 6 feet high and designed
to provide a minimum 5 dBA noise
reduction at the residential use at
southeastern corner of Alarcon Place
and Glenarm Street (receptor R4).
b) Along the eastern property line of the
1111 Parcel (from the northern
property line to the existing 1111

City of Pasadena
SCH No. 2016091009
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IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Table IV-1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Biological Resources
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Building). The temporary sound barrier
shall be a minimum of 18 feet high and
designed to provide a minimum 15
dBA noise reduction at the residential
use along Marengo Avenue north of
Glenarm Street (receptor R5).
c) Along the southern property line of the
1111 Parcel (between the Metro ROW
and the existing 1111 Building). The
temporary sound barrier shall be a
minimum of 12 feet high and designed
to provide a minimum 10 dBA noise
reduction at the residential use at the
southeastern corner of Marengo
Avenue and Glenarm Street (receptor
R6).
Mitigation Measure J-2: Materials
delivery and haul trucks that would be
needed for the construction of the Main
Quad over the Metro ROW and the
underground tunnel under the Metro ROW
shall be scheduled to occur during daytime
hours only.

X

Construction
Contractor

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

Planning &
Community
Development
Department

During
construction/
on-going
during
construction
within Metro
ROW

Mitigation Measure J-3: Prior to the start
of construction for the 1101 Building, the

X

Construction

Planning &
Community

Planning &
Community

Prior to start of
construction of
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IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Table IV-1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Biological Resources
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure
Applicant shall retain the services of a
structural engineer or a qualified
professional to visit the existing building
structure on Arroyo Parkway adjacent to
the South Campus (1101 Building) to
inspect and document the apparent
physical condition of the buildings’ readilyvisible features.

Contractor

Development
Department

The Applicant shall retain the services of a
qualified acoustical engineer to review
proposed construction equipment and
develop and implement a vibration
monitoring system capable of documenting
the construction-related ground vibration
levels at the off-site building during site
demolition and excavation for the 1101
Building, where heavy construction (e.g.,
large bulldozer and drill rig) would be
operating within 12 feet of the building
adjacent to the north. In the event that site
access to the adjacent off-site building is
not available for the vibration monitoring,
vibration monitoring shall be conducted at
a distance of 12 feet from the construction
equipment (representative of the distance
between the off-site building and the

City of Pasadena
SCH No. 2016091009

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Development the 1101
Department Building/ongoing during
construction of
the 1101
Building and
postconstruction
for damage
repair, if
necessary
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Table IV-1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Biological Resources
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

construction equipment). The vibration
monitoring system shall include the
following:
a) The vibration monitoring system shall
measure and continuously store the
peak particle velocity (PPV) in
inch/second. Vibration data shall be
stored on a one-second interval. The
system shall also be programmed for
two preset velocity levels: a warning
level of 0.2 inch/second (PPV) and a
regulatory level of 0.3 inch/second
(PPV) at the off-site building. The
system shall also provide real-time
alert when the vibration levels exceed
the preset level.
b) In the event the warning level of 0.2
inch/second (PPV) is triggered, the
contractor shall identify the source of
vibration generation and provide and
implement feasible steps to reduce the
vibration level, including, but not limited
to, halting/staggering concurrent
activities and utilizing lower vibratory
techniques.
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IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Table IV-1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Biological Resources
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

c) In the event the regulatory level 0.3
inch/second (PPV) is triggered, the
contractor shall halt the construction
activities in the vicinity of the building
and have the structural engineer or a
qualified professional visually inspect
the building for any damage. Results
of the inspection must be logged. The
contractor shall identify the source of
vibration generation and provide and
implement steps to reduce the
vibration level. Construction activities
may then restart.
d) In the event construction vibration
damage occurs at adjacent buildings,
such damage shall be repaired to the
conditions prior to commencement of
such construction activities.
Traffic
Mitigation Measure L-1: In order to
ensure the digital gallery does not create
confusion with traffic signals at the
intersection of Glenarm Street and SR110/Arroyo Parkway, the digital gallery
shall be located no less than 50 feet

X

Project
Applicant

Department of Planning &
Transportation Community
Development
Department
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Preconstruction/
prior to
issuance of
building permit
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IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Table IV-1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Monitoring
Agency

Monitoring
Phase/
Frequency

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

Biological Resources
Party
Responsible
for
South
Hillside
Implemen- Enforcement
Campus Campus
tation
Agency
Applicability

Mitigation Measure

Action(s) Indicating Compliance
Action/
Reports

Effectiveness

SignOff/Date

north from the southeastern corner of the
building or the lowest extent of the digital
gallery shall be no less than 25 feet
above the ground. The digital gallery
shall be further reviewed by the
Pasadena Department of Transportation
(DOT) and other relevant agencies.
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IV. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program



Monitoring Agency—the agency to which reports
compliance, implementation, and development are made.



Monitoring Phase—the phase of the Project during which the mitigation measure
shall be monitored.



Monitoring Frequency—the frequency at which the mitigation measure shall be
monitored.



Action(s) Indicating Compliance—the action(s) by which the enforcement or
monitoring agency indicates that compliance with the required mitigation
measure has been implemented.

City of Pasadena
SCH No. 2016091009

involving

feasibility,
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Appendices

Appendix FEIR-1
Draft EIR Comment Letters

From: Lin, Alan S@DOT [mailto:alan.lin@dot.ca.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 2:02 PM
To: OPR State Clearinghouse
Cc: Sinclair, David
Subject: SCH # 2016091009 ArtCenter College of Design Master Plan

Hard copy to follow!
Alan Lin, P.E.
Project Coordinator
State of California
Department of Transportation
District 7, Office of Transportation Planning
Mail Station 16
100 South Main Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
(213) 897-8391 Office
(213) 897-1337 Fax

1

STATE OF CA l !FORN!A-CA ! !FORN!A STATE TRANS PORTA T!ON AG ENCY

EDMUN D O DROWN

Jr

Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT ATION
DI STRICT 7
100 S. MA IN STREET, MS 16
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012
PHONE (2 13) 897-8391
FAX (2 13) 897-1 337
TTY 71 1
www. dot.ca.gov

Seriolls Drollght.
Making Conservation
a California Way of Life.

December 5,2017

Mr. David Sinclair, Senior Planer
City of Pasadena
175 N. Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91101
RE: ArtCenter College of Design Master Plan
SCH # 2016091009
Ref. GTS LA-2016-00128-NOP-AL
GTS LA-2016-01194-DEIR-AL
Vic. LA-I 341PM R12.54, LA-2 10fPM
R23.16, LA-llO/PM 31.91
Dear Mr. Sinclair:
Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the above referenced project. The ArtCenter College of
Design (Art Center) proposes a 15-year Master plan (the Project) that focuses growth on its
campus. It is anticipated that upon completion of the project, total enrollment within Art Center
would increase from its current enrollment of approx. 2,000 full-time equivalent (FTE) students
to a maximum of2,500 FTE students and increase faculty/staff from 753 faculty/staff members
to approx. 994 faculty/staff members between the two campuses.
The mission of Cal trans is to provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California's economy and livability. Senate Bill 743 (2013) mandated that
CEQA review of transportation impacts of proposed development be modified by using Vehicle
Miles Traveled (VMT) as the primary metric in identifying transportation impacts for all future
development projects. For future project, you may reference to The Governor' s Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) for more information.
http://opr. ca. gov/ceq a/updates/ guidel ines/
Cal trans is aware of challenges that the region faces in identifying viable solutions to alleviating
congestion on State and Local facilities. With limited room to expand vehicular capacity, future
development should incorporate multi-modal and complete streets transportation elements that
will actively promote alternatives to car use and better manage existing parking assets.
Prioritizing and allocating space to efficient modes of travel such as bicycling and public transit
can allow streets to transport more people in a fixed amount of right-of-way.

··Pro vide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
10 enhance California 's economy and livability"

Mr. David Sinclair
December 5, 2017
Page 2 of3
Cal trans supports the implementation of complete streets and pedestrian safety measures such as
road diets and other traffic calming measures. Please note the Federal Highway Administration
(FHW A) recognizes the road diet treatment as a proven safety countermeasure, and the cost of a
road diet can be significantly reduced if implemented in tandem with routine street resurfacing.
We encourage the Lead Agency to integrate transportation and land use in a way that reduces
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions by facilitating the
provision of more proximate goods and services to shorten trip lengths, and achieve a high level
of non-motorized travel and transit use. We also encourage the Lead Agency to evaluate the
potential of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies and Intelligent
Transportation System (ITS) applications in order to better manage the transportation network,
as well as transit service and bicycle or pedestrian connectivity improvements.
After reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Report for this project, Cal trans has the
following comments:
By 2032 with Phase 1 plus Phase 2 build out year, the project, after TDM strategies credit, will
generate a net 3,061 ADT, 260/248 AMlPM peak hour trips. On page 16 of the Transportation
Impact Analysis, prepared on May 8, 2017, for the 2035 General Plan scenario, the incremental
change (existing + project) is 22.1 Project VMT Per Capita comparing to the 2013 Significant
Impact Threshold 22.6 Project VMT Per Capita. Potential significant impact would be reached
if no mitigation is planned. We recommend the City to consider more TDM strategies for the
project such as more online courses, more student and faculty/staff member housing, and
providing more public transportation, etc. so the impact can be mitigated without raising VMT
per capita.
From the Master Plan, it appears that the project intends to erect a digital art display that is visible
from the National Highway System (NHS), S Arroyo Parkway and E Glenarm St. As a reminder,
any advertising structure visible from the NHS is subject to the provisions of the California
Outdoor Advertising Act (OAA) outlined in Business and Professions Code Section 5200 et seq.
In addition, any advertising structure that displays off-premise commercial copy visible from the
NHS will require a permit from the Office of Outdoor Advertising (ODA). You may contact the
Area Manager when the project meets the requirements.

George Anzo Jr - Southern Area Manager
Office of Outdoor Advertising
Division of Traffic Operations
Department of Transportation
100 South Main Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Office: (213) 897-4208
Cell: (213) 435-1951
Fax: (213) 897-0420
E-mail: george.anzo@dot.ca.gov

"Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California '$ economy and livability"

Mr. David Sinclair
December 5, 2017
Page 3 of3
Website: http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/odal
However, so long as this digital art display does not engage in the business of outdoor advertising
as defined in Business and Professions Code Section 5300, it will not be considered an
advertising structure as defined in Business and Professions Code Section 5203 and will not
require a pennit from ODA.
Since the south campus is at the end of the freeway 110, please also be reminded that any work
perfonned within the State Right-of-way will require an Encroachment Pennit from Caltrans.
Any modifications to State facilities must meet all mandatory design standard and specifications.
Transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials, which requires the use of
oversized-transport vehicles on State highways, will require a transportation pennit from
Cal trans. The construction time schedule of working hours should be considered off peak hours
for the large size truck trips to minimize traffic congestion and to provide maximum safety to
the pedestrians and vehicular traffic on the streets and freeways .
Stonn water run-off is a sensitive issue for Los Angeles. Please be mindful that projects should
be designed to discharge clean run-off water. Additionally, discharge of stonn water run-off is
not pennitted onto State highway facilities without a stonn water management plan.
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact project coordinator Mr. Alan Lin at (213)
897-8391 and refer to GTS # LA-2017-01194-DEIR-AL.

)

-

IGRlCEQA Acting Branch Chief
cc:

Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse

"Provide a safe, slistainable, integrated and efficient Iransportalion system
to enhance California's eeol/omy and livability "

From: noreply@nahc.ca.gov [mailto:noreply@nahc.ca.gov] On Behalf Of noreply@
Sent: Wednesday, November 08, 2017 8:00 AM
To: Sinclair, David
Subject: SCH# 2016091009 ArtCenter College of Design Master Plan
Reply to: noreply@nahc.ca.gov <noreply@nahc.ca.gov> Device Name: Not Set Device Model:
MX‐4141N
Location: Not Set
File Format: PDF MMR(G4)
Resolution: 200dpi x 200dpi
Attached file is scanned image in PDF format.
Use Acrobat(R)Reader(R) or Adobe(R)Reader(R) of Adobe Systems Incorporated to view the
document.
Adobe(R)Reader(R) can be downloaded from the following URL:
Adobe, the Adobe logo, Acrobat, the Adobe PDF logo, and Reader are registered
trademarks or trademarks of Adobe Systems Incorporated in the United States and other
countries.
http://www.adobe.com/
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Environmental and Cultural Department
1550 Harbor Blvd., Suite 100
West Sacramento, CA 96691
Phone (916) 373-3710
Fa. (916) 373-5471

November 8, 2017
David Sinclair, Senior Planner
City of Pasadena
175 N. Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91101
Sent via e-mail: dslndalr@cHyofpasadena.net
Re: SCH# 2016091009, ArtCenter College of Design Master Plan Project, City of Pasadena; Los Angeles County, California
Dear Mr. Sinclair:
The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report prepared for the
project referenced above. The review included the Executive Summary with Table 1-1, Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts; the Introduction and Project Description; and the Environmental Impact Analysis,
section IV.D Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources prepared by Eyestone Environmental for the City of Pasadena. We have the
following concerns:
1.

The definition of consultation as quoted from PRC section 21080.3 (b) cross-referenced to GC section 65352.4 is
correct. HOWEVER, the narrative misstates the law, referring to the requirement to consult with only one tribe.
Consultation outreach must be conducted with all tribes that have requested notice of projects for the purpose 01
consultation.

2.

While government-to-government consultation by the lead agency under AB-52 with ONE Native American tribe
traditionally and culturally affiliated to the project area is documented (Gabrleleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh
Nation), consultation outreach to the other Gabrieleno tribes (two additional tribes have documentation of letters sent to
the City) culturally affiliated to the area is not documented.

3.

Mitigation language for archaeological resources Is not always appropriate for or similar to measures specifically for
handling Tribal Cultural Resources (Refer to Mitigation Measure 0-2).

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)', specifically Public Resources Code section 21084.1, states that a project
that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource is a project that may have a significant
effect on the environment.' II there is substantial evidence, in light 01 the whole record before a lead agency, that a project may
have a significant effect on the enVironment, an environmental Impact report (EIR) shall be prepared: In order to determine
whether a project will cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, a lead agency will need to
determine whether there are historical resources with the area of project effect (APE).
CEQA was amended in 2014 by Assembly Bill 52. (AB 52).4 AB 52 applies to any project for which a notice of preparation
or a notice of negative declaration or miti!!ated negative declaration is filed on or after July 1, 2015. AS 52 created a
separate category for "tribal cultural resources' , that now includes "a project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.6 Public
agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging affects to any tribal cultural resource.' Your project may also be subject to
Senate Bill 18 (SB 18) (Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004), Government Code 65352.3, if it also involves the adoption 01 or
amendment to a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open space. Both SB 18 and
AB 52 have tribal consultation requirements. Additionally, if your project is also subject to the federal National Environmental
Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the tribal consultation requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 19668 may also apply.
.
Consult your legal counsel about compliance with AB 52 and SB 18 as well as compliance with any other applicable
laws.

