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Section 1
Summary
Introduction
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), specifically, CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15088, 15089, and 15132, the City of Pasadena (the City) has prepared the
Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Green Hotel Apartments Project
(proposed project or project). A Final EIR is defined by Section 15362(b) of the CEQA Guidelines as
“containing the information contained in the Draft EIR; comments, either in verbatim or in summary
received in the review process; a list of persons commenting; and the responses of the Lead Agency to
the comments received.”
The Final EIR is organized in the following sections:


Section 1 – Summary: This Section is intended to provide a summary of the CEQA
requirements, including Project Location, Setting and Description information, Alternatives to
the Project, Areas of Controversy, Issues to be Resolved and a Summary of the Project Impacts
and Mitigation Measures.



Section 2 – Corrections and Additions: This Section includes changes to text within the
Draft EIR and the Recirculated Draft EIR as a result of either comments received from
interested parties during the public review period or as initiated by the Lead Agency
(City of Pasadena or City).



Section 3 – Comments and Responses: This Section includes all comments received on the
original Draft EIR during the document’s 45-day public review period, which began on
January 24, 2014 and was completed on March 11, 2014, and on the Recirculated Draft EIR
during the document’s 45-day public review period, which began on January 20, 2015 and was
completed on March 5, 2015. A list of public agencies, organizations, and individuals who
submitted comments on the Draft EIR and/or the Recirculated Draft EIR is provided. Responses
to comments received on the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR have been prepared and are
included in this Section of this Final EIR.



Section 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: This Section includes a list of all
mitigation measures for the project and identifies the timing associated with, and entity
responsible for, implementing each mitigation measure in a table format. Space is provided
within the table for tracking mitigation implementation and effectiveness.

This document, along with the Draft EIR (incorporated by reference), make up the Final EIR as defined
in CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, which states:
The Final EIR shall consist of:
(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft.
(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary.
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(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR.
(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and
consultation process.
(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.

Uses of the Final EIR
The Final EIR allows the public and the decision makers the opportunity to review revisions to the
Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR, the comments and responses to those comments, and other
components of the EIR, such as the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, prior to approval of
the project. The Final EIR serves as the environmental document to support approval of the proposed
project, either in whole or in part.
After completing the Final EIR, and before approving the project, the Lead Agency must make the
following three certifications as required by Section 15090 of the CEQA Guidelines:


That the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA;



That the Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the Lead Agency, and that the
decision-making body reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final EIR
prior to approving the project; and



That the Final EIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis.

Additionally, pursuant to Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, when a Lead Agency approves a
project that would result in significant unavoidable impacts that are disclosed in the Final EIR, the
agency must state its reasons for supporting the approved action in writing. This Statement of
Overriding Considerations is supported by substantial information in the record, which includes the
Final EIR.

Project Location and Setting
The City of Pasadena (City) is located approximately ten miles northeast of the City of Los Angeles in
the County of Los Angeles. Regional access to the City is provided by State Route 134 (SR 134),
Interstate 210 (I-210 or Foothill Freeway), State Route 110 (SR110), and Interstate 710 (I-710). The
project site is located at 86 South Fair Oaks Avenue, at the northeast corner of Fair Oaks Avenue at
Dayton Street. Vehicle access points at the project site currently exist on Dayton Street and
South Fair Oaks Avenue. The project site is located within a developed area of Downtown Pasadena on
one of the City’s main commercial streets and is surrounded by residential, commercial, retail, and
recreational land uses. The project site is bordered by a one-story cafe building and the existing
Green Hotel Apartments on the north, Castle Green on the east, Dayton Street and Central Park on the
south, and South Fair Oaks Avenue on the west.
The project site is rectangular in shape and approximately 32,362 square feet in size. The site is
currently flat and has a surface parking lot with 60 parking spaces (4 handicapped parking spaces and
56 regular parking spaces), a billboard, concrete pathways, benches, an outdoor eating area, and
20 trees (15 of which are protected under the City Trees and Tree Protection Ordinance). The
15 protected trees consist of eight Mexican fan palms, two California fan palms, one Canary Island
palm, three Camphor trees, and one Indian laurel fig tree.
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The project site is zoned CD-1 (Central District Specific Plan Sub-district 1, Old Pasadena Subdistrict)
and has a General Plan Land Use designation of Specific Plan. The project site also is within the
Old Pasadena Historic District which is listed in the National Register of Historic Places
(National Register). The Castle Green, located to the east of the project site, and the existing
Green Hotel Apartments buildings, located to the north of the project site, were listed together, along
with the project site, in the National Register in 1982, and are therefore also listed in the
California Register of Historical Resources (California Register). The Castle Green/Green Hotel
Apartments listing that includes the project site is an individual listing on the National Register
(not as an historic district), and the two buildings were also listed as contributors to the Old Pasadena
Historic District (1983; revised, 2007). The boundaries of the Castle Green and existing Green Hotel
Apartments are defined in the original National Register registration form as: “The square block
bounded by Raymond Avenue on the east, Green Street on the north, Fair Oaks [A]venue on the west
and Dayton Street on the south.” Thus, the entire block, which includes the project site, is listed as a
historical property in the National Register.
Across Dayton Street to the south is Central Park, a 9.2 acre park which is also a contributing resource
to the Old Pasadena Historic District. Across Fair Oaks Avenue to the west are three to four-story
mixed-use buildings and parking lots, and across Raymond Avenue to the east are one and two-story
commercial uses, all of which are also within the boundaries of the Old Pasadena Historic District. The
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) Del Mar Gold Line Light Rail
Station is located less than a quarter of a mile to the southeast of the project site along Raymond
Avenue just north of Del Mar Boulevard.