Pub. Resources Code § 21000 et seq.
Pub. Resources Code § 21084.1: Cal. Code Regs., tit.14, § 15064.5 (b); CEOA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (b)
'Pub. Resources Code § 21080 (d); Cal. Code Regs.• til 14, § 15064 subd.(a)(1): CEQA Guidelines § 15064 (a)(I)
4 Government Code 65352.3
5 Pub. Resources Code § 21074
6 Pub. Resources Code § 21084.2
7 Pub. Resources Code § 21084.3 (a)
8 154 U.S.C. 300101,36 C.F.R. § 800 at seq.
1
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Agencies should be aware that AS 52 does not preclude agencies from initiating tribal consultation with tribes that are
traditionally and culturally affiliated with their jurisdictions before the timeframes provided in AS 52. For th at reason, we urge you
to continue to request Native American Tribal Consultation Lists and Sacred Lands File searches from the NAHC . The request
forms can be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/. Additional information regarding AS 52 can be found online
at http://nahc.ca.govlwp-contenVuploads/2015/1 O/AB52TribaiConsultation CaIEPAPDF.pdf, entitled "Tribal Consultation Under
AS 52: Requirements and Best Practices".
The NAHC recommends lead agencies consult with all California Native American tribes that are traditionally and culturally
affiliated with the geographic area of your proposed project as early as possible in order to avoid inadvertent discoveries of
Native American human remains and best protect tribal cultural resources.
A brief summary of portions of AB 52 and SS 18 as well as the NAHC's recommendations for conducting cultural resources
assessments is also attached.
Please contact me at gayle.totton@nahc.ca.gov or ca ll (9 16) 373-3710 if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

~~~
G yl
otton, B.S., M.A., Ph.D
soclate Governmental Project Analyst
Attachment
cc: State Clearinghouse
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Pertinent Statutorv Information:
UnderAB 52:
AB 52 has added to CEQA the additional requirements listed below, along with many other requirements:
Within fourteen (14) days of determining that an application for a project is complete or of a decision by a public agency to
undertake a project, a lead agency shall provide formal notification to a designated contact of, or tribal representative of,
traditionally and culturally affiliated California Native American tribes that have requested notice.
A lead agency shall begin the consultation process within 30 days of receiving a request for consultation from a California
Native American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project. 9 and prior to
the release of a negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration or environmental impact report. For purposes of AB
52, "consultation shall have the same meaning as provided in Gov. Code § 65352.4 (SB 18)'·
The following topiCS of consultation, if a tribe requests to discuss them, are mandatory topics of consultation:
a. Alternatives to the project.
.
b. Recommended mitipation measures.
c. Significant effects'
1. The following topics are discretionary topics of consultation:
a. Type of environmental review necessary.
b. Significance olthe tribal cultural resources.
c. Significance of the project's impacts on tribal cultural resources.
If necessary, p,roject alternatives or appropriate measures for preservation or mitigation that the tribe may recommend to the
lead agency. 2
. With some exceptions, any information, including but not limited to, the location, description, and use of tribal cultural resources
submitted by a California Native American tribe during the environmental review process shall not be included in the
environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency to the public,
consistent with Government Code sections 6254 <r) and 6254.10. Any information submitted by a California Native
American tribe during the consultation or environmental review process shall be published in a confidential appendix to the
environmental document unless the tribe that provided the information consents, in writing, to the disclosure of some or all of the
information to the public.'3
If a project may have a Significant impact on a tribal cultural resource, the lead agency's environmental document shall
discuss both of the following:
a. Whether the proposed project has a significant impact on an identified tribal cultural resource.
b. Whether feaSible alternatives or mitigation measures, including those measures that may be agreed to pursuant to
Public Resources Code section 21082.3, subdivision (a), avoid or substantially lessen the impact on the identified
tribal cultural resource.'"
Consultation with a tribe shall be considered concluded when either of the following occurs:
a. The parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on a tribal
cultural resource; or
b. A party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot be reaChed."
Any mitigation measures agreed upon In the consultation conducted pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.2
shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental document lind in an adopted mitigation monitoring and
reporting program, if determined to avoid or lessen the imr,act pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21082.3,
subdivision (b), paragraph 2, and shall be fully enforceable. 6
if mitigation measures recommended by the staff of the lead agency as a result of the consultation process are not included in
the environmental document or if there are no agreed upon mitigation measures at the conclusion of consultation, or if
.consultation does not occur, and if SUbstantial evidence demonstrates that a project will cause a significant effect to a tribal
cultural resource, the lead agency shall consider feasible mitigation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21084.3
(b). 17

An environmental impact report may not be certified, nor maya mitigated negative declaration or a negative declaration be
adopted unless one of the following occurs:
a. The consultation process between the tribes and the lead agency has occurred as provided in Public Resources
Code sections 21080.3.1 and 21080.3.2 and concluded pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.2.
b. The tribe that requested consultation failed to provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise failed to engage
in the consultation process.
c. The lead agency provided notice of the project to the tribe in compliance with Public Resources Code section
21080.3.1 (d) and the tribe failed to request consultation within 30 days."
Pub. Resources Code § 21060.3.1, subds. (d) and (e)
Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.1 (b)
11 Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.2 (a)
12 Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.2 (a)
13 PUb. Resources Code § 21082.3 (0)(1)
14 PUb. Resources Code § 21082.3 (b)
11> Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.2 (b)
16 PUb. Resources Code § 21082.3 (a)
17 Pub. Resources Code § 21082.3 (e)
18 Pub. Resources Code § 21082.3 (d)
9
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This process should be documented in the Tribal Cultural Resources section of your environmental document.
Under SB 18:
Government Code § 65352 .3 (a) (1) requires consultation with Native Americans on general plan proposals for the purposes of
"preserving or mitigating impacts to places, features, and objects described § 5097.9 and § 5091 .993 of the Public Resources
Code that are located within the city or county's jurisdiction . Government Code § 65560 (a), (b), and (c) provides for
consu ltation with Native American tribes on the open-space element of a county or city general plan for the purposes of
protecting places, features , and objects described in Sections 5097.9 and 5097.993 of the Public Resources Code.
•

•

•
•

•

S8 18 applies to local governments and requires them to contact, provide notice to, refer plans to, and consult with tribes
prior to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of open space. Local
governments should consult the Governor's Office of Planning and Research's "Tribal Consultation Guidelines," which can
be found online at: https:/Iwww.opr.ca.gov/docs/09 14 05 Updated Guidelines 922 .pdf
Tribal Consultation: If a local government considers a proposal to adopt or amend a general plan or a specific plan, or to
designate open space it is required to contact the appropriate tribes identified by the NAHC by requesting a "Tribal
Consultation List." If a tribe, once contacted, requests consu ltation the local government must consult with the tribe on the
plan proposal. A tribe has 90 days from the date of receipt of notification to request consuttation untess a shorter
timeframe has been agreed to by the tribe.19
.
There is no Statutorv Time Limit on Tribal Consultation under the law.
Confidentiality: Consistent with the guidelines developed and adopted by the Office of Planning and Research,'o the city or
cou nty shall protect the confidentiality of the information concerning the specific identity, location, character, and use of
places, features and objects described in Public Resources Code sections 5097.9 and 5097.993 that are within the city's or
21
county's jurisdiction.
Conclusion Tribal Consultation: Consultation should be concluded at the pOint in which:
o The parties to the consultation come to a mutual agreement concern ing the appropriate measures for preservation
or mitigation; or
o
Either the local government or the tribe, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual
22
agreement cannot be reached concerning the appropriate measures of preservation or mitigation.

NAHC Recommendations for Cultural Resources Assessments:
•

•

•

Contact the NAHC for:
o
A Sacred Lands File search. Remember that tribes do not always record their sacred sites in the Sacred Lands
File, nor are they required to do so. A Sacred Land s File search is not a substitute for consultation with tribes that
are traditionally and cu lturally affiliated with the geographic area of the project's APE.
o
A Native American Tribal Contact List of appropriate tribes for consu ltation concerning the project site and to assist
in planning for avoidance, preservation in place, or, failing both, mitigation measures.
The request form can be found at http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/.
Contact the appropriate regional California Historical Research Information System (CHRIS) Center
(http://ohp.parks. ca.gov/?page id= 1068) for an archaeological records search. The records search will determine:
If part or the entire APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources .
o
If any known cu ltural resources have been already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.
o
If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.
o
If a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.
o
If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report detailing the
findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
o The final report co ntaining site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures should be submitted immediately
to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American human remains , and
associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum and not be made available for public
disclosure.
o The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the appropriate
regional CHRIS center.

Examples of Mitigation Measures That Mav Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant Adverse Impacts to Tribal
Cultural Resources:
o
Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including , but not limited to:
Planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cu ltural and natural context.
•
Planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources with culturally appropriate
protection and management criteria.

,i
20
21

22

(Go v. Code § 65352.3 (a)(2».
pursuant to Gov. Code section 65040.2,
(Gov. Code § 65352.3 (b» .
(Tribal Consultation Guidelines , Governor's Office of Planning and Research (2005) at p. 18).
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o

Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking Into account the tribal cultural values and meaning
of the resouree, Including, but not limited to, the following:
• Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource.
• Protecting the traditional use of the resource.
• Protecting the confidentiality of the resource.
o Permanent conservation easements or other Interests in real property, with culturally appropriate management
criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or places.
o Please note that a federally recognized Califomia Native American tribe or a non-federally recognized California
Native American tribe that Is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC to protect a California prehistoric,
archaeological, cultural, spiritual, or ceremonial Blaee may acquire and hold conservation easements if the
conservation easement is voluntarily conveyed. 3
o Please note that It Is the policy of the state that Native American remains and associated grave artifacts shall be
repatrlated 24
The lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources (including tlibal cultural resources) does not preclude their subsurface
existence.
o Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program ~Ian provisions for the
Identification and evaluation of inadvertently discovered archaeological resources: In areas of identified
archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American with knowledge of
cultural resources should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.
o
Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions for the
disposition of recovered cultural Items that are not burial associated in consultation with cuijurally affiliated Native
Americans.
o Lead agencies should Include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans prOVisions for the
treatment and disposition otlnadvertently discovered Native American human remains. Health and Safety Code
section 7050.5, Public Resources Code section 5097.98, and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, section 15064.5,
subdivisions (d) and (e) (CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5, subds. (d) and (ell address the processes to be
followed in the event of an Inadvertent discovery of any Native American human remains and associated grave
goods in a location other than a dedicated cemetery.

"(Civ. Code § 615.3 (c)).
2:4

25

(Pub. Resources Code § 5097.991).
per Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, section 15064.5(f) (CEQA Guklelines section 15064.5(f).
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From: Jack Cheng [mailto:jcheng@aqmd.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 3:25 PM
To: Sinclair, David
Cc: Lijin Sun; Michael Krause
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Proposed ArtCenter College of Design Master Plan
Dear Mr. Sinclair,
Attached are the SCAQMD staff comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed
ArtCenter College of Design Master Plan (SCAQMD Control Number: LAC171026-02). The original, electronically
signed letter will be forwarded to your attention by regular USPS mail. SCAQMD staff comments are meant as
guidance for the Lead Agency and should be reviewed for incorporation into the Final EIR. Please contact me if
you have any questions regarding these comments.
Jack Cheng - Air Quality Specialist
jcheng@aqmd.gov
(909) 396-2448
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Dr., Diamond Bar, CA 91765
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SENT VIA E-MAIL AND USPS:
dsinclair@cityofpasadena.net
David Sinclair, Senior Planner
175 N. Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91101

December 5, 2017

Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Proposed
ArtCenter College of Design Master Plan
The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the above-mentioned document. The following comments are meant as guidance for the
Lead Agency and should be incorporated into the Final EIR.
Project Description and Air Quality Analysis
The Lead Agency proposes to develop a Master Plan for the ArtCenter College of Design South Campus
and Hillside Campus to accommodate the growth of up to 2,500 full-time equivalent students by 2032
(Proposed Project). The Proposed Project would include 475,520 million square feet of new academic
facilities, student housing, administrative facilities, parking, and open space. In the Air Quality Section,
the Lead Agency quantified the Proposed Project’s construction and operational air quality impacts and
compared those impacts to SCAQMD’s regional and localized air quality CEQA significance thresholds.
Based on the analyses, the Lead Agency found that the Proposed Project’s operational and construction
emissions would be less than the SCAQMD’s regional and localized CEQA significance thresholds.
SCAQMD staff has concerns regarding air quality analysis and potential overlapping operational and
construction emissions. Please see the attachment for more information.
SCAQMD’s 2016 Air Quality Management Plan
On March 3, 2017, the SCAQMD’s Governing Board adopted the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan
(2016 AQMP)1, which was later approved by the California Air Resources Board on March 23, 2017.
Built upon the progress in implementing the 2007 and 2012 AQMPs, the 2016 AQMP provides a regional
perspective on air quality and the challenges facing the South Coast Air Basin. The most significant air
quality challenge in the Basin is to achieve an additional 45 percent reduction in nitrogen oxide (NOx)
emissions in 2023 and an additional 55 percent NOx reduction beyond 2031 levels for ozone attainment.
As described in the 2016 AQMP, to achieve NOx emissions reductions in a timely manner is critical to
attaining the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for ozone before the 2023 and 2031
deadlines. SCAQMD is committed to attain the ozone NAAQS as expeditiously as practicable. The
Proposed Project plays an important role in contributing to NOx and ROG emissions during the
overlapping construction and operational phases. Therefore, SCAQMD staff recommends additional
mitigation measures to further reduce NOx and ROG emissions. The attachment also includes comments
about the air quality analysis and compliance with SCAQMD rules.
Pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 21092.5 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088,
SCAQMD staff requests that the Lead Agency provide SCAQMD staff with written responses to all
comments contained herein prior to the certification of the Final EIR. Further, when the Lead Agency
1

South Coast Air Quality Management District. March 3, 2017. 2016 Air Quality Management Plan.
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan.
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makes the finding that the recommended mitigation measures are not feasible, the Lead Agency shall
describe the specific reasons for rejecting them in the Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15091).
SCAQMD staff is available to work with the lead agency to address these issues and any other questions
that may arise. Please contact Jack Cheng, Air Quality Specialist, CEQA IGR Section, at (909) 3962448, if you have any questions regarding the enclosed comments.
Sincerely,

Lijin Sun
Lijin Sun, J.D.
Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
Attachment
LS:JC
LAC171026-02
Control Number
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ATTACHMENT

Air Quality Analysis – Overlapping Construction and Operational Impacts
1. The Lead Agency did not analyze a scenario where construction emissions overlap with operational
emissions. When overlapping construction and operational activities are anticipated and reasonably
foreseeable during the CEQA review for the Proposed Project, SCAQMD staff recommends that the
Lead Agency identify the overlapping years, combine construction emissions with operational
emissions, and compare the combined emissions to SCAQMD’s air quality CEQA operational
thresholds of significance to determine the level of significance in the Final EIR. In the event that the
Lead Agency, after revising the Air Quality analysis, finds that the Proposed Project’s air quality
impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.4. For more information on suggested potential mitigation measures as guidance to the
Lead Agency, please visit SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook website2.
Additional Recommended Mitigation Measures
2. CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures that go beyond what is required by law be
utilized during project construction and operation to minimize or eliminate these impacts. SCAQMD
staff recommends that the Lead Agency incorporate the following mitigation measures in the Final
EIR to further reduce emissions, particularly from ROG and NOx. Additional information on
potential mitigation measures as guidance to the Lead Agency are available on the SCAQMD CEQA
Air Quality Handbook website3.
a) All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment shall meet or exceed Tier 4 off-road
emissions standards. A copy of the fleet’s tier compliance documentation, and CARB or
SCAQMD operating permit shall be provided to the Lead Agency at the time of mobilization of
each applicable unit of equipment. In the event that all construction equipment cannot meet the
Tier 4 engine certification, the Lead Agency must demonstrate through future study with written
findings supported by substantial evidence before using other technologies/strategies. Alternative
strategies may include, but would not be limited to, reduction in the number and/or horsepower
rating of construction equipment, limiting the number of daily construction haul truck trips to and
from the Proposed Project, using cleaner vehicle fuel, and/or limiting the number of individual
construction project phases occurring simultaneously.
b) Require the use of 2010 model year diesel haul trucks that conform to 2010 EPA truck standards
or newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material delivery trucks and soil import/export), and if the Lead
Agency determines that 2010 model year or newer diesel haul trucks are not feasible, the Lead
Agency shall use trucks that meet EPA 20017 model year NOx emissions requirements, at a
minimum.
c) Require the use of architectural coatings (no more than 50 grams/liter of VOC) that are in
compliance with SCAQMD Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings.
d) Construct or build with materials that do not require painting or use pre-painted construction
materials.
e) Limit parking supply and unbundle parking costs.

2
3

South Coast Air Quality Management District. Accessed at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook.
Ibid.
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f) Require that 240-Volt electrical outlets or Level 2 chargers be installed in parking lots that would
enable charging of NEVs and/or battery powered vehicles.
Vehicles that can operate at least partially on electricity have the ability to substantially reduce
the significant NOx and ROG impacts from this project. It is important to make this electrical
infrastructure available when the project is built so that it is ready when this technology becomes
commercially available. The cost of installing electrical charging equipment onsite is
significantly cheaper if completed when the project is built compared to retrofitting an existing
building. Therefore, SCAQMD staff recommends the Lead Agency require the Proposed Project
to be constructed with the appropriate infrastructure to facilitate sufficient electric charging for
vehicles to plug-in.
g) Require use of electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers.
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From: Zepeda, Eddi [mailto:ZepedaEd@metro.net]
Sent: Monday, December 18, 2017 4:35 PM
To: Sinclair, David
Cc: Saponara, Nicholas; Hull, Derek; rollin.homer@artcenter.edu; ERodriguez@sheppardmullin.com
Subject: ArtCenter College of Design Master Plan - NOA DEIR - Metro Comments

Mr. Sinclair,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the ArtCenter College of Design Master Plan in
the City of Pasadena. Attached is Metro’s comment letter, a hard copy of which will follow via mail, as well as
the documents referenced in the letter. Please feel free to reach out should you have any questions.
Best,

Eddi Zepeda
LA Metro
Transportation Planner
Countywide Planning & Development, Joint Development
213.922.7658
metro.net | facebook.com/losangelesmetro | @metrolosangeles
Metro provides excellence in service and support.
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December 18, 2017
Mr. David Sinclair
Senior Planner
City of Pasadena
Planning & Community Development Department
175 N. Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91101
RE:

Comment Letter for Notice of Availability – Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) ArtCenter College of Design Master Plan

Dear Mr. Sinclair,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Master Plan for the ArtCenter College of
Design for the Notice of Availability of the DEIR. This letter conveys recommendations from the Los
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) in relation to our facilities and services
that may be affected by the proposed Master Plan, specifically with regards to improvements planned
for the ArtCenter College South Campus located at 870, 888, 950, and 988 S. Raymond Ave. and 1111
S. Arroyo Parkway in the City of Pasadena (Project).
Metro is committed to working with stakeholders across the County to support the development of
transit oriented communities (TOCs). TOCs are built by considering transit within a broader
community and creating vibrant, compact, walkable, and bikeable places centered around transit
stations and hubs with the goal of encouraging the use of transit and other alternatives to driving.
Metro appreciates the opportunity to collaborate with local municipalities, developers, and other
stakeholders in their land use planning and development efforts, and to find partnerships that support
TOCs across Los Angeles County.
To that end, Metro is actively engaged in discussions with the Project sponsor to outline Project
design elements that will encourage transit integration for the ArtCenter campus while at the same
time ensuring safety measures that will minimize conflicts with rail operations. Metro and the Project
sponsor anticipate entering into a Master Agreement which will contemplate and grant certain
easements and property rights subject to the satisfaction of certain conditions precedent, including
but not limited to the review and approval of engineering plans and construction work plans. Entering
into a Master Agreement is subject to additional negotiation of terms and approval by the Metro
Board of Directors.
Project Description
The Master Plan encompasses development of and comprehensively identifies a vision for both the
ArtCenter College’s South Campus and Hillside Campus. The majority of the proposed development

ArtCenter College of Design
Notice of Availability – DEIR
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would occur at the South Campus. The Master Plan for the area would incorporate three newly
acquired parcels into the Master Plan Boundary, renovations to existing buildings, demolition of
existing buildings and surface parking, construction of new buildings for student housing and other
campus uses, development of outdoor quad areas, and construction of a campus cycleway and
mobility hub.
Phase I work on the South Campus is planned to occur between 2017 and 2022 and would focus on
950 and 988 S. Raymond Avenue as well as 1111 S. Arroyo Parkway. This work would consist of
renovations to the existing building at 950 S. Raymond Avenue and construction of a new 8-story
building to include student housing and campus uses on the existing surface parking on 988 S.
Raymond Avenue. The existing building on 1111 S. Arroyo Parkway would be renovated and a new 8story building that would include student housing and other campus uses would replace the existing
surface parking. Phase I also includes construction of a large main quad area bridging the Metro Gold
Line and a subterranean tunnel under the Metro Gold Line connecting parking areas. A new mobility
hub is included in Phase I, which would include a pick-up/drop-off area, bike parking, and a car
sharing fleet.
Phase II work on the South Campus would occur between 2022 and 2032 and take place on 870 and
888 S. Raymond Avenue. The existing surface parking and building at 888 South Raymond Avenue, as
well as the surface parking at 870 S. Raymond Avenue, would be demolished and replaced with 4 new
8-story buildings that would include student housing and other campus uses, constructed over a
common podium, which would include a quad area and subterranean parking.
Both Phases I and II include construction of portions of a cycleway throughout the South Campus. The
proposed cycleway would serve as a campus circulation spine for pedestrians, cyclists, electric carts,
and others, and would link all school buildings along S. Raymond Avenue.
Metro understands that the Master Plan is in the final environmental and entitlement phases, and will
work with Project sponsor and the City to address the following comments as individual elements of
the Master Plan are further developed. Given the scope of the Project, Metro respectfully requests to
be notified of any changes to the Project design.
Metro Comments
It is noted that the Project sponsor is proposing to construct a large main quad area bridging over the
Metro Gold Line Railroad Right-of-Way (ROW) and a subterranean tunnel under the Metro Gold Line
connecting two parking areas. Metro recognizes the TOC supportive opportunities that are
incorporated into the overall Project concept. However, such structures and developments will require
close coordination with Metro Operations, Risk, Safety & Asset Management, Security and
Construction/Engineering, as well as considerable investments by ArtCenter for structural,
maintenance, and safety requirements inherent in constructing over an active railway. Any costs
associated with the Project and resulting modifications or impacts to Metro facilities will be borne by
the Project sponsor. Further, it is the expectation that the Project sponsor will indemnify Metro of any
activities related to construction at the ArtCenter campus.
Metro will require a Funding/Reimbursement Agreement whereby transaction costs incurred by Metro
shall be borne by the Project sponsor including, but not limited to, the actual cost of in-house staff
time including LACMTA overhead and administrative costs and third party consultant fees (including
but not limited to engineers, architects, legal counsel, flagpersons, and inspectors) involved in: (i) the
technical review of conceptual plans, design drawings, construction specifications, safety and
2
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construction work plans and other plans and specifications subject to LACMTA review;
(ii) performance of services related to on-site construction safety, methods, management, logistics
and support; and (iii) negotiations and document preparation.
Consistent with Metro’s recommendation for the evaluation of alternative Project designs, (comment
letter on Notice of Preparation of DEIR dated October 3, 2016) the Project sponsor has provided a
summary of four (4) project alternatives to the proposed Project:
1)
2)
3)
4)

No Project/No Build Alternative
Reduced Building Height Alternative
No Encroachment Over and Under the Metro Right-of-Way Alternative
Change in Location of the New Commuter Services and Facilities Hub on the Hillside Campus
to the North Lot Alternative

It should be noted in the DEIR, Alternative 3 - No Encroachment Over and Under the Metro Right-ofWay - does not specifically indicate that seeking this alternative would make the Project infeasible.
Instead, the analysis suggests that potential environmental impacts are similar to those highlighted in
the proposed Project. Metro recommends that Alternative 3 be included in the final EIR, in the event
that the Project design and coordination cannot be achieved by the Project sponsor thereby providing
some flexibility to consider a design alternative.

Metro Light Rail Operations & Structures
Initial review of the Project scope highlighted several issues related to the Project’s proximity to the
ROW. The following should be considered and/or addressed:
1. The Project sponsor is advised that the Metro Gold Light Rail Line currently operates weekday
peak service as often as every six minutes in both directions and that trains may operate, in
and out of revenue service, 24 hours a day, seven days a week, in the ROW to be spanned by
the proposed Project. Metro’s expectation is that Gold Line revenue service will not be
interrupted. Should construction work plans indicate need for very limited periods of
operational interruption, all Metro expenses incurred will be the responsibility of the Project
sponsor. Additionally, all modifications to Metro facilities shall be at the sole expense of the
Project sponsor.
2. It is noted that there are a number of Overhead Catenary System (OCS) support structures in
the ROW, two of which are in the proposed overhead quad area, and which measure 26 feet
from the track in height. Based on previous meetings with Metro and the Project sponsor,
alternative means of electrification of the light rail system underneath the quad area may be
feasible. Metro is committed to working with the Project sponsor to reach a design solution
that is workable for both parties and maintainable for Metro.
3. The construction of the quad over the Metro ROW will result in the creation of a deck over the
Gold Line rail tracks. The Project sponsor is advised that constructing over the ROW will
require inclusion of fire, life and safety measures for transit patrons and Metro personnel to
exit the passageway in the event of an emergency. The passageway will require appropriate
ventilation, lighting, clearance and emergency access and walkways. Metro shall make an
assessment of these requirements during the preparation of engineering and construction
plans. All design requirements above and below Metro ROW must be coordinated with
3
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Metro’s Construction/Engineering, Operations, Risk, Safety & Asset Management and Security
Departments.
4. The quad shall be designed to the highest degree of structural integrity by incorporating
waterproofing and hardscape elements that will not compromise the foundation and risk
impacts to the rail system below. No equipment shall be installed below the quad area by the
Project Sponsor unless authorized by Metro. Additional studies such as a deck drainage study
will be required. Metro shall require the Project sponsor to submit design specifications to
Metro for review and approval.
5. During the engineering and design phase, Metro Rail Operations and Track Department will
further review the Project to determine whether the tracks will remain ballasted or direct
fixation underneath the quad area.
6. The cone of vision based on the proposed building’s footprint (E. Glenarm Street and south
side of rail ROW) presents a potential safety issue related to operator sightlines for
southbound trains emerging from the Project’s passageway. Visibility of vehicular and
pedestrian activity on E. Glenarm Street will need to be improved from the conceptual design
to prevent train, vehicular and pedestrian collisions. Approaching train warning horns will be
required to be activated at this intersection. Close coordination with the Metro Active
Transportation, Risk, Safety & Asset Management and Rail Operations Departments will be
required to minimize potential for pedestrian, automobile and train collisions.
7. The Project may require CPUC (California Public Utilities Commission) and Fire Life Safety
approval to reconfigure the traffic pattern along Glenarm Street. Metro strongly encourages
the Project Sponsor to setback the building at Glenarm Street by at least ten (10) feet and
redesign the façade without a blind spot.
8. The undercrossing of the garage and spanning podium structure will also require close review
from Metro Construction/Engineering and Security, and coordination with Rail Operations.
Due to the intimate nature of the Project with Metro’s ROW, the subterranean connection may
require a blast study and additional structural support if indicated. Further, there shall be
structural separation between Metro tracks from the quad structure above and underground
parking structure below.
9. There shall be no unpermitted encroachment onto the railroad ROW. The Project sponsor and
contractor access to the ROW before and during construction will require a temporary right-of
entry agreement, which must be obtained from Metro. Use of area above or below Metro
ROW will require easement, lease or other document in consideration for use of such space.
10. The Project sponsor should notify Metro of any changes to the construction/building plans
that may impact the use of the ROW. Construction and/or excavation work on Metro ROW
with potential to damage the tracks and related infrastructure may be subject to additional
OSHA safety requirements.
11. Metro will need to review architectural and engineering drawings and calculations for the
superstructure and structural foundations. Please refer to the attached Metro “Adjacent
Construction Design Manual” for more details regarding submitting drawings and calculations
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to Metro for review. For more information, please contact Aspet Davidian at 213-922-5258 /
DavidianA@metro.net.
12. Considering the proposed Project’s proximity and the constrained space at this location, the
Project sponsor should also be advised that construction activities will not be allowed to
impact property and equipment unless otherwise approved in writing by Metro. Metro
Operations must review construction plans and work plans prior to any permits being issued.
Metro will require information on proposed excavation support systems as well as a soils
report and calculations. Permits for special operations, including the use of a pile driver or any
other equipment that could come into close proximity to the electrical rail support system or
support structure, must be obtained at least one week prior to the start of construction.
13. Any construction and/or future work affecting the proposed Project, including but not limited
to signage/advertisement installation, or any other maintenance work within ten feet of the
electrical rail support system will require a track allocation permit. Permits allowing for single
tracking or a power shutdown must be obtained at least two weeks prior to the start of
construction. The contractor should contact the following people regarding track allocation
and/or special operation permits: Armando Jimenez, Rail Operations Director at 213-4183025.or, the On-Duty Rail Operations Control Center Floor Manager at 323-563-5022.
14. During construction, a wood fence and overhead protection barrier of acceptable material shall
be constructed to prevent objects, material, or debris from falling onto the Metro ROW or
contacting the electrical rail support system and structures. The electrical rail support system
overhead should be treated like any high voltage electrical utility wire on any construction site.
Proper signage should be posted for equipment working in and around the wires.
15. Metro staff shall be permitted to monitor construction activity to ascertain any impact to the
ROW.
16. Metro shall require the Project sponsor to provide a five foot setback in order to maintain
structural walls, track maintenance and other related activities for rail operations for all new
structures. The Project areas immediately adjacent to the Gold Line Right-of-Way should take
general structural maintenance into account, along with Metro’s need to maintain revenue
service at all times and design the Project accordingly.
17. Considering the intimate relation of the proposed Project to the railroad ROW, the Metro Gold
Line will produce noise, vibration and visual impacts. A recorded Noise Easement Deed in
favor of Metro is required, a form of which is attached. In addition, any noise mitigation
required for the Project must be borne by the developers of the Project and not Metro. The
easement recorded in the Deed will extend to successors and tenants as well.

Metro Bus Operations
Metro bus lines 686/687 operate on S. Raymond Ave, adjacent to the ArtCenter College South
Campus. One Metro bus stop on the corner of S. Raymond Ave. and E. Glenarm St. is directly adjacent
to the proposed Project. The following comments relate to bus operations and the bus stop:
1. Although the Project is not expected to result in any long-term impacts on bus operations,
the developer should be aware of the bus facilities and services that are present. The
existing Metro bus stop must be maintained as part of the final Project. Any bus stop
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relocated to accommodate the development of the Project shall first be submitted to and
approved by Bus Operations prior to the start of construction.
2. During construction, the stop must be maintained or relocated consistent with the needs
of Metro Bus Operations. Please contact Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus
lines at least 30 days in advance of initiating construction activities. For closures that last
more than six months, Metro’s Stops and Zones Department will also need to be notified
at 213-922-5188, 30 days in advance of initiating construction activities. Other municipal
buses may also be impacted and should be included in construction outreach efforts.
3. Metro encourages the installation of bus shelters with benches, way finding signage,
enhanced crosswalks with ADA-compliant ramps, as well as pedestrian lighting and shade
trees in paths of travel to access transit stops and other amenities that improve safety and
comfort for transit riders. The City should consider requesting the installation of such
amenities as part of the development of the site.
4. Driveways accessing parking and loading at the Project site should be located away from
transit stops, and be designed and configured to avoid potential conflicts with on-street
transit services and pedestrian traffic to the greatest degree possible. Vehicular driveways
should not be located in or directly adjacent to areas that are likely to be used as waiting
areas for transit.
5. Final design of the bus stop and surrounding sidewalk area must be compliant with the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and allow passengers with disabilities a clear path
of travel to the bus stop from the proposed development.

Transit Orientation
Considering the proximity to transit, Metro would like to identify the potential synergies associated
with transit-oriented development:
1. Metro supports development of commercial and residential properties near transit stations
and understands that increasing development near stations represents a mutually beneficial
opportunity to increase ridership and enhance transportation options for the users of the
developments. Metro encourages the City and Project sponsor to be mindful of the Project’s
proximity to transit, including orienting pedestrian pathways toward the stations.
2. Metro would like to inform the Project sponsor of Metro’s employer transit pass programs
including the Annual Transit Access Pass (A-TAP) and Student Transit Access Pass (S-TAP)
programs. The programs offer efficiencies and group rates for agencies like CUSD who can
offer employees as an incentive to utilize public transit and students with a reduced fare for
(K-12). For more information on employer and student programs, contact Devon Deming at
213-922-7957 or DemingD@metro.net.
3. Metro encourages the incorporation of transit-oriented and pedestrian-oriented designs that
reduce standard parking provisions since the Project is located near light rail stations. These
strategies could be pursued to encourage more transit-oriented development and reduce
automobile-orientation in design and travel demand.
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Active Transportation
Metro encourages the Project sponsor to incorporate the following design recommendations into the
Master Plan:
1. The City of Pasadena has installed Metro Bike Share kiosks. Metro requests that ArtCenter
coordinate with Metro Bike Share for a potential bike share station at the South Campus
site.
2. Ensure safe and convenient connections for pedestrians, people riding bicycles and users
of Metro systems and other transit services to and from the Project sites. Metro
encourages the Project sponsor to provide improvements on for people riding bicycles to
Hillside and southside campus.
3. Provide way finding signage throughout the Project site to facilitate the usage of amenities
for pedestrians, infrastructure for people riding bicycles, and transit services including
Metro and others.
4. Provide adequate secure long-term and short-term bicycle parking at both Hillside and
South campus sites. Short-term bicycle parking may include bicycle racks and/or curbside
bicycle corrals on-site and/or in the public right-of-way. Long term bicycle parking may
include bicycle lockers and/or secure bicycle storage areas.
5. The Project should address first-last mile connections to transit, encouraging development
that is transit accessible with bicycle and pedestrian-oriented street design. Metro
encourages the installation of wide sidewalks, pedestrian lighting, a continuous canopy of
shade trees, enhanced crosswalks and curb ramps, and other amenities along the primary
building frontages to improve pedestrian safety and comfort to access the nearby transit
amenities. For reference, please view the First Last Mile Strategic Plan, authored by Metro
and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), available on-line at:
https://media.metro.net/docs/sustainability_path_design_guidelines.pdf.

Congestion Management Program
Beyond impacts to Metro facilities and operations, Metro must also notify the Project sponsor of state
requirements. A Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA), with roadway and transit components, is
required under the State of California Congestion Management Program (CMP) statute. The CMP TIA
Guidelines are published in the “2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County”,
Appendix D (attached). The geographic area examined in the TIA must include the following, at a
minimum:
1. All CMP arterial monitoring intersections, including monitored freeway on/off-ramp
intersections, where the proposed project will add 50 or more trips during either the a.m. or
p.m. weekday peak hour (of adjacent street traffic).
2. If CMP arterial segments are being analyzed rather than intersections, the study area must
include all segments where the proposed project will add 50 or more peak hour trips (total
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of both directions). Within the study area, the TIA must analyze at least one segment
between monitored CMP intersections.
3. Mainline freeway-monitoring locations where the project will add 150 or more trips, in
either direction, during either the a.m. or p.m. weekday peak hour.
4. Caltrans must also be consulted through the NOP process to identify other specific
locations to be analyzed on the state highway system.
The CMP TIA requirement also contains two separate impact studies covering roadways and transit,
as outlined in Sections D.8.1 – D.9.4. If the TIA identifies no facilities for study based on the criteria
above, no further traffic analysis is required. However, projects must still consider transit impacts. For
all CMP TIA requirements please see the attached guidelines.
If you have any questions regarding this response, please contact Derek Hull at 213-922-3051 or by
email at DevReview@metro.net. Please send it to the following address:

Metro Development Review
One Gateway Plaza MS 99-23-4
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952
Sincerely,

Derek Hull
Manager, Transportation Planning
Cc:

Rollin Homer, ArtCenter College of Design
Rick Rodriguez, Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP

Attachments:
1. Adjacent Construction Design Manual
2. Noise Easement Deed
3. CMP Appendix D: Guidelines for CMP Transportation Impact Analysis
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1.0

INTRODUCTION
1.1

Parties planning construction over, under or adjacent to a Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(MTA) facilitiesy or structures are advised to submit for review seven (7)two (2) hard copies
and one (1) electronic copy of their design drawings and four (4) copies of their calculations
showing the relationship between their project and the MTA facilities, for MTA review. The
purpose of the MTA review is to reduce the chance of conflict, damage, and unnecessary
remedial measures for both MTA and the parties. Parties are defined as developers, agencies,
municipalities, property owners or similar organizations proposing to perform or sponsor
construction work near MTA facilities.

1.2

Sufficient drawings and details shall be submitted at each level of completion such as
Preliminary, In-Progress, Pre-final and Final, etc. to facilitate the review of the effects that the
proposed project may or may not have on the MTA facilities. An MTA review requires internal
circulation of the construction drawings to concerned departments (usually includes
Construction, Operations, Maintenance, and Real Estate)for MTA departments review.
Parties shall be responsible for all costs related to MTAdrawing reviews by MTA. MTA costs
shall be based upon the actual hours taken for review at the hourly rate of pay plus overhead
charges. Drawings normally required for review are:
A.

Site Plan

B.

Drainage Area Maps and Drainage Calculations

C.

Architectural drawings

D.

Structural drawings and calculations

E.

Civil Drawings

F.

Utility Drawings

G.

Sections showing Foundations and MTA Structures

H.

Column Load Tables

I.

Pertinent Drawings and calculations detailing an impact on MTA facilities

J.

A copy of the Geotechnical Report.

K.

Construction zone traffic safety and detour plans: Provide and regulate positive traffic
guidance and definition for vehicular and pedestrian traffic adjacent to the construction
site to ensure traffic safety and reduce adverse traffic circulation impact.

L.

Drawings and calculations should be sent to:
MTA Third Party Administration (Permits Administration)
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza
Los Angeles, California 90012
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1.3

If uncertainty exists on the possible impacts a project may have on the MTA facilities, and
before submitting a formal letter requesting a review of a construction project adjacent to the
Metro System, the party or his agent may contact the MTA Third Party Administrator (Permits
). The Party shall review the complexity of the project, and contact MTA to receive an
informal evaluation of the amount of detail required for the MTA review. In those cases,
whereby it appears the project will present no risk to MTA, the Third Party Administrator
(Permits) shall immediately route the design documents to Engineering, Construction,
Operations, Maintenance, and Real Estate departments for a preliminary evaluation. If it is
then confirmed that MTA risk is not present, the Administrator shall process an approval letter
to the party.

1.4

A period of 30 working days should be allowed for review of the drawings and calculations.
Thirty (30) work days should be allowed for each successive review as required. It is noted that
preliminary evaluations are usually produced within 5 working days.

1.5

The party shall reimburse the MTA for any technical review or support services costs incurred
that are associated with his/her request for access to the Metro TransitRail System

1.6

The following items must be completed before starting any construction:

1.7

A.

Each part of the project's design may be reviewed and approved by the MTA. The
prime concern of the MTA is to determine the effect of the project on the MTA structure
and its transit operations. A few of the other parts of a project to be considered are
overhead protection, dust protection, dewatering, and temporary use of public space
for construction activities.

B.

Once the Party has received written acceptance of the design of a given project then
the Party must notify MTA prior to the start of construction, in accordance with the
terms of acceptance.

Qualified Seismic, Structural and Geotechnical Oversight
The design documents shall note the name of the responsible Structural Engineer and
Geotechnical Engineer, licensed in the State of California.

2.0

REVIEW PROCEDURE
2.1

All portions of any proposed design that will have a direct impact on an MTA facility or structure
will be reviewed to assure that the MTA facility or structure is not placed in risk at any time, and
that the design meets all applicable codes and criteria. Any portion of the proposed design that
is to form part of an MTA controlled area shall be designed to meet the MTA Design Criteria
and Standards.

2.2

Permits, where required by the local jurisdiction, shall be the responsibility of the party. City of
L.A. Dept. of Bldg. and Safety and the Bureau of Engineering permit review shall remain in
effect. Party shall refer to MTA Third Party Administration policies and procedures, THD5 for
additional information.

2.3

Monitoring of the temporary support of excavation structures for adjacent construction shall be
required in all cases for excavations within the geotechnical zone of influence of MTA
structures. The extent of the monitoring will vary from case to case.
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2.4

Monitoring of the inside of MTA tunnels and structures shall be required when the adjacent
excavation will unload or load the MTA structure or tunnel. Monitoring of vertical and
horizontal distortions will include use of extensometers, inclinometers, settlement reference
points, tiltmeters, groundwater observation wells, tape extensometer anchor points and load
cells, as appropriately required. Acceptable limits of movement will depend on groundwater
conditions, soil types and also the length of service the stations and tunnels have gone through.
Escorts will be required for the survey parties entering the Metro operating system in
accordance with MTA Operating Rules and Procedures. An MTA account number will be
established and the costs for the escort monitoring and surveying service will be billed directly
to the party or his agent as in section 1.2.

2.5

The calculations submitted for review shall include the following:

2.6

A.

A concise statement of the problem and the purpose of the calculation.

B.

Input data, applicable criteria, clearly stated assumptions and justifying rationale.

C.

References to articles, manuals and source material shall be furnished with the
calculations.

D.

Reference to pertinent codes and standards.

E.

Sufficient sketches or drawing references for the work to be easily understood by an independent reviewer. Diagrams indicating data (such as loads and dimensions) shall be
included along with adequate sketches of all details not considered standard by MTA.

F.

The source or derivation of all equations shall be shown where they are introduced into
the calculations.

G.

Numerical calculations shall clearly indicate type of measurement unit used.

H.

Identify results and conclusions.

I.

Calculations shall be neat, orderly, and legible.

When computer programs are used to perform calculations, the following information shall
accompany the calculation, including the following:
A.

Program Name.

B.

Program Abstract.

C.

Program Purpose and Applications.

D.

Complete descriptions of assumptions, capabilities and limitations.

E.

Instructions for preparing problem data.

F.

Instructions for problem execution.

G.

List (and explanation) of program acronyms and error messages.

H.

Description of deficiencies or uncorrected errors.

I.

Description of output options and interpretations.

J.

Sample problem(s), illustrating all input and output options and hardware execution
statements. Typically, these problems shall be verified problems.

K.

Computer printout of all supporting calculations.
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The "User's Manual" shall also include a certification section. The certification section
shall describe the methods and how they cover the permitted options and uses of the
program.

2.7

Drawings shall be drawn, to scale, showing the location and relationship of proposed adjacent
construction to existing MTA structures at various stages of construction along the entire
adjacent alignment. The stresses and deflections induced in the existing MTA structures
should be provided.

2.8

The short-term and long-term effects of the new loading due to the adjacent construction on the
MTA structures shall be provided. The soil parameters and other pertinent geotechnical criteria
contained in existing contract documents for the affected structure, plus any additional
conditions shall be used to analyze the existing MTA structures.

2.9

MTA structures shall be analyzed for differential pressure loadings transferred from the
adjacent construction site.

MECHANICAL CRITERIA
3.1

Existing services to MTA facilities, including chilled water and condenser water piping, potable
and fire water, storm and sanitary sewer, piping, are not to be used, interrupted nor disturbed
without written approval of MTA.

3.2

Surface openings of ventilation shafts, emergency exits serving MTA underground facilities,
and ventilation system openings of surface and elevated facilities are not to be blocked or
restricted in any manner. Construction dust shall be prevented from entering MTA facilities.

3.3

Hot or foul air, fumes, smoke, steam, etc., from adjacent new or temporary facilities are not to
be discharged within 40 feet of existing MTA ventilation system intake shafts, station entrances
or portals. Tunnel ventilation shafts are both intake and discharge structures.

3.4

Clear access for the fire department to the MTA fire department connections shall be
maintained at all times. Construction signs shall be provided to identify the location of MTA
fire department connections. No interruption to fire protection water service will be permitted at
any time.

3.5

Modifications to existing MTA mechanical systems and equipment, including ventilation shafts,
required by new connections into the MTA System, shall only be permitted with prior review
and approval by MTA. If changes are made to MTA property as built drawings shall be
provided reflecting these changes.
At the option of MTA, the adjacent construction party shall be required to perform the field tests
necessary to verify the adequacy of the modified system and the equipment performance. This
verification shall be performed within an agreed time period jointly determined by MTA and the
Party on a case by case basis. Where a modification is approved, the party shall be held
responsible to maintain original operating capacity of the equipment and the system impacted
by the modification.
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OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS
4.1

4.2

GENERAL
A.

Normal construction practices must be augmented to insure adequate safety for the
general public entering Metro Stations and riding on Metro Trains and Buses. Design
of a building, structure, or facility shall take into account the special safety
considerations required for the construction of the facility next to or around an
operating transit system.

B.

Projects which require working over or adjacent to MTA station entrances shall develop
their construction procedures and sequences of work to meet the following minimum
requirements:
1.

Construction operations shall be planned, scheduled and carried out in a way
that will afford the Metro patrons and the general public a clean, safe and
orderly access and egress to the station entrance during revenue hours.

2.

Construction activities which involve swinging a crane and suspended loads
over pedestrian areas, MTA station entrances and escalators, tracks or Metro
bus passenger areas shall not be performed during revenue hours. Specific
periods or hours shall be granted on a case-by-case basis, with the approval
of Construction Work Plan by MTA Construction Safety Department.

3.

All cranes must be stored and secured facing away from energized tracks,
when appropriate.

4.

All activity must be coordinated through the MTA Track Allocation process in
advance of work activity. All members of the work crew will be required to
attend MTA Safety Training.

5.

In order to provide a safe zone to maintain adjacent developments. All
developments adjacent to Metro At‐Grade Stations, Aerial Stations or
Track Guideways shall provide a minimum 5 foot setback from the Metro
and developer’s shared property line to the outside face of the proposed
structure at Metro or the developer’s property for maintenance to be
performed or installed from within the zone created by this setbacks.

OVERHEAD PROTECTION - Station Entrances
A.

Overhead protection from falling objects shall be provided over MTA facilities
whenever there is possibility, due to the nature of a construction operation, that an
object could fall in or around MTA station entrances, bus stops, elevators, or areas
designed for public access to MTA facilities. Erection of the overhead protection for
these areas shall be done during MTA non-revenue hours.
1.

The design live load for all overhead protection shall be 150 pounds per square
foot minimum. The design wind load on the temporary structures shall be 20
pounds per square foot, on the windward and leeward sides of the structure.

2.

The overhead protection shall be constructed of fire rated materials. Materials
and equipment shall not be stored on the completed shield. The roof of the
5
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shield shall be constructed and maintained watertight.
B.

Lighting in public areas and around affected MTA facilities shall be provided under the
overhead protection to maintain a minimum level of twenty-five (25) footcandles at the
escalator treads or at the walking surface. The temporary lighting shall be maintained
by the Party.

C.

Wooden construction fencing shall be installed at the boundary of the areas with public
access. The fencing shall be at least eight-feet high, and shall meet all applicable
code requirements.

D.

An unrestricted public access path shall be provided at the upper landing of the
entrance escalator-way in accordance with the following:

E.

4.3

1.

A vertical clearance between the walking surface and the lowest projection of
the shield shall be 8'-0".

2.

A clear pedestrian runoff area extending beyond the escalator newel shall be
provided, the least dimension of which shall be twenty (20) feet.

3.

A fifteen (15) foot wide strip (other than the sidewalk) shall be maintained on
the side of the escalator for circulation when the escalator is pointed away from
a street corner.

4.

A clear path from any MTA emergency exit to the public street shall be
maintained at all times.

Temporary sidewalks or pedestrian ways, which will be in use more than 10 days, shall
be constructed of four (4") inch thick Portland cement concrete or four (4") inches of
asphaltic concrete placed over a minimum four (4”) inches of untreated base
material, and finished by a machine.

OVERHEAD PROTECTION - Operating Right-of-Way Trackage
A.

MTA Rail Operations Control Center shall be informed of any intent to work above, on,
or under the MTA right-of-way. Crews shall be trained and special flagging operations
shall be directed by MTA Rail Operations Control Center. The party shall provide
competent persons to serve as Flaggers. These Flaggers shall be trained and certified
by MTA Rail Operations prior to any work commencing. All costs incurred by MTA
shall be paid by the party.

B.

A construction project that will require work over, under or adjacent to the at grade and
aerial MTA right-of-way should be aware that the operation of machinery, construction
of scaffolding or any operation hazardous to the operation of the MTA facility shall
require that the work be done during non-revenue hours and authorized through the
MTA Track Allocation process.

C.

MTA flagmen or inspectors from MTA Operations shall observe all augering, pile
driving or other work that is judged to be hazardous. Costs associated with the
flagman or inspector shall be borne by the Party.
6
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The party shall request access rights or track rights to perform work during nonrevenue hours. The request shall be made through the MTA Track Allocation process.

OTHER METRO FACILITIES
A.

Access and egress from the public streets to fan shafts, vent shafts and emergency
exits must be maintained at all times. The shafts shall be protected from dust and
debris. See Exhibit A for details.

B.

Any excavation in the vicinity of MTA power lines feeding the Metro System shall be
through hand excavation and only after authorization has been obtained through the
MTA Track Allocation process. MTA Rail Operations Control Center shall be informed
before any operations commences near the MTA power system.

C.

Flammable liquids shall not to be stored over or within 25 feet horizontally of MTA
underground facilities. If installed within 25 to 100 feet horizontally of the structure,
protective encasement of the tanks shall be required in accordance with NFPA STD
130. Existing underground tanks located within 100 feet horizontally of MTA facilities
and scheduled to be abandoned are to be disposed of in accordance with Appendix C
of NFPA STD 130. NFPA STD 130 shall also be applied to the construction of new
fuel tanks.

D.

Isolation of MTA Facilities from Blast
Subsurface areas of new adjacent private buildings where the public has access or that
cannot be guaranteed as a secure area, such as parking garages and commercial
storage and warehousing, will be treated as areas of potential explosion. NFPA 130,
Standard for Fixed Guideway Transit Systems, life safety separation criteria will be
applied that assumes such spaces contain Class I flammable, or Class II or Class III
Combustible liquids. For structural and other considerations, isolation for blast will be
treated the same as seismic separation, and the more restrictive shall be applied.

E.

4.5

Any proposed facility that is located within 20 feet radius of an existing Metro facility
will require a blast and explosion study and recommendations to be conducted by a
specialist who is specialized in the area of blast force attenuation. This study must
assess the effect that an explosion in the proposed non-Metro facility will have on the
adjacent Metro facility and provide recommendations to prevent any catastrophic
damage to the existing Metro facility. Metro must approve the qualifications of the
proposed specialist prior to commencement of any work on this specialized study.

SAFETY REGULATIONS
A.

Comply with Cal/OSHA Compressed Air Safety Orders Title 8, Division 1, Chapter 4,
Subchapter 3. Comply with California Code of Regulations Title 8, Title 29 Code of
Federal Regulations; and/or the Construction Safety and Health Manual ( Part F ) of
the contract whichever is most stringent in regulating the safety conditions to be
maintained in the work environment as determined by the Authority. The Party
recognizes that government promulgated safety regulations are minimum standards
and that additional safeguards may be required
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B.

Comply with the requirements of Chemical Hazards Safety and Health Plan, (per 29
CFR 1910.120 entitled, ( Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response) with
respect to the handling of hazardous or contaminated wastes and mandated specialty
raining and health screening.

C.

Party and contractor personnel while within the operating MTA right-of-way shall
coordinate all safety rules and procedures with MTA Rail Operations Control Center.

D.

When support functions and electrical power outages are required, the approval MUST
be obtained through the MTA Track Allocation procedure. Approval of the support
functions and power outages must be obtained in writing prior to shutdown.

CORROSION
5.1

STRAY CURRENT PROTECTION
A.

Because stray currents may be present in the area of the project, the Party shall
investigate the site for stray currents and provide the means for mitigation when
warranted.

B.

Installers of facilities that will require a Cathodic Protection (CP) system must
coordinate their CP proposals with MTA. Inquiries shall be routed to the Manager,
Third Party Administration.

C.

The Party is responsible for damage caused by its contractors to MTA corrosion test
facilities in public right-of-way.

End of Section
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NOISE EASEMENT DEED

For valuable consideration, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, (Name of Owner), a
_________ ,
for themselves, their heirs, administrators, executors,
successors, assigns, tenants, and lessees do hereby grant, bargain, sell, and convey to the
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY, a public
agency existing under the authority of the laws of the State of California ("Grantee"), its
successors and assigns, for the use and benefit of the public and its employees, a perpetual,
assignable easement in that certain real property in the City of Los Angeles, County of Los
Angeles, State of California described in Exhibit "A" attached hereto and incorporated herein by
this reference,
Said easement shall encompass and cover the entirety of the Grantors' Property
having the same boundaries as the described Property and extending from the subsurface upwards to the limits of the atmosphere of the earth, the right to cause in said
easement area such noise, vibrations, fumes, dust, fuel particles, light, sonic
disturbances, and all other effects that may be caused or may have been caused by
the operation of public transit vehicles traveling along the Project right of way.
Grantor hereby waives all rights to protest, object to, make a claim or bring suit
or action of any purpose, including or not limited to, property damage or personal
injuries, against Grantee, its successors and assigns, for any necessary operating and
maintenance activities and changes related to the Project which may conflict with
Grantors' use of Grantors' property for residential and other purposes, and Grantors
hereby grants an easement to the Grantee for such activities.
The granting of said Easement shall also establish the Grantors' right to further modify or
develop the Property for any permitted use. However, Grantor's rights of development shall
not interfere with the continued operation of Grantee's Project.

It is understood and agreed that these covenants and agreements shall be permanent,
perpetual, will run with the land and that notice shall be made to and shall be binding upon
all heirs, administrators, executors, successors, assigns, tenants and lessees of the
Grantor. The Grantee is hereby expressly granted the right of third party enforcement of this
easement.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned has caused its/their signature to
, 20_
be affixed this day of

By: _______________________
Name

By: _______________________
Name

(ATTACH NOTARY SEAL AND CERTIFICATE HERE.)

CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT

CIVIL CODE § 1189

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed the
document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document.

State of California
County of _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
On _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ before me, _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _,
Here Insert Name and Title of the Officer
Date
personally appeared _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Name(s) of Signer(s)
who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) islare
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s),
or the entity upon behalf of which the person{s) acted, executed the instrument.
I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws
of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph
is true and correct.
WITNESS my hand and official seal.
Signature _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Signature of Notary Public

Place Notary Seal Above

-----------------------------OPTIONAL---------------------------Though this section is optional, completing this information can deter alteration of the document or
fraudulent reattachment of this form to an unintended document.
Description of Attached Document
Title or Type of Document:
Document Date: _________
Signer(s} Other Than Named Above: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Number of Pages:
Capacity(ies) Claimed by Signer(s)
Signer's Name: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
~J Corporate Officer - Title(s): _ _ _ _ _ __
[::J Partner - i:) Limited ::1 General
,:J Individual
"-I Attorney in Fact
-] Trustee
Q Guardian or Conservator
_______________________
Signer Is Representing: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

~Other:

Signer'S Name: _______________

C Corporate Officer - Title(s): _ _ _ _ _ __
iJ Partner - U Limited [1 General
[] Individual
Ci Attorney in Fact
LJ Trustee
0 Guardian or Conservator
::J Other: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Signer Is Representing: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