Project Objectives
The objectives for the proposed project include the following:


Provide new apartments to assist in satisfying the increasing demand for this product type in
the City of Pasadena, and particularly in the Central District and within easy walking distance of
jobs and the Metro Gold Line.



Provide new restaurant, commercial, and retail shops in Old Pasadena, thereby increasing tax
revenues throughout the City.



Provide multi-family housing within a transit-oriented district and within the immediate
vicinity of a Metro Gold Line station.



Provide affordable multi-family housing to the City’s underserved affordable market demand,
particularly within the Central District and within walking distance of service oriented jobs.



Provide the residents of the adjacent existing Green Hotel Apartments appropriate parking with
direct ingress/egress.



Build out the third parcel of the Castle Green/existing Green Hotel Apartments in a manner that
is based on the original turn of the 20th century vision, which has been underutilized as surface
parking since the 1950’s, to thereby create a compatible new gateway framing an entrance to
Old Pasadena.



Broaden the retail connection on Fair Oaks Avenue to Colorado Boulevard by providing retail
services along the street frontage.
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Create a mixed-use development that faces, compliments, and engages with the open space to
the south of the site.



Preserve views of the park from the south-facing units of the existing Green Hotel Apartments
by providing an open space corridor between the Castle Green and the proposed project.

Project Characteristics
The proposed project involves construction and operation of a six-story mixed-use building with
64 residential units and 5,000 square feet of commercial space on an existing surface parking lot
currently occupied by a billboard, 60 parking spaces and landscaping at 86 South Fair Oaks Avenue in
Pasadena. The project site is 32,362 square feet and the proposed multi-story mixed-use building
would be 76,980 square feet in size.
The ground floor would consist of 5,000 square feet of commercial space and 20 parking spaces, with
11 of the 20 parking spaces “tucked under” the building. In addition, 15 bicycle parking spaces
(4 open rack and 11 enclosed) would be provided on the ground floor. Residential units would be
located on the second through sixth floors. The proposed project would provide 9,600 square feet of
private open space and recreational uses, which would consist of 2,880 square feet of open space
(including a pool), a 1,050 square-foot gym, and 5,670 square feet of open space provided in the
courtyard on the ground floor.
Parking for the project would be provided in compliance with City’s Zoning Code and would be
accommodated with 20 parking spaces on the ground floor and two levels of underground parking
providing 147 parking spaces. The City’s Zoning Code requires the provision of a minimum of
107 spaces for the new building as well as replacement of the 60 existing spaces on-site, which serve
the existing Green Hotel Apartments. The proposed building would have a height of 75 feet and would
comprise 76,980 square feet of gross floor area (2.38 floor area ratio). The height, floor area ratio, and
setbacks meet the development standards for the CD-1 zoning district.
The driveway to the project site would be located along Dayton Street and would provide access to the
surface and underground parking. Both ingress and egress would be available from Dayton Street.
Pedestrian access to the residential lobby and commercial uses would be available off of
Fair Oaks Avenue.
Construction of the proposed project would require the removal of 10 of the 15 trees protected under
the City’s ordinance.1 The City’s Tree Protection Ordinance requires protected trees to be replaced,
but allows for several replacement alternatives. If all protected trees to be removed are proposed to
be replaced with non-palm trees, they may be replaced with 76 non-palm trees of a minimum 24-inch
box size or 48 non-palm trees of a minimum 36-inch box size. Alternatively, if protected palm species
are proposed to be replaced with new palm trees, the aggregate height of replacement palm trees
must total 167.5 feet, and the remaining removed non-palm trees may be replaced with either
40 24-inch box trees or 24 36-inch box trees.
The Tree Replacement Matrix adopted by the City Council in 2010 also indicates that protected
specimen trees must be replaced with specimen or native trees on the list of protected native and
In addition to the 15 protected trees located within the project site, there are three protected trees located directly adjacent
to the project site, as shown in Figure 3.1-2 of the Final EIR and accounted for in Table 3-2 of the Final EIR (Tree Nos. 7, 22,
and 23). Those three protected trees would remain in-place with project implementation.