~~~~~~

©2014 National Notary Association' www.NationaINotary.org • 1-800-US NOTARY (1-800-876-6827)

Item #5907

CERTIFICATE OF ACCEPTANCE

This is to certify that the interest in the real property conveyed by the foregoing Grant Deed
from
, a California Limited Partnership, ("Grantor") to LOS ANGELES
COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY, a public agency existing under
the authority of the laws of the State of California ("LACMTA"), is hereby accepted by the
undersigned on behalf of the LACMTA pursuant to authority conferred by resolution of the
Board of Directors of the LACMTA, and the Grantee hereby consents to the recordation of this
Deed by its duly authorized officer.

Dated this __ day of _ _ _ _ _ _, 20_

By:
Velma C. Marshall
Deputy Executive Officer - Real Estate

APPENDIX

GUIDELINES FOR CMP TRANSPORTATION
IMPACT ANALYSIS

D
Important Notice to User: This section provides detailed travel statistics for the Los
Angeles area which will be updated on an ongoing basis. Updates will be distributed to all
local jurisdictions when available. In order to ensure that impact analyses reflect the best
available information, lead agencies may also contact MTA at the time of study initiation.
Please contact MTA staff to request the most recent release of “Baseline Travel Data for
CMP TIAs.”
D.1

OBJECTIVE OF GUIDELINES

The following guidelines are intended to assist local agencies in evaluating impacts of land
use decisions on the Congestion Management Program (CMP) system, through
preparation of a regional transportation impact analysis (TIA). The following are the basic
objectives of these guidelines:
Promote consistency in the studies conducted by different jurisdictions, while
maintaining flexibility for the variety of project types which could be affected by these
guidelines.
Establish procedures which can be implemented within existing project review
processes and without ongoing review by MTA.
Provide guidelines which can be implemented immediately, with the full intention of
subsequent review and possible revision.
These guidelines are based on specific requirements of the Congestion Management
Program, and travel data sources available specifically for Los Angeles County. References
are listed in Section D.10 which provide additional information on possible methodologies
and available resources for conducting TIAs.
D.2

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Exhibit D-7 provides the model resolution that local jurisdictions adopted containing CMP
TIA procedures in 1993. TIA requirements should be fulfilled within the existing
environmental review process, extending local traffic impact studies to include impacts to
the regional system. In order to monitor activities affected by these requirements, Notices
of Preparation (NOPs) must be submitted to MTA as a responsible agency. Formal MTA
approval of individual TIAs is not required.
The following sections describe CMP TIA requirements in detail. In general, the
competing objectives of consistency & flexibility have been addressed by specifying
standard, or minimum, requirements and requiring documentation when a TIA varies
from these standards.
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PROJECTS SUBJECT TO ANALYSIS

In general a CMP TIA is required for all projects required to prepare an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) based on local determination. A TIA is not required if the lead agency
for the EIR finds that traffic is not a significant issue, and does not require local or regional
traffic impact analysis in the EIR. Please refer to Chapter 5 for more detailed information.
CMP TIA guidelines, particularly intersection analyses, are largely geared toward analysis
of projects where land use types and design details are known. Where likely land uses are
not defined (such as where project descriptions are limited to zoning designation and
parcel size with no information on access location), the level of detail in the TIA may be
adjusted accordingly. This may apply, for example, to some redevelopment areas and
citywide general plans, or community level specific plans. In such cases, where project
definition is insufficient for meaningful intersection level of service analysis, CMP arterial
segment analysis may substitute for intersection analysis.
D.4

STUDY AREA

The geographic area examined in the TIA must include the following, at a minimum:
All CMP arterial monitoring intersections, including monitored freeway on- or off-ramp
intersections, where the proposed project will add 50 or more trips during either the
AM or PM weekday peak hours (of adjacent street traffic).
If CMP arterial segments are being analyzed rather than intersections (see Section D.3),
the study area must include all segments where the proposed project will add 50 or
more peak hour trips (total of both directions). Within the study area, the TIA must
analyze at least one segment between monitored CMP intersections.
Mainline freeway monitoring locations where the project will add 150 or more trips, in
either direction, during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours.
Caltrans must also be consulted through the Notice of Preparation (NOP) process to
identify other specific locations to be analyzed on the state highway system.
If the TIA identifies no facilities for study based on these criteria, no further traffic analysis
is required. However, projects must still consider transit impacts (Section D.8.4).
D.5

BACKGROUND TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

The following sections describe the procedures for documenting and estimating
background, or non-project related traffic conditions. Note that for the purpose of a TIA,
these background estimates must include traffic from all sources without regard to the
exemptions specified in CMP statute (e.g., traffic generated by the provision of low and very
low income housing, or trips originating outside Los Angeles County. Refer to Chapter 5,
Section 5.2.3 for a complete list of exempted projects).
D.5.1 Existing Traffic Conditions. Existing traffic volumes and levels of service (LOS) on
the CMP highway system within the study area must be documented. Traffic counts must
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be less than one year old at the time the study is initiated, and collected in accordance with
CMP highway monitoring requirements (see Appendix A). Section D.8.1 describes TIA
LOS calculation requirements in greater detail. Freeway traffic volume and LOS data
provided by Caltrans is also provided in Appendix A.
D.5.2 Selection of Horizon Year and Background Traffic Growth. Horizon year(s)
selection is left to the lead agency, based on individual characteristics of the project being
analyzed. In general, the horizon year should reflect a realistic estimate of the project
completion date. For large developments phased over several years, review of intermediate
milestones prior to buildout should also be considered.
At a minimum, horizon year background traffic growth estimates must use the generalized
growth factors shown in Exhibit D-1. These growth factors are based on regional modeling
efforts, and estimate the general effect of cumulative development and other socioeconomic
changes on traffic throughout the region. Beyond this minimum, selection among the
various methodologies available to estimate horizon year background traffic in greater
detail is left to the lead agency. Suggested approaches include consultation with the
jurisdiction in which the intersection under study is located, in order to obtain more
detailed traffic estimates based on ongoing development in the vicinity.
D.6

PROPOSED PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION

Traffic generation estimates must conform to the procedures of the current edition of Trip
Generation, by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). If an alternative
methodology is used, the basis for this methodology must be fully documented.
Increases in site traffic generation may be reduced for existing land uses to be removed, if
the existing use was operating during the year the traffic counts were collected. Current
traffic generation should be substantiated by actual driveway counts; however, if infeasible,
traffic may be estimated based on a methodology consistent with that used for the proposed
use.
Regional transportation impact analysis also requires consideration of trip lengths. Total
site traffic generation must therefore be divided into work and non-work-related trip
purposes in order to reflect observed trip length differences. Exhibit D-2 provides factors
which indicate trip purpose breakdowns for various land use types.
For lead agencies who also participate in CMP highway monitoring, it is recommended that
any traffic counts on CMP facilities needed to prepare the TIA should be done in the
manner outlined in Chapter 2 and Appendix A. If the TIA traffic counts are taken within
one year of the deadline for submittal of CMP highway monitoring data, the local
jurisdiction would save the cost of having to conduct the traffic counts twice.
D.7

TRIP DISTRIBUTION

For trip distribution by direct/manual assignment, generalized trip distribution factors are
provided in Exhibit D-3, based on regional modeling efforts. These factors indicate
Regional Statistical Area (RSA)-level tripmaking for work and non-work trip purposes.
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(These RSAs are illustrated in Exhibit D-4.) For locations where it is difficult to determine
the project site RSA, census tract/RSA correspondence tables are available from MTA.
Exhibit D-5 describes a general approach to applying the preceding factors. Project trip
distribution must be consistent with these trip distribution and purpose factors; the basis
for variation must be documented.
Local agency travel demand models disaggregated from the SCAG regional model are
presumed to conform to this requirement, as long as the trip distribution functions are
consistent with the regional distribution patterns. For retail commercial developments,
alternative trip distribution factors may be appropriate based on the market area for the
specific planned use. Such market area analysis must clearly identify the basis for the trip
distribution pattern expected.
D.8

IMPACT ANALYSIS

CMP Transportation Impact Analyses contain two separate impact studies covering
roadways and transit. Section Nos. D.8.1-D.8.3 cover required roadway analysis while
Section No. D.8.4 covers the required transit impact analysis. Section Nos. D.9.1-D.9.4
define the requirement for discussion and evaluation of alternative mitigation measures.
D.8.1 Intersection Level of Service Analysis. The LA County CMP recognizes that
individual jurisdictions have wide ranging experience with LOS analysis, reflecting the
variety of community characteristics, traffic controls and street standards throughout the
county. As a result, the CMP acknowledges the possibility that no single set of
assumptions should be mandated for all TIAs within the county.
However, in order to promote consistency in the TIAs prepared by different jurisdictions,
CMP TIAs must conduct intersection LOS calculations using either of the following
methods:
The Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) method as specified for CMP highway
monitoring (see Appendix A); or
The Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) / Circular 212 method.
Variation from the standard assumptions under either of these methods for circumstances
at particular intersections must be fully documented.
TIAs using the 1985 or 1994 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) operational analysis must
provide converted volume-to-capacity based LOS values, as specified for CMP highway
monitoring in Appendix A.
D.8.2 Arterial Segment Analysis. For TIAs involving arterial segment analysis, volume-tocapacity ratios must be calculated for each segment and LOS values assigned using the V/
C-LOS equivalency specified for arterial intersections. A capacity of 800 vehicles per hour
per through traffic lane must be used, unless localized conditions necessitate alternative
values to approximate current intersection congestion levels.
2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County
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D.8.3 Freeway Segment (Mainline) Analysis. For the purpose of CMP TIAs, a simplified
analysis of freeway impacts is required. This analysis consists of a demand-to-capacity
calculation for the affected segments, and is indicated in Exhibit D-6.
D.8.4 Transit Impact Review. CMP transit analysis requirements are met by completing
and incorporating into an EIR the following transit impact analysis:
Evidence that affected transit operators received the Notice of Preparation.
A summary of existing transit services in the project area. Include local fixed-route
services within a ¼ mile radius of the project; express bus routes within a 2 mile radius
of the project, and; rail service within a 2 mile radius of the project.
Information on trip generation and mode assignment for both AM and PM peak hour
periods as well as for daily periods. Trips assigned to transit will also need to be
calculated for the same peak hour and daily periods. Peak hours are defined as 7:308:30 AM and 4:30-5:30 PM. Both “peak hour” and “daily” refer to average weekdays,
unless special seasonal variations are expected. If expected, seasonal variations should
be described.
Documentation of the assumption and analyses that were used to determine the
number and percent of trips assigned to transit. Trips assigned to transit may be
calculated along the following guidelines:
Multiply the total trips generated by 1.4 to convert vehicle trips to person trips;
For each time period, multiply the result by one of the following factors:
3.5% of Total Person Trips Generated for most cases, except:
10% primarily Residential within 1/4 mile of a CMP transit center
15% primarily Commercial within 1/4 mile of a CMP transit center
7% primarily Residential within 1/4 mile of a CMP multi-modal transportation
center
9% primarily Commercial within 1/4 mile of a CMP multi-modal transportation
center
5% primarily Residential within 1/4 mile of a CMP transit corridor
7% primarily Commercial within 1/4 mile of a CMP transit corridor
0% if no fixed route transit services operate within one mile of the project
To determine whether a project is primarily residential or commercial in nature, please
refer to the CMP land use categories listed and defined in Appendix E, Guidelines for
New Development Activity Tracking and Self Certification. For projects that are only
partially within the above one-quarter mile radius, the base rate (3.5% of total trips
generated) should be applied to all of the project buildings that touch the radius
perimeter.
Information on facilities and/or programs that will be incorporated in the development
plan that will encourage public transit use. Include not only the jurisdiction’s TDM
Ordinance measures, but other project specific measures.
2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County
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Analysis of expected project impacts on current and future transit services and proposed
project mitigation measures, and;
Selection of final mitigation measures remains at the discretion of the local
jurisdiction/lead agency. Once a mitigation program is selected, the jurisdiction selfmonitors implementation through the existing mitigation monitoring requirements of
CEQA.
D.9

IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION OF MITIGATION

D.9.1 Criteria for Determining a Significant Impact. For purposes of the CMP, a
significant impact occurs when the proposed project increases traffic demand on a CMP
facility by 2% of capacity (V/C ≥ 0.02), causing LOS F (V/C > 1.00); if the facility is already
at LOS F, a significant impact occurs when the proposed project increases traffic demand
on a CMP facility by 2% of capacity (V/C ≥ 0.02). The lead agency may apply a more
stringent criteria if desired.
D.9.2 Identification of Mitigation. Once the project has been determined to cause a
significant impact, the lead agency must investigate measures which will mitigate the
impact of the project. Mitigation measures proposed must clearly indicate the following:
Cost estimates, indicating the fair share costs to mitigate the impact of the proposed
project. If the improvement from a proposed mitigation measure will exceed the impact
of the project, the TIA must indicate the proportion of total mitigation costs which is
attributable to the project. This fulfills the statutory requirement to exclude the costs of
mitigating inter-regional trips.
Implementation responsibilities. Where the agency responsible for implementing
mitigation is not the lead agency, the TIA must document consultation with the
implementing agency regarding project impacts, mitigation feasibility and
responsibility.
Final selection of mitigation measures remains at the discretion of the lead agency. The
TIA must, however, provide a summary of impacts and mitigation measures. Once a
mitigation program is selected, the jurisdiction self-monitors implementation through the
mitigation monitoring requirements contained in CEQA.
D.9.3 Project Contribution to Planned Regional Improvements. If the TIA concludes that
project impacts will be mitigated by anticipated regional transportation improvements,
such as rail transit or high occupancy vehicle facilities, the TIA must document:
Any project contribution to the improvement, and
The means by which trips generated at the site will access the regional facility.
D.9.4 Transportation Demand Management (TDM). If the TIA concludes or assumes that
project impacts will be reduced through the implementation of TDM measures, the TIA
must document specific actions to be implemented by the project which substantiate these
conclusions.
2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County
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From: Raza, Adriana [mailto:araza@lacsd.org]
Sent: Monday, December 11, 2017 2:56 PM
To: Sinclair, David
Subject: Art Center College of Design Master Plan

David,
Attached please find a pdf copy of the subject DEIR comment letter. The original was mailed to your attention
today.
Regards,
Adriana Raza
Will Serve Program
Facilities Planning Department
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
1955 Workman Mill Road
Whittier, CA 90601
Tel (562) 908-4288 ext. 2717
Fax (562) 695-1874
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COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY
1955 Workman Mill Ro ad , W hitti er, CA 90601-1400
Maili ng Addr ess : P.O. Box 499 8, Wh itti er, CA 90607-499 8
Telephone : (562 ) 699- 741 1, FAX: (562 ) 699-5422
www. lac sd .org

GRACE ROBINSON HYDE
Chief Engin e er and G e ne ral Manager

December 11, 2017
Ref. Doc. No.: 4331131

Mr. David Sinclair
Senior Planner
City of Pasadena
175 North Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA 9110 1
Dear Mr. Sinclair:

DEIR Response to the ArtCenter College of Design Master Plan
The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received a Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the subject project on October 26, 2017. The proposed project is located within the
jurisdictional boundaries of District No. 16. Previous comments submitted by the Districts in
correspondence dated October 3,2016 (copy enclosed), to your agency, still apply the subject project with
the following updated information and additional comments:
1.

The wastewater flow originating from the South Campus site will discharge to a local sewer line,
which is not maintained by the Districts, for conveyance to the Districts' Arroyo Seco Trunk
Sewer Section 4 mentioned in item 1 ofthe enclosed copy.

2.

The wastewater flow originating from the Hillside Campus site will discharge to a local sewer
line, which is not maintained by the Districts, for conveyance to the Districts' Joint Outfall B Unit
6J Trunk Sewer, located in Linda Vista Ave at Lida Street. The Districts' 16-inch diameter trunk
sewer has a capacity of 6.6 million gallons per day (mgd) and conveyed a peak flow of 5.1 mgd
when last measured in 2012 .

3.

The Los Coyotes Water Reclamation Plant (WRP) currently produces an average recycled water
flow of 20.4 million gallons per day.

4.

Based on the estimated existing wastewater generations determined on Table IV.M.2-1 (Page
IVM2-3) and the estimated wastewater generation resulting from the project on Table IV.M.2-2
(Page IVM2-6), the expected increase in average wastewater flow from the South Campus site is
117,425 gallons per day. The expected increase in average wastewater flow from the Hillside
Campus site is 2,264 gallons per day. For a copy of the Districts' average wastewater generation
factors, go to www.lacsd.org.Wastewater&SewerSystems.click on Will Serve Program, and
click on the Table I, Loadings for Each Class of Land Use link.

5.

(3) Sewage Treatment, Page IVM2-3, first paragraph - As specified in item 2 of the enclosed
copy, the wastewater generated by the proposed project will be treated at either or both the
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Whittier Narrows WRP or the Los Coyotes WRP. The combined capacity from both facilities
total to 52 .5 mgd and currently produces a combined average recycled water flow of27 .7 mgd.
6.

d. Analysis of Project Impacts, Page IVM2 -5, second paragraph - Based on the Districts '
average wastewater generation factors , the projects expected increase in average wastewater flow
from both sites is a total of 119,689 gallons per day. Adjust accordingly throughout the
remaining portions of the document.

7.

Table N .M.2-3, Page IVM2-7, Hillside Campus Net Generation - The proposed 11,320 square
foot expansion to the South Building will increase the expected average wastewater flow by
2,264 gallons per day.

8.

Table N.M.2-3, Page IVM2-7, South Campus Net Generation - The proposed 1,500 student
beds, 76,000 square foot Amenity/Lounge, and the 300 seat theatre will increase the expected
average wastewater flow by 117,425 gallons per day.

9.

All other information concerning Districts ' facilities and sewerage service contained
document is current.

111

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (562) 908-4288, extension 2717.

:;z~

Adriana Raza
Customer Service Specialist
Facilities Planning Department

AR:ar
cc :

M. Sullivan
M . Tatalovich
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COUNTY SANI1 TAT ION D I S

R ICTS

OF LO S AN GELES Co Ul"\lrry
1955 Wori<mCln M il l Rood, Wh itlier, CA 9060 1·· 1400
Moi ling Address: P.O. Bo:< 4998, Wh itl ier, CA 90607 ·· 4998
Te lep hone: (562) 699.7411, FAX: (562 ) 699 - 5422

GRACE ROBII\ISON HYD E
Chief Eng i n fHH ond General JlA(lII) oger

www.locsd.org

October 3,2016
Ref. Doc. No.: 3863807

Ms. Ha Ly, Planner
Planning and Community
Development Department
City of Pasadena
175 North Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91101-1704
Dear Ms. Ly:

ResJJonse to the NOP for the ArtCenter Master Plan
The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received a Notice of
Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (NOP) for the subject project on September 2,2016.
The proposed project is located within the jurisdictional boundaries of District No. 16. We offer the
following comments regarding sewerage service:

1.

The wastewater flow originating from the proposed project will discharge to a local sewer line,
which is not maintained by the Districts, for conveyance to the Districts' Arroyo Seco Trunk
Sewer Section 4, located in Garfield Avenue at the Pasadena Freeway. The Districts' 2 1-inch
diameter trunk sewer has a capacity of 13.4 million gallons per day (mgd) and conveyed a peak
flow of 2 mgd when last measured in 2015.