1
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specimen trees. The four protected non-palm trees proposed to be removed are on the list of specimen
trees; therefore the trees planted to replace them must be on the list of protected native or specimen
trees. The City’s Tree Protection Ordinance also states that “the developer may request to pay a fee
instead of planting on site up to 50 percent of the required number of replacement trees.”
A total of 24 new 36-inch box trees and new palm trees totaling 176 feet in height would be planted
on-site, thereby meeting the required replacement trees per the City’s Tree Protection Ordinance.
Three existing palm trees would be transplanted on-site to naturally draining soil and the new trees
would be planted in either naturally draining soil or planters above the subterranean parking.
Planters would be raised to provide a portion of the required five-foot planter depth above the grade.
Therefore, the proposed project would meet the requirements of the City’s Tree Protection Ordinance.
Removal of protected trees requires adherence to the ordinance through the review and approval of
applications for each removed tree and findings are required to be made to ensure the removals meet
the ordinance. The requested tree removals will be reviewed in conjunction with the design review
that is required for the proposed project.
Construction activities associated with the proposed project are anticipated to include demolition, site
preparation, excavation, grading, construction of the new mixed-use building, application of coatings,
paving, painting/striping, installation of lighting/security lighting, and landscaping. Construction
would occur in one phase lasting approximately 28 months, beginning in August 2014 and completing
in December 2016. Site clearing and grubbing activities would last for approximately five days,
demolition of the existing parking lot would occur over a period of approximately one month, grading
of the project site is anticipated to take approximately three months, building sub-phase
(i.e., construction of the building and underground parking levels) would last for 16 months,
application of architectural coatings would last approximately 10 months, and asphalt application
would last approximately two months, with some construction phases overlapping. Construction
staging would occur on-site and construction of the proposed project would require a maximum of
40 construction workers. Demolition of the existing parking lot would produce approximately
620 cubic yards (cy) of debris. Grading and excavation on the project site would produce
approximately 30,000 cy of soil for export.

Alternatives to the Project
CEQA requires that an environmental impact report (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. Comparative analysis of the impacts of these alternatives
is required. In response to the significant impacts associated with the proposed project, the City
developed and considered the following alternatives to the project:


Alternative 1 – No Project
The No Project Alternative is the No Build Alternative and assumes that the proposed building
would not be constructed; the site would remain in its current state and continue to be occupied
by a billboard and utilized for parking by residents of the existing Green Hotel Apartments
building.



Alternative 2 – Reduced Height
The Reduced Height Alternative assumes the construction of a mixed-use building, much like
the proposed building; however, two fewer floors would be constructed thereby reducing the
1-5
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number of residential units from 64 to 42 and reducing the required number of parking spaces
from 166 to 131. A total of 5,000 square feet of commercial space would remain within the
ground floor of the building under the Reduced Height Alternative.
Four other alternatives were considered but rejected as infeasible, as outlined further in Section 4.0,
Alternatives.
The CEQA Guidelines require that an environmentally superior alternative be identified from the
alternatives considered in an EIR. The No Project Alternative would result in no environmental
impacts and therefore would be the Environmentally Superior Alternative to the proposed project.
However, as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), if the No Project Alternative is
identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative, a second build alternative must be identified
as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. As such, Alternative 2, the Reduced Height Alternative,
would be the Environmentally Superior Alternative to the proposed project because this alternative
would reduce the severity of the significant and unavoidable traffic impact along the Dayton Street
segment between Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond Avenue.