2.

The wastewater generated by the proposed project will be treated at the Whittier Narrows Water
Reclamation Plant (WRP) located ncar the City of South EI Monte, which has a capacity of
15 mgd and currently processes an average flO\v of 7.3 mgd, or at the Los Coyotes WRP located
in the City of Cerritos, which has a capacity of 37.5 mgd and currently processes an average flow
of20.5 mgd.

3.

The expected increase ill average wastewater flow from the proposed project, described in the
document as an increase of 500 fu ll-time students, is 10,000 gallons per day. For a copy of the
Districts' average wastewater generation factors, go to www.lacsd.on:.J:, Wastewater & Sewer
Systems, click on W ill Serve Program, and click on the Table 1, Loadings for Each Class of Land
Use link.

4.

The Districts are empowered by the California Health and Safety Code to charge a fee for the
privilege of connecting (directly or indirectly) to the Districts' Sewerage System or for increasing
the strength or quantity of wastewater discharged from connected facilities . This connection fee is
a capital facilities fee that is imposed in an amount sufficient to construct an incremental expansion
of the Sewerage System to accommodate the proposed project. Payment of a connection fee will
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be required before a permit to connect to the sewer is issued. For more information and a copy of
the Connection Fee Information Sheet, go to .WlNw.Iacsd.org, Wastewater & Sewer Systems, click
on Will Serve Program, and search for the appropriate link. In determining the impact to the
Sewerage System and applicable connection fees, the Districts' Chief Engineer will determine the
user category (e.g. Condominium, Single Family home, etc.) that best represents the actual or
anticipated use of the parcel or faci lities on the parcel. For more specific info rmation regarding the
connection fee application procedure and fees, please contact the Connection Fee Counter at
(562) 908-4288, extension 2727.

5.

In order for the Districts to conform to the requirements of the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), the
capacities of the Districts' wastewater treatment facilities are based on the regional growth forecast
adopted by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). Specific policies
included in the development of the SCAG regional growth forecast are incorporated into clean air
plans, which are prepared by the South Coast and Antelope Valley Air Quality Management
Districts in order to improve air quality in the South Coast and Mojave Desert Air Basins as
mandated by the CAA. All expansions of DIstricts' facilities must be sized and service phased in a
manner that will be consistent with the SCAG regional growth forecast for the counties of Los
Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura, and Imperial. The available capacity ofthe
Districts' treatment facilities will, therefore, be limited to levels associated with the approved
growth identified by SCAG. As such, this letter does not constitute a guarantee of wastewater
service, but is to advise you that the Districts intend to provide this service up to the levels that are
legally permitted and to inform you of the currently existing capacity and any proposed expansion
of the Districts' facilities.
.
IfyoLl have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (562) 908-4288, extension 2717,
Very truly yours,

~~
Adriana Haza
Customer Service Specialist
Facil ities Planning Department

AR:ar
cc:

M. SullivaJ1
M. Tatalovich
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From: barbaragoto@arroyosfoothills.org [mailto:barbaragoto@arroyosfoothills.org]
Sent: Monday, December 11, 2017 12:55 PM
To: Sinclair, David
Cc: John Howell
Subject: Comments to Draft EIR for ArtCenter Master Plan
Dear David,
Attached you will find comments to the draft environmental impact report on the Art Center College
of Design's Master Plan. We thank you for including our comments in the record.
Sincerely,
Barbara Goto
Director of Operations
BarbaraGoto@arroyosfoothills.org
Arroyos & Foothills Conservancy
"Securing Protecting & Stewarding
Our Precious Open Spaces"
Arroyos & Foothills Conservancy
www.arroyosfoothills.org
P.O. Box 1
Pasadena, CA 91102
(818) 389-5563
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Re: Comments to ArtCenter Draft Environmental Impact Report
“ArtCenter has submitted one Master Plan application for a new 15-year
Master Plan that encompasses development on and comprehensively
identifies a vision for both the Hillside Campus and the South Campus.”
(DEIR page I-3, paragraph 3) The Hillside Campus comprises the entire
155.95 acres controlled by ArtCenter in the San Rafael Hills. (DEIR page I1)
Some years ago ArtCenter retained the architectural firm of Gehry Partners,
LLP to pursue a major expansion on its Hillside Campus. That plan was
abandoned in favor of the current plan to expand the South Campus, in
large part due to citizen opposition to development of the Hillside Campus.
The opposition focused on the potential loss of natural open space and
wildlife habitat. This same concern holds true today, only more so because
the benefits of the natural open space to wildlife are now known to be
dramatically more significant, as described below.
Page IV.C-4, paragraph 2.a.(3) of the DEIR describes the City’s goal to
sustain natural environmental resources for future generations, greenhouse
gas reduction and climate change impacts. “Several environmental policies
were identified to support this goal. These policies include protecting natural
open spaces, hillsides, watersheds and critical habitats; expanding the
City’s inventory of natural open spaces; … maintaining and restoring areas
of the City with native plants; and maintaining and restoring wildlife
corridors and habitat linkages.”
In choosing to develop the South Campus, ArtCenter is also deciding to not
develop the Hillside Campus, presumably for the fifteen-year term of the
Master Plan. “Development of the residential component of the Hillside
Campus is not contemplated in the Master Plan.” (DEIR page III-11). We
are concerned, however, with statements made in the DEIR regarding the
lack of value of the Hillside Campus as a regional wildlife corridor.
Section 2(b)3 of the DEIR states that “… the BSA is likely used for local
wildlife movement in the immediate area. According to CDFW BIOS Habitat
Connectivity Viewer, the BSA is not within an essential connectivity area
and is not expected to be used as a regional wildlife movement corridor.”

December 11, 2017
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(DEIR page IV.C-11) “As discussed above in Subsection 2.b(3), there are no areas of
open space that would provide a regional wildlife movement link to the BSA”. (IV.C-20)
This is an outdated and incorrect conclusion. In 2017, CDFW adopted the Eastern Rim of
the Valley Conceptual Area Protection Plan (EROV CAPP), which highlighted and affirmed
the ecological value of the region, on which ArtCenter’s hillside campus resides, as a
wildlife corridor. CDFW has determined that Cottonwood Canyon, which includes the
ArtCenter Hillside Campus, is in fact an integral part of a 20-mile long wildlife corridor.
This corridor, also known as the Hahamongna to Tujunga Wildlife Corridor (the “HTC,”
see map below), runs from the San Gabriel Mountains at Hahamonga Watershed Park,
down the Arroyo Seco, then into the San Rafael Hills via Cottonwood Canyon. There are
approximately 2400 acres of natural open space in the San Rafael Hills, and the only
notable ingress and egress is by way of Cottonwood Canyon. The HTC continues to the
Verdugo Mountains and connects back up to the San Gabriel Mountains at Big Tujunga
Wash. AFC and other conservation organizations including the Santa Monica Mountains
Conservancy, Trust for Public Lands, The Nature Conservancy, and Citizens for Los
Angeles Wildlife (CLAW), are working to secure and enhance the HTC. The entire Hillside
Campus is a part of the HTC.
To provide additional context, AFC undertook the ecological study resulting in the EROV
CAPP to provide a scientific underpinning to its program of land conservation. We know
from multiple studies that strategic land conservation and restoration reduces the
harmful impact of habitat fragmentation and is an essential mitigation measure for
climate change. As species are displaced by higher temperatures and a drying landscape,
wildlife corridors allow movement to newly suitable habitats and enable populations to
maintain connections essential to retain genetic diversity. The EROV area features
exceptional lands that are vital for sustaining ecological and evolutionary landscape
processes in the face of climate change.
As noted in the EROV CAPP, the connection between the Angeles National Forest and the
Verdugo Mountains (and the San Rafael Hills between the two regions) was identified by
a California Department of Fish and Wildlife biologist at the statewide Missing Linkages
conference. 1 The Verdugo Mountains were also identified as Natural Landscape Block in
need of connectivity by the California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project. 2 The EROV
CAPP connects the Verdugo Mountains and San Rafael Hills to the South Coast Wildland

Penrod, K, R Hunter, and M Merrifield. 2001. Missing Linkages: Restoring connectivity to the
California landscape. California Wilderness Coalition, The Nature Conservancy, US Geological
Survey, Center for Reproduction of Endangered Species, and California State Parks.
2
Spencer, W.D., P. Beier, K. Penrod, K. Winters, C. Paulman, H. Rustigian-Romsos, J. Strittholt,
M. Parisi, and A. Pettler. 2010. California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project: A Strategy for
Conserving a Connected California. Prepared for California Department of Transportation,
California Department of Fish and Game, and Federal Highways Administration.
1

2
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Network. 3, 4 These landscape linkages and the wildlands they connect are largely
considered the backbone of a regional conservation strategy for southern California to
which smaller wildlands, such as the Verdugo Mountains and San Rafael Hills, can be
connected.
In addition, AFC’s camera traps have documented a black bear moving through
Cottonwood Canyon to access the San Rafael Hills and Verdugo Mountains. In particular,
On June 8, 2016, a black bear with a red #2 tag in its ear was reported north of the 210
Freeway in La Canada. On June 10, two of our camera traps caught this bear walking up
Cottonwood Canyon toward the Hillside Campus from a spring located on a parcel
between Linda Vista Avenue and Normandy Drive, which is to the east of the Hillside
Campus. Later that day it was sighted in the San Rafaels in the 2900 block of Saint
Gregory Road in Glendale. On June 15 and again on June 17 bear #2 was spotted in the
Whiting Woods development of the Verdugo Mountains, and after that in more distant
reaches of the Verdugo Mountains. Bear #2 validated the use of the Hahamongna to
Tujunga Wildlife Corridor by large mammals, of which the Hillside Campus is a part.
Figure IV.C-1 depicts the Biological Study Area to be the north and south parking lots
and immediately adjacencies. The entire Hillside Campus comprises an integral part of a
critical wildlife corridor. Further, page IV.C-10, paragraph 2b.(2) describes the
undeveloped portions of the Hillside Campus as “part of the last remaining natural
habitat found in the City”, underscoring its intrinsic value.
Conclusions:
The DEIR operates on an incorrect conclusion that the Hillside Campus does not serve as
a wildlife corridor. It is flawed, since the Hillside Campus is a functional part of a wildlife
corridor.
 The Biological Study Area should be expanded to include the entire Hillside Campus.
 Full consideration should be given to the wildlife corridor attributes of the Hillside
Campus.
ArtCenter shifted its development focus from the Hillside Campus to the South Campus,
in major part because of community concern about loss of natural open space and
habitat. ArtCenter’s choice to not develop the undeveloped portions of the Hillside
Campus to the north of Lida Street, coupled with the public purpose served by retaining
it as natural open space, should result in fully considering its preservation as natural
open space. The biology of the entire Hillside Campus should be evaluated.
Beier, P., K. L. Penrod, C. Luke, W. D. Spencer, and C. Cabañero. 2006. South Coast Missing
Linkages: Restoring connectivity to wildlands in the largest metropolitan area in the United
States. Chapter 22 in K R. Crooks and MA Sanjayan, editors, Connectivity conservation:
maintaining connections for nature. Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511754821.025
3

South Coast Wildlands. 2008. South Coast Missing Linkages: A Wildland Network for the South
Coast Ecoregion. 67pp. http://www.scwildlands.org/reports/SCMLRegionalReport.pdf
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In addition, we request the following changes:
Delete these statements:
Section 2(b)3 of the DEIR states that “… the BSA is likely used for local wildlife
movement in the immediate area. According to CDFW BIOS Habitat Connectivity Viewer,
the BSA is not within an essential connectivity area and is not expected to be used as a
regional wildlife movement corridor.” (DEIR page IV.C-11)
“As discussed above in Subsection 2.b(3), there are no areas of open space that would
provide a regional wildlife movement link to the BSA”. (IV.C-20)
Replace these sentences as follows:
Section 2(b)3: “According to the CDFW-adopted Eastern Rim of the Valley Conceptual
Area Protection Plan (EROV CAPP), the BAS is an essential part of a regional wildlife
movement corridor.”
“As discussed above in Subsection 2.b(3), the undeveloped, open parts of the Hillside
Campus are part of a regional wildlife corridor and the biological value of the entire
Hillside Campus should be evaluated in that context.”
Respectfully submitted,

John Howell
Chief Executive Officer
Arroyos & Foothills Conservancy
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From: John Howell [mailto:johnhowell@arroyosfoothills.org]
Sent: Monday, December 11, 2017 2:17 PM
To: Reyes, David <davidreyes@cityofpasadena.net>; Parker, Kelvin <kparker@cityofpasadena.net>; Paige,
Jennifer <jpaige@cityofpasadena.net>
Cc: Suzuki, Takako <tsuzuki@cityofpasadena.net>; 'Jim Osterling' <jimo@bridgeadvisorsllc.com>
Subject: Comments to Draft EIR for ArtCenter Master Plan
David, Jennifer and Kelvin,
In recent meetings we focused on the importance that Cottonwood Canyon plays as part of a
wildlife corridor known as the Hahamongna to Tujunga Wildlife Corridor (“HTC”).
We want to bring to your attention that we submitted comments to ArtCenter’s Draft EIR. The DEIR
incorrectly concludes that the Hillside Campus is not associated with a regional wildlife corridor.
ArtCenter’s Hillside Campus is located in Cottonwood Canyon, and is an integral part of the HTC.
Our comments to the DEIR are summarized as follows:

“The DEIR operates on an incorrect conclusion that the Hillside Campus does not serve as a wildlife corridor.
It is flawed, since the Hillside Campus is a functional part of a wildlife corridor.

 The Biological Study Area should be expanded to include the entire Hillside Campus.
 Full consideration should be given to the wildlife corridor attributes of the Hillside Campus.
ArtCenter shifted its development focus from the Hillside Campus to the South Campus, in major part
because of community concern about loss of natural open space and habitat. ArtCenter’s choice to not
develop the undeveloped portions of the Hillside Campus to the north of Lida Street, coupled with the public
purpose served by retaining it as natural open space, should result in fully considering its preservation as
natural open space. The biology of the entire Hillside Campus should be evaluated.”
Please see the attached letter that we submitted for our complete comments.
Thank you,
John
------------John Howell
Chief Executive and General Counsel
Arroyos & Foothills Conservancy
www.arroyosfoothills.org
From: barbaragoto@arroyosfoothills.org [mailto:barbaragoto@arroyosfoothills.org]
Sent: Monday, December 11, 2017 12:55 PM
To: dsinclair@cityofpasadena.net
Cc: John Howell
Subject: Comments to Draft EIR for ArtCenter Master Plan
Dear David,
Attached you will find comments to the draft environmental impact report on the Art Center College
of Design's Master Plan. We thank you for including our comments in the record.
Sincerely,
Barbara Goto
Director of Operations
BarbaraGoto@arroyosfoothills.org
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Arroyos & Foothills Conservancy
"Securing Protecting & Stewarding
Our Precious Open Spaces"
Arroyos & Foothills Conservancy
www.arroyosfoothills.org
P.O. Box 1
Pasadena, CA 91102
(818) 389-5563
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From: Nina Chomsky [mailto:nrchomsky@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, December 18, 2017 3:30 PM
To: Sinclair, David
Subject: LVAA: Art Center DEIR Comment Letter

David,
Attached is our LVAA Comment Letter for the Art Center DEIR.
Please indicate that you received the letter prior to the deadline. Thank you,
Nina Chomsky, LVAA
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LINDA VISTA-ANNANDALE ASSOCIATION
P. O. Box 94364
Pasadena, CA 91109

December 17. 2017
Mr. David Sinclair, Planner
City of Pasadena, Planning Department, 175 N. Garfield Avenue,
Pasadena, CA, 91109
Via email: dsinclair@cityofpasadena.net
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report: Art Center 2017 Master Plan
Dear Mr. Sinclair:
The Linda Vista-Annandale Association (LVAA) appreciates this opportunity to comment
on the Art Center College of Design (the Art Center) October, 2017 Master Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

Incorporated in 1930, LVAA is a California non-profit, mutual benefit corporation, tax
exempt under IRC Section 50(c)(4), and corresponding California lax law, dedicated to
the improvement and development of the Linda Vista~Annandale area of Pasadena,
and promotion of the general welfare of Linda Vista~Annandale residents.
The Linda Vista~Annandale area consists of roughly 2.5 square miles, extending from
the west bank of the Arroyo Seco to the boundary with Glendale in the area of the Linda
Vista portion of the San Rafael Hills, and from the Devil's Gate Dam and the 210
Freeway on the north to the 134 Freeway on the south.
The neighborhood includes, and LVAA represents, approximately 1,350 homes. The
neighborhood also includes, importantly, the Art Center Hillside campus.
1. Scope of This Comment Letter. This Comment Letter is intended to supplement,
clarify and add to LVAA’s recent oral DEIR comments to the Planning Commission.
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2. South Campus: Digital Gallery. The Aesthetics and Land Use and Planning
Sections of the DEIR are inadequate in that they do not adequately consider the
significant impacts of the proposed Digital Gallery. The proposed Digital Gallery has the
significant potential to disrupt traffic on Arroyo Parkway and adjacent streets and
freeway; does not fit with the traditional character and urban design aesthetics of
Pasadena; is not consistent with the traditional character and design standards for such
an important City entrance; and, will have the potential to enable commercial,
advertising, and promotional efforts to enhance the business goals of the Art Center.
This proposal should be removed from the Project Description, or, in the alternative, be
separately subject to Planning Commission and Design Commission separate and
specific review as mitigation requirements, in addition to review by DOT.
3. Hillside Campus: Project Location and Setting. The DEIR incorrectly describes the
Hillside Campus as having "no development" immediately adjacent to the Hillside
Campus, and, the LVAA many adjacent residences as "more distant" surrounding uses.
In fact, many residential uses in the LVAA area are immediately adjacent to the Hillside
Campus. Many homes in the LVAA area look directly at some aspect of the Art Center
Hillside Campus through a number of sight lines, and uses at the Hillside Campus,
particularly traffic, directly and significantly impact the LVAA neighborhood areas
adjacent to the Hillside Campus.
4. Hillside Campus: Biological Resources. The DEIR inadequately discusses
Biological Resources, particularly wildlife corridors. The assertion in the DEIR that the
Hillside Campus area is not part of a regional wildlife connectivity/wildlife movement
corridor is simply false. Reference is made to the Arroyo and Foothills Conservancy
and the detailed and specific knowledge that this Conservancy has accumulated
regarding the wildlife corridors in the LVAA area in general and the Hillside Campus in
particular.
Project Alternative 4. Further consideration should be given to requiring
implementation of Project Alternative 4 as the "environmentally superior alternative" to
avoid disturbance to the hillside area adjacent to the South Building, and, therefore,
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better preserve wildlife corridors and other impacts on Biological Resources.. However,
this Alternative should only be further considered if the impact on wildlife corridors
would be less than the current Project proposal to expand the South Building.
5. Hillside Campus: Phase II CNG Fueling Facility; Fire Protection; Hazardous
Materials. As stated in the DEIR, and, as known to LVAA and the City of Pasadena, the
LVAA area, including the Hillside Campus, is located in a Very High Fire Hazard Area.
Any wildfire, such as those burning this year in L.A., Ventura, and Santa Barbara
counties, would almost certainly overwhelm the entire LVAA area in a very short time
leading to a conflagration of unprecedented scope with severe impact similar to the
Oakland Fire some years ago. These impacts would be further exacerbated by open
spaces adjacent to the Hillside Campus, and by the few exits from our hillsides, mostly
consisting of narrow, substandard public and private streets. The DEIR is inadequate in
that it does not address the details and specifics of the Fire risks and potential impacts
and results of an urban wildfire in the LVAA area and including the Hillside Campus. In
this regard, the DEIR is inadequate in that it does not analyze exactly how Fire services
will access the Hillside Campus considering the large number of substandard public and
private streets surrounding the Hillside Campus, particularly if large numbers of
neighbors are trying to drive down these streets to escape while Fire personnel are
trying to travel up to the Hillside Campus, and, what is supposed to occur if there is a
major Rose Bowl event at the same time clogging Linda Vista Ave. and other escape
routes.
The potential CNG Fueling Facility is highly controversial, in part due to the
potential to cause such an urban wildfire. However, LVAA is less concerned with
potential causation than with the potential impacts with respect to an existing urban
wildfire that starts in or reaches the Hillside Campus and causes the CNG Fueling
Facility to fail in some manner, including exploding, resulting in exacerbating and
spreading the fire conflagration while escape and access are limed as described above.
The DEIR is inadequate in that it fails to analyze the impacts of an existing urban
wildfire on any CNG Fueling Facility on the Hillside Campus, including, but not limited
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to, the ability of any such Facility/Tanks to resist or avoid failure in response to an urban
wildfire.
LVAA suggest the following Mitigation Measure as applied to the potential CNG
Fueling Facility: change the Project Description to eliminate the potential CNG Fueling
Facility, particularly since another location exists for it or several of them -- namely, the
South Campus. See also the following discussion regarding Art Center Shuttles.
6. Hillside Campus: Air Quality and Traffic; Shuttles. The current two shuttles between
the Hillside Campus and the South Campus have assisted in reducing the number of
student and staff vehicles traversing the LVAA area, including, most significantly, Lida
St. However, these shuttles are currently "dirty" vehicles, powered by gasoline or
diesel. The DEIR indicates that the number of shuttles will be increased from two to six,
running much more frequently.
The DEIR is inadequate in that it does not consider the existing Air Quality and
Traffic impacts, and the potential significant Air Quality and Traffic Impacts of tripling the
number of Shuttles if the Shuttles remain gasoline or diesel fueled. Further, the Project
Description is inadequate in that the Art Center has made any number of commitments
to the LVAA neighborhood that its shuttles would eventually be "clean" shuttles. It
appears that the "plan", although not reflected in the Project Description, is to convert
the shuttles to CNG.
Shuttle conversion to CNG would significantly reduce Air Quality and Traffic
impacts from than gas or diesel fuels in the LVAA neighborhood, but such mitigation
should be coordinated with relocating any CNG Fueling Station from the Hillside
Campus to the South Campus.
LVAA suggests that a mitigation measure be added to the DEIR requiring prompt
Shuttle conversion to electric vehicles as represented to LVAA in many prior Master
Plan discussions with the Art Center. The Art Center argument and defense that
electric vehicles are "too expensive" is not a CEQA issue or defense. Electric shuttles
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would mitigate a number of significant impacts on the LVAA neighborhood, and should
be adopted as a mitigation and as part of the Project Description.
7. Hillside Campus: Solar Panel Canopies Over North and South Parking Lots;
Aesthetics and Land Use. The DEIR is inadequate in that it does not analyze or
mitigate the potential view impacts, and light and glare impacts, to Pasadena residents
in the LVAA area who look down on the Art Center parking lots. There is some number
of such residents, and the number and location of them, including views from these
properties, is of importance to LVAA if there will be an aesthetic impact to these
residents, including, but not limited to, light and glare. LVAA understands that these
panels may be reflective at some points during sunny days.
Further, installation of these canopies will result in the removal of a number of
trees. This will follow the removal of a large number of mature trees to previously
expand the parking lots. The Art Center representative at the recent Planning
Commission hearing on the DEIR indicated that one purpose of the canopies is to
reduce the heat island effect of the parking lot asphalt. LVAA suggests a more natural
mitigation: replant and reinstall the tree shade canopy that previously enhanced the
parking lots, particularly the South parking lot. The previous "urban forest", consisting
of many mature Sycamores, cooled the lots and enhanced the views and scenic vistas
of all the residents above the Hillside Campus, including those in Pasadena and
Glendale.
Thank you for the opportunity to submit our DEIR comments. If you have comments or
questions, please contact current LVAA President, Nina Chomsky, at (626) 795-1967,
or, at nrchomsky@aol.com.

Sincerely,
/s/ Nina Chomsky

Nina Chomsky, LVAA President
5

From: Brian Berger [mailto:bngberger@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, November 30, 2017 10:05 AM
To: Suzuki, Takako <tsuzuki@cityofpasadena.net>
Subject: Your copy of a letter
Takako,
Attached is your copy of a letter copied to the councilperson. It is regarding a concern of our association regarding
a possible CNG tank shown in Phase II of the expansion plan for the Hillside Art Center. The word is "concern",
not outright opposition. We recognize this plan is five years plus in the future and that many things can change.
I am sharing this with you in case the mailed, signed copy to the Councilperson gets lost. I di follow the mail
address given to me by the city.
Thank you, Enjoy the Holidays.
Brian

1

MIRADOR RANCH HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
December 1, 2017
To: City of Pasadena Planning Commission
175 North Garfield Avenue, Pasadena, California, 91109
Subject: Art Center College of Design Master Plan
Concern with one element of that Plan at the Hillside Campus
Dear Commissioners,
The Board of the Mirador Ranch Homeowners Association has had a chance to review the 15 year
Master Plan for the Art Center College of Design presented at the special planning meeting on
November 8, 2017. We have a fire safety concern with one element proposed in Phase II: namely, the
installation of a CNG fueling station (commuter services and facilities hub) at the Hillside campus at
the south lot. Although we understand that Phase II is at least five years in the future we are asking
for additional information on all required safety‐related restrictions for our Board’s review before
such an installation.
The forty two, single‐family homes that are a part of the Mirador Ranch Homeowners Association are
neighbors to the Hillside Art Center. In the only reference to us that we could find, there was an entry
of Rutherford Drive which is the primary loop street to our development which is reached by El
Mirador Drive off Linda Vista.
Mirador Ranch commits a significant amount of its budget each year to be certain that we comply
with The City of Pasadena’s Fire Department brush clearance requirements both on our common area
and at each home. That includes the large association culvert system on the common area of our
development that borders the college. We were pleased to see that the proposed improvements to
the Hillside campus included additional culvert work. However we are also concerned about the
explosive potential of the CNG refueling site, a system that will also require refueling tankers to travel
through what are now neighborhood streets. Therefore, we request that you address our concerns
regarding the CNG refueling site before any Phase II implementation activity begins.
Thank you. We look forward to your response.
Sincerely,

Brian Berger, President, 626‐796‐9498, 1460 Rutherford Drive, Pasadena, 91103,
bngberger@gmail.com
Charles Bush, Vice President, Anthony Delling, Secretary, Mary Ann McGovern, Treasurer, Martin
Holford, Member at Large
Cc: Art Center College of Design, Administration, 1700 Lida Street, #2319, Pasadena, 91103
Steve Madison, Councilperson, District 6, City of Pasadena, 100 N. Garfield, Room S228,

From: Teresa Dvoracek [mailto:tadvoracek@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, December 11, 2017 12:38 PM
To: Sinclair, David
Subject: Art Center Proposals for Buildings & Solar Panels

Good Afternoon Art Mr. Sinclair.
I received information a while back stating that Art Center was planning to make some changes on their
campuses. This information was very vague and did not appear to impact the campus above Lida. It looked like
they were just going to build an access road. I thought great! This would be to protect the campus and our area in
case of a fire. Now I am reading that they are actually planning to make changes that would affect the quality of
life in our neighborhood.
The Art Center campus is located in a residential area. That should be remembered first and foremost. While I’m
all for saving energy I have read that glare from solar panels can actually shine into peoples homes or into their
eyes as they are driving. If it shines that brightly is their any chance it could start a fire. A very real concern these
days. I’m also reading that environment studies in the area should be made to determine these effects.
Since these panels would be installed 20’ above the parking lots they would be visible from Linda Vista Ave
which is a nationally designated scenic route.. I’m really surprised that Pasadena would allow that to happen as
we pride ourselves in the historical preservation of our beautiful city.
We live up here because of the growth and beauty of the area. Cutting down 143 trees would directly effect the
area and it’s beauty.
Increasing the student and staff population by 741 people is absolutely the worst idea for the neighborhood. With
only one road up and the increase of cars going up and down Lida would be a nightmare. Lets add alcohol to that
picture and you truly have a dangerous situation.
In summation here are my concerns:
~
solar panels installed 20ft above the north and south parking lots creating solar glare & glint and
destroying a national scenic route.
~

removing 143 trees

~

the increase in campus population by 741 people causing traffic concerns on Lida.

This is a residential area. Please keep Art Center growth limited in our neighborhood maintaining the quality life
of residents and the beauty of a national scenic route.
Teresa Anderson-Dvoracek
1575 Knollwwod Terrace
Pasadena, CA. 91103
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From: Barbara Blake <babsblake2@gmail.com>
Date: November 10, 2017 at 10:27:34 AM PST
To: "Madison, Steve" <smadison@cityofpasadena.net>
Subject: Re: Art Center
Thank you very much!
I hope we are successful at amending their plans. It is a wonderful school and I'm sure will continue to grow.
Barbara
Sent from my iPhone
On Nov 10, 2017, at 9:54 AM, Madison, Steve <smadison@cityofpasadena.net> wrote:
My office is meeting with the Planning Department about concerns such as yours. We will get back to you.

From: Barbara Blake [mailto:babsblake2@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, November 09, 2017 5:47 PM
To: Madison, Steve <smadison@cityofpasadena.net>
Subject: Art Center
Dear Mr Madison,
I was unable to attend the meeting as I am caring for my mother after her recent lower arm amputation.
That said, I want you to know that I am extremely opposed to both the “toxic”/dangerous parts of the Hillside plan
and the 8 story building on S Raymond Ave.
There is NO need to endanger a residential community, nor the LV/Glendale areas with a highly flammable
substance - going along sick streets and in and out of residential neighborhoods. It could be another disaster like
San Bruno, CA. And one that the City of Pasadena, the City Council, and Art Center would be responsible for.
There also is NO precedent for an 8 story building in the S Raymond area. HMH is 6 stories. All others are same
or mostly smaller - 4 stories. The skyline has already been destroyed along the freeway areas, do not do it on S
Raymond. It also is a safety concern as hook and ladder trucks do not go that high to safely evacuate individuals.
Art Center could work with the City and others to obtain and expand north along S Raymond and S Arroyo
Parkway … enlarging the campus and going no higher than 4 (or 6 max) stories.
I fail to believe any EIR reports. The City has shown it is solely interested in money from large projects and
seems to had out variances like they were Halloween candy - except of course the City gets fees for the
“candy”…..
Since the City Council completely failed the City when it did not listen to the residents trying to get the Gold Line
below grade. Now the City has vastly multiplied the number of occupants, automobiles, and traffic
congestion…….
Please try to keep the streets at least safe and NOT allow highly combustable/dangerous materials to be driven
along them.
Please try to maintain some respect of site line and architecture as well. Pasadena is a treasure trove of fabulous
architecture, let’s not add more disasters like the home on S Los Robles, and other misfits into our community.
Please don’t allow monstrously tall development in communities with a lower/more desirable site line. Please
show some respect for the city many have called home for decades…..keep it safe and respectful for us.
Thank you,
Barbara Blake
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PS: The Council could also please work with the PPD on the homeless population. There are NUMEROUS
homeless living along the freeway - they go through the chain link fencing and directly down to their tents, etc….
They are also a safety risk for fire, and health issues (shall we see what San Diego and Santa Cruz are
experiencing….) As we embark on the tourist portion of the year, our streets are lined with homeless living,
soliciting folks. It is hard to want to walk into even the market these days….. The City Council needs to help the
residents with this issue. Please!
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From: ninabriggsis@gmail.com [mailto:ninabriggsis@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 7:27 AM
To: Sinclair, David
Cc: 'Nina Briggs'
Subject: Art Center College of Design Master Plan Environmental Impact

Dear Mr. Sinclair,
As a Linda Vista resident, I am opposed to Art Center’s proposal of “a compressed natural gas (CNG) fueling
facility near the new Commuter Services and Facilities Hub at the expanded South Building” on the North
Campus on Lida Street.
If “Alternative 4: Change in Location of the New Commuter Services and Facilities Hub to the North Lot
Alternative” eliminates the North Campus proposed CNG facility, it would be preferable and eliminate the
potential explosive danger to our neighborhood, designated by CAL FIRE as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zone (VHFHSZ), requiring mitigation strategies to reduce the ignition potential to buildings in the wildland-urban
interface zones. The potential toxic leaks, the infrastructure, storage vessels, delivery, and dispensers required for
CNG stations are inappropriate and potentially disastrous to this residential neighborhood and its over 7,000
households.
Please do not approve this component of the Art Center College of Design Master Plan for its dangerous
environmental impact.
Yours,
Nina Briggs
m. 310.699.8084
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From: John Callas [mailto:jcallas@pacbell.net]
Sent: Monday, November 06, 2017 11:16 AM
To: Sinclair, David
Subject: Art Center Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Sinclair,
I write today to object to a few elements of the Art Center College of Design Master
Plan as described in the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The construction of
8‐story buildings on the South Raymond campus are too high. These structures would
dominate the skyline and take Pasadena from a residential city to an urban landscape.
Further, the installation of a “digital gallery” (giant video screen) on the side of
one of the buildings at the south campus would be a distraction and an eye sore. Video
screens draw too much attention from motorist (versus a plain billboard). This creates
a driving risk. And such video screens completely change the character of the
community from a quiet residential community to an unpleasant media scene. There is
also a request in the EIR for a conditional use permit to serve alcohol. Alcohol has
no place in an education setting. It sends the wrong message and creates a dangerous
precedent that has lifelong implications for young students. I oppose the issuing of
any permit to proceed that contains these elements.
Thank you for your attention to this important issue.
Sincerely,
John Callas
1560 Scenic Drive
Pasadena, California 91103
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From: Gennia Cui [mailto:thegennia@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 21, 2017 2:54 PM
To: Sinclair, David
Cc: rollin.homer@artcenter.edu
Subject: Art Center Changes ‐ Resident Comments
Hello Mr. Sinclair,
I'm a property owner on Pegfair Estates Dr, off of Lida. I heard about the changes Art
Center is planning to make to their hillside campus, including increasing the student
and faculty population and serving alcohol. I'm concerned about the impact this will
have on our safety and property value. Right now, many Art Center students already
speed down Lida with disregard for the speed limit. This is dangerous for families
walking, biking, and driving. The noise of zooming cars and motorcycles are also
terrible and we can hear them clearly even with our windows closed. I imagine it will
worsen exponentially when the population increases and alcohol becomes readily
available. Please consider the impact this will have on the residents as you review the
master plan.
The CNG facility is also concerning because of the potential dangers associated with
it. But I understand it would decrease carbon footprint of the increased population.
Are alternative energy saving solutions, like electric vehicles, being considered?
I attended Art Center not too long ago and it's actually the reason I moved to the
community. So I'm supportive of the school expanding. But I hope the school and the
city of Pasadena will carefully consider the safety and wellbeing of the residents as
well.
Thank you very much!
Regards,
Gennia Cui
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From: jdavies@usc.edu
Date: November 19, 2017 at 2:24:44 PM PST
To: dsinclair@cityofpasadena.com
Subject: Expansion
As a resident who lives off of Linda Vista Rd. I am shocked to JUST be hearing of the planned expansion of your
campus. This is a residential community, your campus should probably never have bbeen allowed to be here in
the first place.
We do not need more traffic, risky CNG facility, alcohol served on the campus, and further building and
students/faculty.
How did this get this far in planning without residents like myself being informed ?
Dr. Joanna Davies
Sent from my iPhone
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From: Joseph DiMassa [mailto:jfdimassa@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, December 10, 2017 9:12 AM
To: Sinclair, David
Subject: Objections to the Art Center Master Plan

We are long time residents of Pasadena, residing within 100 yards of the Art Center for the past 43 years. There
were significant objections from Linda Vista residents over 40 years ago when the North Campus of the Art
Center was built.
We now see that further encroachments on our neighborhood are planned by the Art Center.
We object to the following items in the Art Center Master Plan
1. The solar panels that are proposed for the parking lots would result in solar glare that would severely impact
our property and negatively effect our visibility.
2. The CNG facility that is proposed represents a serious threat to our neighborhood. The possibility of leaks
and/or explosions represent a real threat to our neighborhood, esp. to the chaparral that would provide tinder for
wildfires. It seems to us that the potential liability to both the Art Center and the City of Pasadena would be
reason enough to deny this part of the Plan.
3. The increase in the population (staff and students) should not be permitted. We already have a significant
problem with traffic on Lida during the day and night due to Art Center population.
4. No alcohol permit should be allowed.
5. The building of a two story building will seriously damage the view of the hillside and alter the nature of what
is now pristine natural space. It will also impact the wildlife that is abundant in this area.
Thank you for your concerns
Maria & Joseph F. DiMassa, Ph.D.
jfdimassa@gmail.com
626-644-2285 (c)
626-796-8765 (o)
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information in this e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of
the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure
or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, and have received this communication in error, please
contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message.
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From: Donna Gerry [mailto:donnaspeech@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 29, 2017 12:40 PM
To: Sinclair, David
Cc: rollin.homer@artcenter.edu
Subject: Art centre Hillside Campus

Dear Sirs:
We have heard through neighbors that the Art Center has made some proposals for upgrades to the
Hillside Campus. We have been unable to locate the specific Master Plan online that details these
proposals, and would like to request a link to review it please.
We have been residents of Linda Vista for over 15 years, and if the proposals we have seen are accurate, we are
strongly opposed to a CNG storage site and solar panel installation at the Hillside Campus at the Art Center that
would remove 143 trees. One of the beautiful aspects of the neighborhood is to view the hills and see green trees.
We are all in favor of solar power but we are firmly against removing trees to install solar panels. It seems much
more logical to install the panels on top of existing buildings or above existing parking lots.
And we don't think the Hillside campus is a good location for a CNG facility. This is a residential area, not an
industrial one. There are many potential dangers to this proposal. At the South campus, there are gas stations and
Propane stations within a few hundred feet - that would be a much better location to install a CNG facility (On
Raymond Avenue or Arroyo Parkway).
Please consider our concerns and our desire to keep our neighborhood green and safe. While we are very happy
to have the Art Center as members of our neighbourhoood, surely there are better ways to encourage
environmental improvements that would enhance the natural aspects of our community.
Sincerely,
Donna & Douglas Gerry
1519 Arroyo View Drive
Pasadena, CA 91103
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From: Steve [mailto:stevedhandy@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 12:41 PM
To: Sinclair, David
Subject: Removal of Trees for the Art Center

Hi I am a neighbor and disapprove the cutting down of 143 trees. Please add me to your email listing so I can attend
future meetings, etc.
Best,
Steve Handy
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From: Mic Hansen [mailto:mic.hansen@icloud.com]
Sent: Monday, December 11, 2017 11:32 AM
To: Sinclair, David
Cc: Dan Beal; Avram Gold; Joan Hearst; Bill Urban; Linda Zinn
Subject: Comment for Art Center College of Design DEIR

Greetings David,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Art Center College of Design Draft EIR. In the interest of
brevity, I have chosen to comment on only one aspect of the DEIR that I found particularly troublesome. I am
reacting to the description found on page iii-21 of the document regarding the digital display that is proposed. If I
am interpreting the description for “improvements” to the 1111 building correctly, as quoted below, the
installation would conflict with Pasadena’s sensibilities and guidelines.
“A digital gallery, which would comprise approximately 8,000 square feet of screen area, would be
located between the northeastern corner and southwestern corner of the 1111 Building and mainly
oriented toward Arroyo Parkway.”
I am understanding that the façades of the building facing Arroyo Parkway and Glenarm Street will become a
giant digital LED display? In addition to showing student art, will this also display commercial messaging for the
institution? In effect, a giant 6-7 storey two-sided perpetually-lit electronic billboard?
If my interpretation is accurate, the entrance/gateway to Pasadena from the South will become a more intense
version of L.A. Live or Picadilly Circus. This type of electronic display is the antithesis of Pasadena aesthetic
values, and is not in keeping with our restrained and understated signage guidelines. Art Center may argue that
this type of digital display is public art; however, the scale and the exterior public nature of such subjective,
idiosyncratic, and enforced display for the consumption of all seems misguided at best, and offensive.
Potentially, it may also prove to be a safety hazard, with intense multicolor lighting suddenly distracting motorists
at the terminus of the Arroyo Parkway.
This display may be suitable if located on an exterior wall facing the interior of the campus, but should not be
obligatory and inescapable viewing imposed upon every Pasadena community member and visitor. As is usually
the case, less is more.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments and adding them to the record.
Mic Hansen
In addition, the following West Pasadena neighbors concur with these comments, and have requested that their names
be added in support.
Dan Beal
Avram Gold
Joan Hearst
Bill Urban
Linda Zinn
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From: Patricia Hill [mailto:trish0@dslextreme.com]
Sent: Sunday, November 05, 2017 8:42 AM
To: Sinclair, David
Subject: Hillside Campus of the Art Center Renovations

Dear Mr. Sinclair:
I would like to address several issues in regard to the changes that are proposed for the Art Center
College of Design. I am Pat Hill, a lead for the Glendale Highlands Neighborhood Watch directly north
of the campus.
1. Since we are a "view" neighborhood, many of our homes would be impacted by the solar panels that
I see described in the master plan as reflecting less light than steel or glass. That is considerable glare
and would not only impact our property values but esthetically be detrimental.
2. The increased traffic, especially through the Pasadena segment of houses, would impact residents
with the increased enrollment.
3. Most importantly I am vehemently opposed to the installation of a CNG (compressed natural gas)
facility at the campus. It is a cheap alternative to liquid gas but is even more dangerous. There is a
reason that CNG is not used widespread because of its volatility. Gas is compressed to 1% of its
natural volume, so that when there is an accident or corrosion, etc. it doesn't leak, it EXPLODES.
Stations are typically not placed in neighborhoods but rather commercial or industrial areas.
It's like having bombs in our neighborhood and we don't want it for our own safety. Any fireman would
tell you that he/she would not want them in their neighborhood. In addition to the fact, that we live in a
highly dangerous fire zone.
Also it should be noted that neighbors would not like compressed gas being trafficked through their
neighborhood to the Art Center. You may contend that it is safe, but it only takes ONE accident and
that is too much. Fire would spread quickly and it would also put a strain on our fire fighting facilities.
Another point of contention is that the Art Center already has volatile substances on campus such as
paints and photographic fluids, so combined with that it would be catastrophic.
These changes would roughly affect 7,000 households in the immediate vicinity, Pasadena and
Glendale combined. Please do not allow this to happen. There is a reason that lawyers file lawsuits
about CNG incidents because it is DANGEROUS.
Thank you for your time and attention.
Sincerely,
Pat Hill
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From: Darlene Hubanks [mailto:dhubanks@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, November 03, 2017 9:48 PM
To: Sinclair, David
Subject: CNG
Mr. Sinclair,
I am writing in regard to the additions and renovations to the Art Center College of Design. Since I live close to
this facility, the addition of compressed gas concerns me. Keeping in mind that this is an impacted residential
area as well as a high risk fire terrain, the addition of such a volatile element seems quite dangerous. Hopefully,
the community will have an opportunity to the project fully vetted.
Darlene Hubanks
Glendale
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From: Nanette Karapetian [mailto:nanettek321@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, November 24, 2017 11:32 AM
To: Sinclair, David
Subject: Trees by art center
I am a neighbor and significantly disapprove of art center cutting down 143 trees by my
home.
Nanette Karapetian, PsyD, LCSW
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From: Tim Martinez [mailto:timmcmartinez@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, December 11, 2017 12:36 PM
To: Sinclair, David
Subject: Re: Art Center College of Design Master Plan DEIR Comments

I would also like to comment on the mitigation for the proposed removal of 148 trees. Any new trees planted for
mitigation should be native tree species that provide similar habitat benefits as the undeveloped habitat
communities of the Hillside Campus.
Additionally, many of the ornamental plant species identified within the BSA are invasive species, which
negatively impact the surrounding natural habitat areas, and which can pose a fire hazard. I propose that all new
ornamental plantings consist of regionally-appropriate and fire-resistant native species.
Thank you,
Tim Martinez
1404 Chamberlain Road
Pasadena, CA 91103
On Monday, December 11, 2017 12:24 PM, Tim Martinez <timmcmartinez@yahoo.com> wrote:

The following are my comments for the Art Center DEIR:
Regarding the plant species list in Appendix D, Attachment B:



Alnus sp. (Alder trees) is listed as "unknown" Native/Non-native status. I have observed
our native White Alder (Alnus rhombifolia) in the canyons ("Drainage areas", pg. 17) east of the two

parking lots.


Cuscuta sp. (dodder) is classified as "unknown" Native/Non-native status. The plant
observed was almost certainly Cuscuta californica, which is a native species.



Opuntia sp. (prickly pear cactus) was observed, and classified as "non-native." While there could be

non-native Opuntia species on-site, I have observed stands of native Opuntia (likely Opuntia littoralis)
within the "Disturbed Chaparral" project areas.