Areas of Known Controversy
The CEQA Guidelines require a Draft EIR to identify areas of controversy known to the lead agency,
including issues raised by other agencies and the public. Comments were received from public
agencies and interested parties in response to the circulated Notice of Preparation (NOP). In
compliance with CEQA Guidelines, the City held two scoping meetings on April 8 and April 15, 2013, to
solicit comments and to inform the public of the proposed EIR. Comments were also received in
response to the published NOP (provided in Appendix A), which identified environmental topics that
local and regional agencies recommended for analysis in the Draft EIR. The following environmental
topics of potential controversy were identified during the scoping meetings and/or NOP process:


Aesthetic and landscaping changes through the removal of trees/canopy trees and survival of
new and transplanted trees;



Ingress/Egress along Dayton Street;



Fire Safety and emergency access along Dayton Street;



Increased traffic from project implementation;



Density and height of project relative to surrounding land uses and buildings;



Historical significance of entire block on which the project site is located;



Impact on views from surrounding buildings;



Alternatives to the proposed design;



Air quality impacts to sensitive receptors, and specifically the neighboring Castle Green, the
existing Green Hotel Apartments, and Central Park;



Unreinforced masonry walls of Castle Green Apartments could be impacted by excavation,
vibration, and other construction activities; and
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Loss of soil during construction could cause displacement of Castle Green.

As a result of the comments received during the scoping process, the following environmental topics
were evaluated in depth in this Draft EIR:


Aesthetics;



Air Quality;



Cultural Resources;



Greenhouse Gases;



Noise and Vibration; and



Transportation and Circulation.

Issues to be Resolved
The CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to present issues to be resolved by the lead agency. These issues
include the choice between alternatives and whether or how to mitigate potentially significant
environmental impacts. The major issues to be resolved by the City of Pasadena, as the Lead Agency
for the project include the following:


Whether the recommended mitigation measures should be adopted or modified;



Whether additional mitigation measures need to be applied to the project; and



Whether the project or an alternative should be approved.

Summary of Project Impacts, Conditions of Approval, and
Mitigation Measures
A summary of the environmental impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project,
conditions of approval (COA) and mitigation measures (MM) included to avoid or lessen the severity
of potentially significant environmental impacts, and residual impacts, is provided in Table 1,
Summary of Project Impacts, Conditions of Approval, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts,
below.
Table 1 Summary of Project Impacts, Conditions of Approval, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts
Significance Threshold and Project Impacts

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

The project would introduce a new 6-story
building on a site located within a built-out
environment adjacent to two existing six- and
seven-story buildings. The project would not
have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista (i.e., blocking views of the San Gabriel
Mountains from public vantage points or from
the adjacent uses).

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

The project would introduce a new building on
a site covered with mature trees and utilized
only for surface parking. However, the project

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

Aesthetics
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would not substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings.
The project would create a new source of
increased levels of ambient lighting and glare in
the immediate vicinity of the site; however,
light emanating from the new building would
be consistent with the ambient nighttime
illumination levels of existing development and
proposed exterior lighting would be shielded
and oriented in a manner that will prevent
spillage or glare onto surrounding uses.

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

The project would result in new shadows being
cast on light-sensitive uses; however, the
project site is in an urban environment,
immediately adjacent to existing buildings of
comparable massing and height.

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

The project would create emissions during
construction and operation but would not
conflict with implementation of the applicable
air quality plan.

No mitigation is required

No impact

The project would create emissions from
operational/area sources and from increased
vehicle trips , but would not violate any air
quality standard or contribute substantially to
an existing or projected air quality violation.

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

The project would generate emissions from
operational/area sources and from increased
vehicle trips but would not result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of any
nonattainment criteria pollutant.

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

The project construction would generate
emissions that would not exceed, but would
nearly approach, the PM2.5 emissions
thresholds; as such, mitigation is included to
ensure that the project would not expose
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations during construction.

MM AQ-1: Construction Equipment Engine
Requirements. The construction contractor shall
ensure that off-road construction equipment be
equipped with engines that meet the model year
2007 or Tier 3 emission standards for off-road
compression-ignition (diesel) engines (13 CCR 24202425.1). Older model year engine may also be used if
they are retrofit with a diesel particulate filter to
reduce PM emissions to the applicable emission
standards.
MM AQ-2: Construction Equipment Limitations. The
construction contractor shall ensure that the
cumulative hours of operation for all off-road diesel
equipment do not exceed 60 hours per day.

Less than
significant impact

The project would generate odors from
construction equipment and potentially from
commercial uses during operations; however,
the project would not create objectionable
odors affecting a substantial number of people.

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

No mitigation is required

Less than

Air Quality

Cultural Resources

2

The project is adjacent to but would not

As part of the Final EIR, an additional condition of approval, COA-CULT-1, was incorporated into the project to address
unanticipated archaeological finds during project construction. As described in Section 2 below, it was already concluded in
the Initial Study/Notice of Preparation that implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to
archaeological or paleontological resources. The addition of COA-CULT-1 does not change that earlier conclusion; hence, it is
not a mitigation measure and is therefore not listed in this table.
2
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involve demolition or physical alteration of the
historic Hotel Green or Castle Green
Apartments or any other historic structures.

significant impact

The project involves new construction adjacent
to existing historic resources and would not
involve relocation of a historic resource.