Quercus agrifolia (coast live oak) is listed, but there is no mention of the Scrub oak (Quercus

berberidifolia) Elfin forest which dominates the hillsides in the "Quercus Agrifolia and Heteromeles
Arbutifolia Woodland Alliance", "Quercus Agrifolia Woodland Alliance", and "Disturbed Chaparral"
project areas.
Regarding wildlife, I have observed the following species within the project area that
were not listed:





Coyote (Canis latrans)
Bobcat (Lynx rufus)
Red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis)
Rattlesnakes (Crotalus sp.)
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I would also like to comment on the "Drainage" areas depicted on page 17, Appendix D.
Section 4.4 Hydrology, on page 21 states that:
"During construction of the Hillside Campus in 1976, the BSA was graded to create pads for
buildings, parking lots, and other campus amenities. Some of the natural canyon drainages within
the BSA were replaced with concrete drains and the drainage pattern of the site was modified."
This section continues to describe that only one of the two "Drainages" shown on page 21 is
mapped as riverine within the BSA. Wetland indicator species were found, however when a sample
pit was excavated within the drainage to test for hydric soils, none were identified. It was then
concluded that:
"...therefore, it is likely that the drainage does not sustain water for 14 consecutive days, and the
hydrology indicator required for USACE wetlands is not present. Because the drainage does not
satisfy the USACE’s 3-parameter wetland definition it would not be considered a wetland under
jurisdiction of the USACE."
I remember year-round surface flows of water present at both "Drainages" for years,
(approximately from 1997-2006). Where have these surface flows gone? Has some previous
development within the BSA or the project area diverted or impeded their flow? Are environmental
factors of drought to blame? Can anything be done to restore the flow of water?
This is something I would like addressed in the FEIR.
Thank you,
Tim Martinez
1404 Chamberlain Road
Pasadena, CA 91103
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From: patti wellsmc <pwellsmc@gmail.com>
To: davidsinclair@cityofpasadena.net
Cc:
Bcc:
Date: Tue, 21 Nov 2017 14:42:01 -0800
Subject: Art center
Many impacts on the LINDA Vista area.
The traffic has already increased.
741 new PEOPLE!
143 TREES destroyed?
My vote goes to NO.
Actually surprised that Art Center shows no concern for their neighbors.
Patricia Wells McMillan
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From: Debra Mitchell [mailto:kaleryn@me.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 22, 2017 4:03 PM
To: Sinclair, David
Cc: Debbie Mitchell
Subject: Art Center New Proposal
Dear Mr. Sinclair,
I am opposed to the increase of any additional headcount at the Art Center ~ HIllside.
I live on Yocum and the traffic on Linda Vista is already horrible, especially at the
intersection of Lida and Linda Vista. I am also opposed to the removal of any trees,
especially in the Hillside Ordinance area. I am opposed to the CNG facility which is a
huge risk for personal safety. Most importantly, I do not feel the Art Center should
be permitted to sell any alcohol. The location of the school with so many young
children in the nearby neighborhood poses a huge safety concern with the increased
number of impaired drivers.
Debbie Mitchell
1199 Yocum Street
Pasadena, CA 91103
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From: rmorris@ucla.edu [mailto:rmorris@ucla.edu]
Sent: Monday, November 20, 2017 7:57 AM
To: Sinclair, David
Subject: Fully support the changes at the Art Center
We fully support the proposed changes proposed by the Art Center.
wonderful institution for Pasadena.
Robert Morris, MD
1192 Rancheros Place Pasadena Ca 91103 626 449‐3850.
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This college is a

From: jim o’kane [mailto:jvokane@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, November 19, 2017 8:40 PM
To: Sinclair, David
Subject: Art Center Changes

“NIMBY” mentality - let them move forward with the project - it’s a prudent way to decrease their carbon foot
print

Jim O’Kane
818.790.8943 direct
747.228.4240 cell
818.790.7601 fax
jvokane@gmail.com
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From: jim o'kane [mailto:jvokane@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 21, 2017 10:36 AM
To: Sinclair, David
Subject: Alcohol at the Art Center

I see no reason why with proper monitoring it would not be permissible to serve alcohol at the Art Center. Last
time I checked alcohol was legal substance to serve in the U.S.
Jim O'Kane
818.790.8943 direct
747.228.4240 cell
818.790.7601 fax
jvokane@gmail.com
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From: Kathleen O'Kane [mailto:oakgrove@pacbell.net]
Sent: Monday, November 06, 2017 12:01 AM
To: Sinclair, David
Subject: Art Center Design Changes

Dear Mr. Sinclair
I would like to address several issues in regard to the changes that are proposed for the Art Center College of
Design. I am Kathleen O’Kane, and live on Linda Vista..
1. The increased traffic, especially on Linda Vista would impact residents with the increased enrollment.
Eliminate parking at the hillside campus and require that those at the campus use the shuttle or park at the Rose
Bowl.
2. I am opposed to the installation of a CNG (compressed natural gas) facility at the campus. There is a reason
that CNG is not used widespread because of its volatility. Stations are typically not placed in neighborhoods but
rather commercial or industrial areas. In addition to the fact, that we live in a highly dangerous fire zone. Also it
should be noted that neighbors would not like compressed gas being trafficked through their neighborhood to the
Art Center. You may contend that it is safe, but it only takes ONE accident and that is too much. Fire would
spread quickly and it would also put a strain on our fire fighting facilities.
Please do not allow this to happen. CNG incidents are DANGEROUS and Art Center Students and staff can
purchase their fuel where everyone else does not in a fire area in Linda Vista.
Thank you in advance for you consideration.
Sincerely,
Kathleen O’Kane
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Stephanie Eyestone-Jones
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Thyret, Pam [pthyret@cityofpasadena.net]
Friday, March 16, 2018 1:47 PM
Sinclair, David
Fwd: Art Center Visual Billboard - Glenarm @ Arroyo Seco

DavidIs it too late to submit these comments?
Pam Thyret
District 7 Liaison for
Councilmember Andy Wilson
Begin forwarded message:
From: Andy Wilson <andy@wilsonforcitycouncil.com>
Date: March 16, 2018 at 1:44:09 PM PDT
To: Sharon Freeark <sharon@success-reps.com>
Cc: Joseph Paggi <joepaggi@me.com>, "info@mhnapasadena.org" <info@mhnapasadena.org>,
"andy@wilsonforcitycouncil.com" <andy@wilsonforcitycouncil.com>, Pam Thyret
<pthyret@cityofpasadena.net>
Subject: Re: Art Center Visual Billboard - Glenarm @ Arroyo Seco
Pam — I believe ACCD master plan is still going through its final EIR review. Can you make
sure Joe and Sharon’s comments get included assuming the public comment period is still open.
-Andy Wilson
Pasadena City Councilmember District 7
Good neighbor — Dedicated Leader
andy@wilsonforcitycouncil.com
t: (626) 584 6070

On Mar 16, 2018, at 1:21 PM, Sharon Freeark <sharon@success-reps.com> wrote:
Agreed. And Arroyo Parkway is not Sunset Blvd!

From: Joe Paggi <joepaggi@me.com>
Date: Friday, March 16, 2018 at 1:16 PM
To: Madison Heights <info@mhnapasadena.org>
Cc: Sharon Freeark <sharon@success‐reps.com>, "andy@wilsonforcitycouncil.com"
<andy@wilsonforcitycouncil.com>, Thyret Pam <pthyret@cityofpasadena.net>
Subject: Art Center Visual Billboard ‐ Glenarm @ Arroyo Seco
My concern is that this maybe one more visual distraction to the thousands of drivers that pass through
this intersections which is the South Entrance/ North Terminus of the Pasadena Freeway. Given the
rising number of accidents caused by the use of mobile devices while driving, I believe that this digital
animated platform could be a major distractive contribution
to the safety of both pedestrian and vehicular traffic.
1

While I like the idea of making the intersection more attractive, I believe the consequences of such a
visual exhibit may have dangerous consequences.

Joseph F Paggi Jr
747 S Madison Ave
Pasadena 91106
Mobile # (310) 977‐1289
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Planning Commission Special Meeting for the ArtCenter Master Plan Project
and Draft Environmental Impact Report
November 8, 2017
ArtCenter College of Design, South Campus, 1111 S. Arroyo Parkway, Suite 200
Summary of Meeting and Comments
Provided by the Planning Commissioners and the Public
1. Roll Call
Planning Commissioners Present:


Felicia Williams



Ali Barar



Patricia Keane



Michael Williamson



Tim Wendler



David Coher



Donald Nanney

2. Director’s Report
Boy Scouts’ badges on community service and certificates to be passed out by the Scout
Master.
3. Study Session


Natsue Sheppard presented an overview of the Master Plan and next steps.



Rollin Homer, ArtCenter’s Associate Vice President, provided a welcome statement and
introduced the Master Plan Architect, Michael Maltzan, who provided a description of
ArtCenter’s vision for the Master Plan and discussed the four pillars on which the Master
Plan is based: Place Making, Community Building, Student Living, and Sustainability.



Questions and Comments by the Planning Commissioners and members of the public:
 Chair Wendler: asked whether there is currently a conservation easement for the
undeveloped portions of the Hillside Campus. ArtCenter’s response is that there is
currently no conservation easement but that they have no plans to develop the
undisturbed portions of the Hillside Campus.
 Commissioner Keane: asked for more information about the CNG facility and if the Main
Quad on the South Campus is a public space. ArtCenter’s response is that they would
provide more information about the CNG facility and that the Main Quad will be
accessible to the public.
 Commissioner Williams: asked about the possibility of using electric shuttles instead of
CNG-fueled shuttles. ArtCenter’s response is that they are waiting for the time when

Planning Commission Special Meeting for the ArtCenter Master Plan Project
and Draft Environmental Impact Report
Summary of Meeting and Comments Provided by the Planning Commissioners and the Public
November 8, 2017
Page 2
electric shuttles become more cost effective than CNG-fueled shuttles and that their
ultimate goal is to use zero-emission vehicles.
 Commissioner Williamson: asked about the student housing affordability. ArtCenter’s
response is that on-site student housing will be provided below market rate in addition to
taking into account the provision of on-site amenities and allowing students to be oncampus 24/7.
 Commissioner Barar: asked if there would be a direct connection to the Metro Gold Line
and what agreements have been made with Metro. ArtCenter’s response is that the
shuttles will continue to make two stops between the two campuses – one at the
Fillmore Station and the other at the Memorial Park Station to provide ArtCenter
students and faculty a direct connection to the Gold Line. ArtCenter’s land use counsel
also said that the agreements between ArtCenter and Metro are currently in draft form.
 Commissioner Nanney: asked if the Post Office Building is part of the South Campus
and if the Wind Tunnel Building is historic and what are the current uses in it.
ArtCenter’s is that the Post Office Building is the 870 Raymond Building and is part of
the South Campus. ArtCenter also responded that the Wind Tunnel Building is not a
historic resource and is currently being used to house its graduate and undergraduate
programs in media design and technology.
 Barbara Nanney (Public Speaker): asked that ArtCenter consider rooftop gardens to
contribute to its sustainability goals.
 Maria Lopez (Public Speaker): identified herself as a resident of the Fair Oaks
community near the Hillside Campus and a concerned citizen regarding the placement
of a CNG facility at the Hillside Campus. She asked that ArtCenter consider the CNG
facility at the South Campus, not at the Hillside Campus.
 Commissioner Coher: asked what the plan is for the CNG facility and for ArtCenter to
consider an electric option if the timing coincides with the availability of feasible
technology. He asked about the public space access rights and if the same agreements
may be sought as the Kimpton Hotel facility.
 Commissioner Williams: asked about the digital gallery and what amendments to the
zoning code are required.
 Commissioner Keane: asked for more details about the digital gallery to ensure
sufficient restrictions for the project feature to remain as a gallery and art space, not
advertising, under the terms of the Development Agreement. She appreciates the
presence of the mobility hub and expressed an opinion that electric vehicles may be a
more viable option by the time the CNG facility is ready to be implemented. She asked
how the CNG facility will be removed if shuttles are replaced with electric vehicles. She
supports the Main Quad as an important feature that connects the campus and the
student housing that would be provided by the Project.
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4. Public Hearing
David Sinclair presented an overview of the CEQA Process and a summary of the findings of
the Draft EIR and reiterated that the comment period extends through December 11th and that
comments may be submitted in writing through the mail or email any time through the close of
the comment period.


Nina Chomsky (Public Speaker): introduced herself as the President of the Linda VistaAnnandale Association and noted that her comments are specifically related to the Hillside
Campus only. She provided the following comments: (1) concerns regarding views of the
solar panels from private backyards of hillside residences; she said the association is
conducting its own study to determine which homes will have significant impacts related to
views of the solar panels; (2) she stresses sustainability not only at the South Campus but at
the Hillside Campus as well by preserving and planting more trees instead of the removal of
hundreds of trees to accommodate the solar panels; (3) concerns regarding the CNG facility
as a hazardous materials issue and a potential significant impact to an area identified as the
highest fire danger area in California; she appreciates that ArtCenter listened to their
comments about reducing vehicle trips to and from the Hillside Campus by providing
shuttles but asked for the use of electric shuttles instead of CNG-fueled; (4) she mentioned
a rumor that there is another proposal for development of the undisturbed portions of the
Hillside Campus; she wants to see an official dedication of open space related to the
undeveloped portions of the Hillside Campus.



Commissioner Williams: asked about the traffic and air quality impacts of having a CNG
facility at the Hillside Campus – how the CNG will be transported to the Hillside Campus and
the effects of the truck trips on air quality.

5. Comments and Reports from Staff
Discussions regarding the proposed Ordinance related to marijuana dispensaries and medical
marijuana deliveries.
6. Comments and Reports from Committees
No other reports from any of the committees.
7. Comments from Commissioners
No other comments from any of the commissioners.
8. Adjournment
Meeting adjourned around 8:55 p.m.
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Shuttle Bus Direct Emissions Inventory
Interim Year CalEEMod Outputs
o Summary of Combined Construction and Operational Emissions for Peak Year
o ArtsCenter-No Project (2022)
o Arts Center-Project (2022)

Existing ‐ 2016 ‐ 2 Shuttles ‐
Gasoline

Future ‐ 2022 ‐ 6 Shuttles ‐
Gasoline

Shuttle Bus Parameters
Frequency (Minutes per Shuttle)
Shuttles per Hour
Hours per Day
Shuttle Trips per Day

20
2
16
32

10
6
16
96

Trip Length (miles)
Daily VMT

12
384

12
1152

Emissions (lbs/day)
ROG
NOx
CO
PM10
PM2.5

0.07
0.47
1.77
0.00
0.00

0.08
0.58
1.95
0.00
0.00

South Coast
2016
OBUS
Aggregated
Aggregated
GAS
7264.13
347215.66
145340.61
0.08
0.62
0.55
0.02
0.23
0.02
0.04
0.11
0.90
0.61
0.02
0.23
0.02
0.04
2.10

South Coast
2022
OBUS
Aggregated
Aggregated
GAS
8679.73
386610.99
173663.95
0.03
0.59
0.37
0.02
0.20
0.02
0.03
0.04
0.86
0.40
0.02
0.20
0.02
0.03
0.77

Scenario

Emission Factors (EMFAC 2014)
Region
CalYr
VehClass
MdlYr
Speed
Fuel
Population
VMT
Trips
ROG_RUNEX
ROG_IDLEX
ROG_STREX
ROG_HOTSOAK
ROG_RUNLOSS
ROG_RESTLOSS
ROG_DIURN
TOG_RUNEX
TOG_IDLEX
TOG_STREX
TOG_HOTSOAK
TOG_RUNLOSS
TOG_RESTLOSS
TOG_DIURN
CO_RUNEX

CO_IDLEX
CO_STREX
NOx_RUNEX
NOx_IDLEX
NOx_STREX
CO2_RUNEX
CO2_IDLEX
CO2_STREX
PM10_RUNEX
PM10_IDLEX
PM10_STREX
PM10_PMTW
PM10_PMBW
PM2_5_RUNEX
PM2_5_IDLEX
PM2_5_STREX
PM2_5_PMTW
PM2_5_PMBW
SOx_RUNEX
SOx_IDLEX
SOx_STREX

5.07
8.64
0.55
0.05
1.39
1179.00
374.14
78.02
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.13
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.06
0.01
0.00
0.00

4.90
5.91
0.23
0.05
0.96
1130.76
362.90
73.96
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.13
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.06
0.01
0.00
0.00

Summary of Project Emissions (No Project 2022)
NOx

ROG
Area
Energy
Mobile
Stationary

11
0
7
2
20

CO
0
3
92
4
99

PM2.5

PM10

SO2

0
4
36
5
44

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
28
0
29

0
0
8
0
8

Summary of Project Emissions (Project 2022) Buildout
NOx

ROG
Area
Energy
Mobile
Stationary

22
1
13
2
37

CO
32
5
157
4
197

PM2.5

PM10

SO2

0
6
62
5
73

0
0
1
0
1

0
0
48
0
48

0
0
13
0
14

Net 2022 (Buildout)
NOx

ROG
Area
Energy
Mobile
Stationary
Total
Threshold
Difference

12
0
5
0
17
55
38

Onsite Total
Threshold
Difference
Net 2022 (Phase I Only)
ROG
Area
Energy
Mobile
Stationary
Total
Threshold
Difference

3
97
94

33
1921
1888

CO
18
1
37
0
55
550
495

1
97
95

19
1921
1902

Localized:
Construction
Operation
Total
Threshold
Impact

0
0
19
0
20
150
130

0
0
5
0
5
55
50

0
9
9

0
3
3

PM2.5

PM10
0
0
0
0
0
150
150

0
0
11
0
11
150
139

0
0
3
0
3
55
52

0
9
9

0
3
3

850
1500
0.6

Combined Construction and Operation (Year 2022)
NOx
ROG
CO
Regional:
Construction
Operation
Total
Threshold
Impact

0
0
0
0
0
150
150

SO2

0
1
15
0
16
55
39

PM2.5

PM10

SO2
32
1
65
0
98
550
452

NOx
7
0
3
0
10
55
45

Onsite Total
Threshold
Difference
Phase I Beds:
Buildout Beds:
Scalar:

CO
0
2
26
0
29
55
26

7
10
17
75
No

51
16
68
100
No

0
7
7
0
No

No

46
1
48
97
No

66
55
121
550

56
19
75
1921
No

0
0
0
150
No

6
11
17
150
No

0
0
0
0
No

PM2.5

PM10

SO2

3
3
6
55
No

3
0
3
37
No

2
0
2
9
No

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2
Page 1 of 1

Date: 1/10/2018 1:23 PM

ArtsCenter - No Project 2022 - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

ArtsCenter - No Project 2022
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics
1.1 Land Usage
Land Uses

Size

Metric

Lot Acreage

Floor Surface Area

Population

General Office Building

45.92

1000sqft

1.05

45,923.00

0

University/College (4Yr)

1,893.00

Student

7.99

410,380.00

0

Enclosed Parking with Elevator

355.00

Space

3.19

142,000.00

0

Parking Lot

1,293.00

Space

11.64

517,200.00

0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Urban

Climate Zone

11

Utility Company

Pasadena Water & Power

CO2 Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

865.28

Wind Speed (m/s)

CH4 Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

2.2

0.029

Precipitation Freq (Days)

33

Operational Year

2022

N2O Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
Project Characteristics - Carbon Intesntiy Factor for RPS of 50 Percent (SB 350)
Land Use - Existing
Construction Phase - No construction
Off-road Equipment - No construction
Off-road Equipment Vehicle Trips - Traffic Study
Vehicle Emission Factors Vehicle Emission Factors Vehicle Emission Factors Energy Use - Historical
Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps - Existing
Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps EF Fleet Mix Table Name

Column Name

Default Value

New Value

tblEnergyUse

T24E

3.92

0.35

tblLandUse

LandUseSquareFeet

45,920.00

45,923.00

tblLandUse

LandUseSquareFeet

347,928.61

410,380.00

tblProjectCharacteristics

CO2IntensityFactor

1664.14

865.28

tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse

HorsePowerValue

0.00

500.00

tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse

HoursPerDay

0.00

0.50

tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse

HoursPerYear

0.00

12.00

tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse

NumberOfEquipment

0.00

4.00

tblVehicleTrips

ST_TR

2.46

2.09

tblVehicleTrips

ST_TR

1.30

1.57

tblVehicleTrips

SU_TR

1.05

0.89

tblVehicleTrips

WD_TR

11.03

9.36

tblVehicleTrips

WD_TR

1.71

2.07

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Category

PM10
Total

Exhaust
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBioCO2

Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Area

10.5115

3.3500e003

0.3668

3.0000e005

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

Energy

0.3968

3.6069

3.0298

0.0216

0.2741

0.2741

0.2741

0.2741

4,328.279 4,328.2796
6

0.0830

Mobile

7.2106

35.7912

91.6297

0.3294

0.2816

28.2558

0.2627

7.7491

33,544.38 33,544.383
33
3

1.7804

33,588.89
30

Stationary

1.6411

4.5867

4.1844

7.8900e003

0.2414

0.2414

0.2414

0.2414

839.5141

0.1177

842.4566

Total

19.7600

43.9882

99.2107

0.3589

27.9742

0.7985

28.7727

7.4864

0.7796

8.2659

38,712.96 38,712.962
21
1

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

27.9742

7.4864

0.7850

0.7850

2.0700e003

839.5141

0.8368
0.0794

4,354.000
4

1.9831

0.0794

38,786.18
68

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Mitigated Operational

ROG

Category

Bio- CO2

NBioCO2

Total CO2

lb/day

lb/day

Area

10.5115

3.3500e003

0.3668

3.0000e005

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

Energy

0.3968

3.6069

3.0298

0.0216

0.2741

0.2741

0.2741

0.2741

4,328.279 4,328.2796
6

0.0830

Mobile

7.2106

35.7912

91.6297

0.3294

0.2816

28.2558

0.2627

7.7491

33,544.38 33,544.383
33
3

1.7804

33,588.89
30

Stationary

1.6411

4.5867

4.1844

7.8900e003

0.2414

0.2414

0.2414

0.2414

839.5141

0.1177

842.4566

Total

19.7600

43.9882

99.2107

0.3589

0.7985

28.7727

0.7796

8.2659

38,712.96 38,712.962
21
1

Percent
Reduction

27.9742

27.9742

7.4864

7.4864

0.7850

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.7850

839.5141

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2

0.00

2.0700e003

0.00

1.9831

0.8368
0.0794

0.0794

4,354.000
4

38,786.18
68

Total
CO2

CH4

N20

CO2e

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

lb/day

Bio- CO2

NBioCO2

Total CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Mitigated

7.2106

35.7912

91.6297

0.3294

27.9742

0.2816

28.2558

7.4864

0.2627

7.7491

33,544.38 33,544.383
33
3

1.7804

33,588.89
30

Unmitigated

7.2106

35.7912

91.6297

0.3294

27.9742

0.2816

28.2558

7.4864

0.2627

7.7491

33,544.38 33,544.383
33
3

1.7804

33,588.89
30

4.2 Trip Summary Information
Land Use

Weekday

Enclosed Parking with Elevator
General Office Building
Parking Lot
University/College (4Yr)
Total

0.00
429.81
0.00
3,918.51
4,348.32

Average Daily Trip Rate
Saturday
Sunday
0.00
95.97
0.00
2,972.01
3,067.98

0.00
40.87
0.00
0.00
40.87

Unmitigated
Annual VMT

Mitigated
Annual VMT

1,051,990

1,051,990

9,683,057
10,735,047

9,683,057
10,735,047

4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles
Land Use

H-W or C-W

Enclosed Parking with Elevator

16.60

General Office Building

16.60

Trip %

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or CW
8.40
6.90
0.00
8.40

6.90

Trip Purpose %

H-S or C-C

H-O or C-NW

Primary

Diverted

0.00

0.00

0

0

0

48.00

19.00

77

19

4

33.00

Pass-by

Parking Lot

16.60

8.40

6.90

0.00

0.00

0.00

0

0

0

University/College (4Yr)

16.60

8.40

6.90

6.40

88.60

5.00

91

9

0

4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use

LDA

Enclosed Parking with Elevator

0.546501

0.044961

LDT1

0.204016 0.120355 0.015740 0.006196

LDT2

MDV

LHD1

LHD2

MHD

General Office Building

0.546501

0.044961

0.204016 0.120355 0.015740

Parking Lot

0.546501

0.044961

University/College (4Yr)

0.546501

0.044961

0.204016 0.120355 0.015740 0.006196

HHD

OBUS

UBUS

MCY

SBUS

MH

0.020131 0.030678 0.002515

0.002201 0.005142

0.000687 0.000876

0.006196

0.020131 0.030678 0.002515

0.002201 0.005142

0.000687 0.000876

0.204016 0.120355 0.015740 0.006196

0.020131 0.030678 0.002515

0.002201 0.005142

0.000687 0.000876

0.020131 0.030678 0.002515

0.002201 0.005142

0.000687 0.000876

5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: Y

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Category

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

lb/day

NBioCO2

Total CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

NaturalGas
Mitigated

0.3968

3.6069

3.0298

0.0216

0.2741

0.2741

0.2741

0.2741

4,328.279 4,328.2796
6

0.0830

0.0794

4,354.000
4

NaturalGas
Unmitigated

0.3968

3.6069

3.0298

0.0216

0.2741

0.2741

0.2741

0.2741

4,328.279 4,328.2796
6

0.0830

0.0794

4,354.000
4

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

CH4

N2O

CO2e

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10
Total

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Land Use

kBTU/yr

lb/day

lb/day

Enclosed Parking
with Elevator

0

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

General Office
Building

1565.16

0.0169

0.1535

0.1289

9.2000e004

0.0117

0.0117

0.0117

0.0117

184.1361

184.1361

3.5300e003

3.3800e003

185.2303

Parking Lot

0

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

University/College
(4Yr)

35225.2

0.3799

3.4535

2.9009

0.0207

0.2625

0.2625

0.2625

0.2625

0.0794

0.0760

4,168.770
1

4,144.1436 4,144.143
6

Total

0.3968

3.6069

3.0298

0.0216

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

0.2741

0.2741

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

0.2741

0.2741

4,328.2796 4,328.279
6

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0830

0.0794

4,354.000
4

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Mitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

Fugitive
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

Land Use

kBTU/yr

Enclosed Parking
with Elevator

0

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

General Office
Building

1.56516

0.0169

0.1535

0.1289

9.2000e004

0.0117

0.0117

0.0117

0.0117

184.1361

184.1361

3.5300e003

3.3800e003

185.2303

Parking Lot

0

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

University/College
(4Yr)

35.2252

0.3799

3.4535

2.9009

0.0207

0.2625

0.2625

0.2625

0.2625

4,144.1436 4,144.143
6

0.0794

0.0760

4,168.770
1

0.3968

3.6069

3.0298

0.0216

0.2741

0.2741

0.2741

0.2741

4,328.2796 4,328.279
6

0.0830

0.0794

4,354.000
4

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

N2O

CO2e

Total

lb/day

lb/day

6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG

NOx

CO

Category

Exhaust
PM10

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBioCO2

lb/day

Total CO2

CH4

lb/day

Mitigated

10.5115

3.3500e003

0.3668

3.0000e005

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

0.7850

0.7850

2.0700e003

0.8368

Unmitigated

10.5115

3.3500e003

0.3668

3.0000e005

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

0.7850

0.7850

2.0700e003

0.8368

CO

SO2

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

NBioCO2

Total CO2

CH4

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG

NOx

SubCategory

Fugitive
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

Bio- CO2

lb/day

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Architectural
Coating

1.2091

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Consumer
Products

9.2683

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Landscaping

0.0341

3.3500e003

0.3668

3.0000e005

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

0.7850

0.7850

2.0700e003

0.8368

Total

10.5115

3.3500e003

0.3668

3.0000e005

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

0.7850

0.7850

2.0700e003

0.8368

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

NBioCO2

Total CO2

CH4

Mitigated

Fugitive
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

Bio- CO2

N2O

CO2e

SubCategory

lb/day

lb/day

Architectural
Coating

1.2091

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Consumer
Products

9.2683

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Landscaping

0.0341

3.3500e003

0.3668

3.0000e005

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

0.7850

0.7850

2.0700e003

0.8368

Total

10.5115

3.3500e003

0.3668

3.0000e005

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

1.3100e003

0.7850

0.7850

2.0700e003

0.8368

7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type

Number

Hours/Day

Days/Year

Horse Power

Load Factor

Fuel Type

Hours/Day

Hours/Year

Horse Power

Load Factor

Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment
Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
Equipment Type

Number

Emergency Generator

4

0.5

12

500

0.73 Diesel

Boilers
Equipment Type

Number

Heat Input/Day

Heat Input/Year

Boiler Rating

Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment
Equipment Type

Number

10.1 Stationary Sources
Unmitigated/Mitigated

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Equipment Type

Emergency
Generator - Diesel
(300 - 600 HP)
Total

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBioCO2

lb/day

Total CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

1.6411

4.5867

4.1844

7.8900e003

0.2414

0.2414

0.2414

0.2414

839.5141

839.5141

0.1177

842.4566

1.6411

4.5867

4.1844

7.8900e003

0.2414

0.2414

0.2414

0.2414

839.5141

839.5141

0.1177

842.4566

11.0 Vegetation
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1.0 Project Characteristics
1.1 Land Usage
Land Uses

Size

Metric

Lot Acreage

Floor Surface Area

Population

General Office Building

45.92

1000sqft

1.05

45,923.00

0

University/College (4Yr)

2,500.00

Student

10.55

536,952.00

0

Enclosed Parking with Elevator

1,171.00

Space

10.54

468,400.00

0

Parking Lot

937.00

Space

8.43

374,800.00

0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant)

11.78

1000sqft

0.27

11,778.00

0

Movie Theater (No Matinee)

300.00

Seat

0.15

6,750.00

0

Apartments Mid Rise

380.00

Dwelling Unit

10.00

345,000.00

1087

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Urban

Climate Zone

11

Utility Company

Pasadena Water & Power

CO2 Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

393

Wind Speed (m/s)

CH4 Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

2.2

0.029

Precipitation Freq (Days)

33

Operational Year

2022

N2O Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
Project Characteristics - Carbon Intesntiy Factor for RPS of 50 Percent (SB 350)
Land Use - Full buildout
Construction Phase Off-road Equipment Trips and VMT Architectural Coating Vehicle Trips - Traffic Study
Woodstoves - No woodstoves and assumed no fireplaces in dorms or out door amenities.
Area Coating Energy Use - 2016 Title 24
Water Mitigation - CalGreen
Waste Mitigation - California Integrated Waste Management Act
Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps - existing
Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps EF Vehicle Emission Factors Vehicle Emission Factors Vehicle Emission Factors Fleet Mix Table Name

Column Name

Default Value

New Value

tblEnergyUse

LightingElect

3.77

3.88

tblEnergyUse

LightingElect

7.87

8.13

tblEnergyUse

LightingElect

3.10

3.20

tblEnergyUse

LightingElect

0.35

0.88

tblEnergyUse

LightingElect

3.39

3.48

tblEnergyUse

NT24E

3,054.10

3,277.06

tblEnergyUse

T24E

164.54

139.71

tblEnergyUse

T24E

3.92

0.36

tblEnergyUse

T24E

4.60

4.58

tblEnergyUse

T24E

8.11

8.08

tblEnergyUse

T24E

2.25

2.24

tblEnergyUse

T24E

3.04

2.07

tblEnergyUse

T24NG

4,385.94

6,328.91

tblEnergyUse

T24NG

10.02

10.07

tblEnergyUse

T24NG

42.98

43.19

tblEnergyUse

T24NG

13.65

13.71

tblEnergyUse

T24NG

26.49

26.63

tblFireplaces

NumberGas

323.00

0.00

tblFireplaces

NumberNoFireplace

38.00

380.00

tblFireplaces

NumberWood

19.00

0.00

tblLandUse

LandUseSquareFeet

45,920.00

45,923.00

tblLandUse

LandUseSquareFeet

459,493.67

536,952.00

tblLandUse

LandUseSquareFeet

11,780.00

11,778.00

tblLandUse

LandUseSquareFeet

380,000.00

345,000.00

tblProjectCharacteristics

CO2IntensityFactor

1664.14

393

tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse

HorsePowerValue

0.00

500.00

tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse

HoursPerDay

0.00

0.50

tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse

HoursPerYear

0.00

12.00

tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse

NumberOfEquipment

0.00

4.00

tblVehicleTrips

ST_TR

6.39

2.24

tblVehicleTrips

ST_TR

2.46

2.09

tblVehicleTrips

ST_TR

158.37

71.13

tblVehicleTrips

ST_TR

2.24

1.69

tblVehicleTrips

ST_TR

1.30

1.57

tblVehicleTrips

SU_TR

5.86

2.05

tblVehicleTrips

SU_TR

1.05

0.89

tblVehicleTrips

SU_TR

131.84

59.21

tblVehicleTrips

SU_TR

1.85

1.40

tblVehicleTrips

WD_TR

6.65

2.33

tblVehicleTrips

WD_TR

11.03

9.36

tblVehicleTrips

WD_TR

127.15

57.10

tblVehicleTrips

WD_TR

1.76

1.33

tblVehicleTrips

WD_TR

1.71

2.07

tblWoodstoves

NumberCatalytic

19.00

0.00

tblWoodstoves

NumberNoncatalytic

19.00

0.00

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Category

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBioCO2

Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

0.0573

0.0000

58.9698

0.1311

7,191.523
8

lb/day

Area

22.2157

0.3666

31.8920

1.6900e003

0.1752

0.1752

0.1752

0.1752

Energy

0.6553

5.8892

4.5031

0.0358

0.4528

0.4528

0.4528

0.4528

7,149.040 7,149.0406
6

0.1370

Mobile

12.6331

62.0878

156.5157

0.5573

0.4778

47.6244

0.4457

13.0629

56,759.33 56,759.338
84
4

3.0375

56,835.27
66

Stationary

1.6411

4.5867

4.1844

7.8900e003

0.2414

0.2414

0.2414

0.2414

839.5141

0.1177

842.4566

Total

37.1452

72.9303

197.0952

0.6026

47.1466

1.3472

48.4938

12.6172

1.3151

13.9323

0.0000

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

47.1466

12.6172

0.0000

57.5367

57.5367

839.5141

64,805.42 64,805.429
98
8

3.3496

0.1311

64,928.22
68

CH4

N2O

CO2e

0.0573

0.0000

58.9698

0.1311

7,191.523
8

Mitigated Operational

ROG

Category

NBioCO2

Total CO2

lb/day

lb/day

Area

22.2157

0.3666

31.8920

1.6900e003

0.1752

0.1752

0.1752

0.1752

Energy

0.6553

5.8892

4.5031

0.0358

0.4528

0.4528

0.4528

0.4528

7,149.040 7,149.0406
6

0.1370

Mobile

12.6331

62.0878

156.5157

0.5573

0.4778

47.6244

0.4457

13.0629

56,759.33 56,759.338
84
4

3.0375

56,835.27
66

Stationary

1.6411

4.5867

4.1844

7.8900e003

0.2414

0.2414

0.2414

0.2414

839.5141

0.1177

842.4566

Total

37.1452

72.9303

197.0952

0.6026

1.3472

48.4938

1.3151

13.9323

Percent
Reduction

47.1466

47.1466

12.6172

12.6172

0.0000

0.0000

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

57.5367

57.5367

839.5141

64,805.42 64,805.429
98
8

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2

0.00

0.00

3.3496

0.1311

64,928.22
68

Total
CO2

CH4

N20

CO2e

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Category

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

lb/day

NBioCO2

Total CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Mitigated

12.6331

62.0878

156.5157

0.5573

47.1466

0.4778

47.6244

12.6172

0.4457

13.0629

56,759.33 56,759.338
84
4

3.0375

56,835.27
66

Unmitigated

12.6331

62.0878

156.5157

0.5573

47.1466

0.4778

47.6244

12.6172

0.4457

13.0629

56,759.33 56,759.338
84
4

3.0375

56,835.27
66

4.2 Trip Summary Information
Land Use

Weekday

Apartments Mid Rise
Enclosed Parking with Elevator
General Office Building
High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant)
Movie Theater (No Matinee)
Parking Lot
University/College (4Yr)
Total

885.40
0.00
429.81
672.64
399.00
0.00
5,175.00
7,561.85

Average Daily Trip Rate
Saturday
Sunday
851.20
0.00
95.97
837.91
507.00
0.00
3,925.00
6,217.08

779.00
0.00
40.87
697.49
420.00
0.00
0.00
1,937.36

Unmitigated
Annual VMT

Mitigated
Annual VMT

2,956,910

2,956,910

1,051,990
953,708
884,538

1,051,990
953,708
884,538

12,787,979
18,635,125

12,787,979
18,635,125

4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles

Trip %

Land Use

H-W or C-W

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or CW
5.90
8.70
40.20

Apartments Mid Rise

14.70

Enclosed Parking with Elevator

16.60

8.40

6.90

General Office Building

16.60

8.40

6.90

High Turnover (Sit Down
Restaurant)
Movie Theater (No Matinee)

16.60

8.40

16.60

8.40

Parking Lot

16.60

8.40

University/College (4Yr)

16.60

8.40

Trip Purpose %

H-S or C-C

H-O or C-NW

Primary

Diverted

Pass-by

19.20

40.60

86

11

3

0.00

0.00

0.00

0

0

0

33.00

48.00

19.00

77

19

4

6.90

8.50

72.50

19.00

37

20

43

6.90

1.80

79.20

19.00

66

17

17

6.90

0.00

0.00

0.00

0

0

0

6.90

6.40

88.60

5.00

91

9

0

4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use

LDA

Apartments Mid Rise

0.546501

0.044961

LDT1

0.204016 0.120355 0.015740 0.006196

LDT2

MDV

LHD1

LHD2

0.020131 0.030678 0.002515

MHD

HHD

OBUS

0.002201 0.005142

UBUS

MCY

SBUS

MH

Enclosed Parking with Elevator

0.546501

0.044961

0.204016 0.120355 0.015740 0.006196

0.020131 0.030678 0.002515

0.002201 0.005142

0.000687 0.000876

General Office Building

0.546501

0.044961

0.204016 0.120355 0.015740

0.006196

0.020131 0.030678 0.002515

0.002201 0.005142

0.000687 0.000876

High Turnover (Sit Down
Restaurant)
Movie Theater (No Matinee)

0.546501

0.044961

0.204016 0.120355 0.015740

0.006196

0.020131 0.030678 0.002515

0.002201 0.005142

0.000687 0.000876

0.546501

0.044961

0.204016 0.120355 0.015740 0.006196

0.020131 0.030678 0.002515

0.002201 0.005142

0.000687 0.000876

0.000687 0.000876

Parking Lot

0.546501

0.044961

0.204016 0.120355 0.015740

0.006196

0.020131 0.030678 0.002515

0.002201 0.005142

0.000687 0.000876

University/College (4Yr)

0.546501

0.044961

0.204016 0.120355 0.015740 0.006196

0.020131 0.030678 0.002515

0.002201 0.005142

0.000687 0.000876

5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Category

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

lb/day

NBioCO2

Total CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

NaturalGas
Mitigated

0.6553

5.8892

4.5031

0.0358

0.4528

0.4528

0.4528

0.4528

7,149.040 7,149.0406
6

0.1370

0.1311

7,191.523
8

NaturalGas
Unmitigated

0.6553

5.8892

4.5031

0.0358

0.4528

0.4528

0.4528

0.4528

7,149.040 7,149.0406
6

0.1370

0.1311

7,191.523
8

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

CH4

N2O

CO2e

0.0262

0.0251

1,375.009
4

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10
Total

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Land Use

kBTU/yr

lb/day

lb/day

Apartments Mid
Rise

11618.5

0.1253

1.0707

0.4556

6.8300e003

0.0866

0.0866

0.0866

0.0866

Enclosed Parking
with Elevator

0

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

General Office
Building

1316.04

0.0142

0.1290

0.1084

7.7000e004

9.8100e003

9.8100e003

9.8100e003

9.8100e003

154.8282

154.8282

2.9700e003

2.8400e003

155.7483

High Turnover (Sit
Down Restaurant)

7453.05

0.0804

0.7307

0.6138

4.3800e003

0.0555

0.0555

0.0555

0.0555

876.8299

876.8299

0.0168

0.0161

882.0404

Movie Theater (No
Matinee)

335.836

3.6200e003

0.0329

0.0277

2.0000e004

2.5000e003

2.5000e003

2.5000e003

2.5000e003

39.5101

39.5101

7.6000e004

7.2000e004

39.7449

1,366.8866 1,366.886
6

Parking Lot

0

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

University/College
(4Yr)

40043.4

0.4318

3.9258

3.2977

0.0236

0.2984

0.2984

0.2984

0.2984

0.6553

5.8892

4.5031

0.0357

0.4528

0.4528

0.4528

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Exhaust
PM2.5

Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

4,710.9858 4,710.985
8

0.0903

0.0864

4,738.980
8

0.4528

7,149.0406 7,149.040
6

0.1370

0.1311

7,191.523
8

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

0.0262

0.0251

1,375.009
4

Mitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

Fugitive
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

Land Use

kBTU/yr

Apartments Mid
Rise

11.6185

0.1253

1.0707

0.4556

6.8300e003

0.0866

0.0866

0.0866

0.0866

Enclosed Parking
with Elevator

0

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

General Office
Building

1.31604

0.0142

0.1290

0.1084

7.7000e004

9.8100e003

9.8100e003

9.8100e003

9.8100e003

154.8282

154.8282

2.9700e003

2.8400e003

155.7483

High Turnover (Sit
Down Restaurant)

7.45305

0.0804

0.7307

0.6138

4.3800e003

0.0555

0.0555

0.0555

0.0555

876.8299

876.8299

0.0168

0.0161

882.0404

3.6200e003

0.0329

0.0277

2.0000e004

2.5000e003

2.5000e003

2.5000e003

2.5000e003

39.5101

39.5101

7.6000e004

7.2000e004

39.7449

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Movie Theater (No 0.335836
Matinee)

lb/day

lb/day

1,366.8866 1,366.886
6

Parking Lot

0

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

University/College
(4Yr)

40.0434

0.4318

3.9258

3.2977

0.0236

0.2984

0.2984

0.2984

0.2984

4,710.9858 4,710.985
8

0.0903

0.0864

4,738.980
8

0.6553

5.8892

4.5031

0.0357

0.4528

0.4528

0.4528

0.4528

7,149.0406 7,149.040
6

0.1370

0.1311

7,191.523
8

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Total

6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG

NOx

CO

Category

Exhaust
PM10

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBioCO2

lb/day

Total CO2

lb/day

Mitigated

22.2157

0.3666

31.8920

1.6900e003

0.1752

0.1752

0.1752

0.1752

0.0000

57.5367

57.5367

0.0573

0.0000

58.9698

Unmitigated

22.2157

0.3666

31.8920

1.6900e003

0.1752

0.1752

0.1752

0.1752

0.0000

57.5367

57.5367

0.0573

0.0000

58.9698

CO

SO2

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBioCO2

Total CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG

NOx

SubCategory

Fugitive
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

lb/day

lb/day

Architectural
Coating

2.1831

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Consumer
Products

19.0374

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Hearth

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Landscaping

0.9952

0.3666

31.8920

1.6900e003

0.1752

0.1752

0.1752

0.1752

Total

22.2157

0.3666

31.8920

1.6900e003

0.1752

0.1752

0.1752

0.1752

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

57.5367

57.5367

0.0573

58.9698

0.0000

57.5367

57.5367

0.0573

0.0000

58.9698

Bio- CO2

NBioCO2

Total CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Mitigated

Fugitive
PM10

SubCategory

Fugitive
PM2.5

lb/day

lb/day

Architectural
Coating

2.1831

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Consumer
Products

19.0374

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Hearth

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Landscaping

0.9952

0.3666

31.8920

1.6900e003

0.1752

0.1752

0.1752

0.1752

Total

22.2157

0.3666

31.8920

1.6900e003

0.1752

0.1752

0.1752

0.1752

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

57.5367

57.5367

0.0573

57.5367

57.5367

0.0573

0.0000

0.0000
58.9698

0.0000

58.9698

7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
Apply Water Conservation Strategy

8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
Institute Recycling and Composting Services

9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type

Number

Hours/Day

Days/Year

Horse Power

Load Factor

Fuel Type

Load Factor

Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment
Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
Equipment Type

Number

Emergency Generator

Hours/Day

Hours/Year

4

0.5

Horse Power
12

500

0.73 Diesel

Boilers
Equipment Type

Number

Heat Input/Day

Heat Input/Year

Boiler Rating

Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment
Equipment Type

Number

10.1 Stationary Sources
Unmitigated/Mitigated

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Equipment Type

Emergency
Generator - Diesel
(300 - 600 HP)

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBioCO2

lb/day

1.6411

4.5867

4.1844

7.8900e003

0.2414

Total CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

0.2414

0.2414

0.2414

839.5141

839.5141

0.1177

842.4566

Total

1.6411

11.0 Vegetation

4.5867

4.1844

7.8900e003

0.2414

0.2414

0.2414

0.2414

839.5141

839.5141

0.1177

842.4566