No mitigation is required.

Less than
significant impact

The project involves new construction adjacent
to existing historic resources and would not
involve conversion, rehabilitation or alteration
of a significant resource and would comply
with the Standards 9 and 10 of the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

The project would involve the construction of a
new building adjacent to existing historic
resources; however, the new construction
would not reduce the integrity or significance
of important resources on the site or in the
vicinity. The historic character and integrity of
the Castle Green and existing Green Hotel
Apartments would remain intact.

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

The project would generate greenhouse gas
emissions as a result of vehicles traveling to
and from the apartments, natural gas
combustion from space heating, disposal of
solid waste, and electricity used directly by the
building and indirectly to supply water to the
site and to treat wastewater; however, these
emissions would not exceed the SCQAMD’s
proposed screening-level significant threshold
for commercial land uses.

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

The project would not conflict with an
applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gasses.

No mitigation is required

No impact

COA NOISE-1: Noise Barriers. Before the start of
pavement demolition, the contractor shall erect a 20foot-high temporary noise barrier, such as a curtain
of durable flexible composite material with soundabsorptive material on one or both sides and solid
5
wall composed of /8-inch plywood or heavier, on the
northern and eastern sides of the project site. The
noise barrier shall be installed without any gaps and
with the sound absorptive side facing the
construction activity area. The barrier shall be
maintained and any damage that may occur be
promptly repaired. The barrier shall remain in place
until the completion of outdoor construction
requiring use of diesel-powered equipment.
COA NOISE-2: Noise Reduction Measures. Prior to
approval of grading plans and/or prior to issuance of
demolition, grading and building permits, the
following noise-reduction measures shall be included
in the construction plans or specifications:
 The construction contractor shall equip all
construction equipment, fixed or mobile, with
properly operating and maintained mufflers,
consistent with manufacturers’ standards.
 The construction contractor shall place all
stationary construction equipment so that the

Less than
significant impact

Greenhouse Gases

Noise and Vibration
The project could expose persons to or
generate noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies.
Maximum construction noise levels (which
would occur occasionally and intermittently
when equipment would work closest to the
sensitive receptors at the property line at full
power) are estimated at 91 dBA at the existing
Green Hotel Apartments and 81 dBA at Castle
Green at the ground floor. However average
construction noise levels would be 75 dBA and
74 dBA, respectively. Noise levels would be
slightly lower at elevations above the ground
floor because of increased distance between
the source and receptor. Since the maximum
noise levels to be generated during
construction is 80 dBA at 100 feet from the
noise source, construction noise levels would
not exceed the City’s Noise Ordinance limit for
construction noise of 85 dBA at a distance of
100 feet. However, mitigation is included to
minimize noise levels to neighboring properties
to the maximum extent feasible.
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equipment is as far as reasonably feasible from
noise-sensitive receptors and so emitted noise is
directed away from noise-sensitive receptors.
 The construction contractor shall locate equipment
staging in areas that will create the greatest
distance between staging area noise sources and
noise-sensitive receptors.
COA Noise-3: Adherence to Noise Restrictions
Ordinance. The project shall adhere to all applicable
requirements of the Noise Restrictions Ordinance
during project construction and operation. A
Construction Related Noise Plan is required as part of
the Construction Staging Plan and must be reviewed
by the Building Division and the Department of
Transportation and approved prior to the issuance of
a grading permit. This plan should show the location
of any construction equipment and how the noise
from this equipment will be mitigated by such
methods as: temporary noise attenuation barriers;
preferential location of equipment; and use of
current technology and noise suppression
equipment.
MM NOISE-1: Construction Time Limits. Prior to
issuance of grading and/or building permits,
contractor specifications shall include a note
indicating that noise-generating construction
activities shall be limited to between the hours of
7:00 AM and 7:00 PM Monday through Friday and
between the hours of 8:00 AM and 5:00 PM
Saturday. On Sundays and Federal holidays, no noisegenerating construction activities shall be permitted.
The proposed project would contribute
operational (post-construction) noise to the
existing environment through (1) the addition
of traffic on local streets, (2) on-site stationary
sources, and (3) on-site outdoor activities.
The primary noise source to the project site
and surrounding buildings is traffic on Fair Oaks
Avenue. The proposed building would block a
substantial portion of the traffic noise to the
project site, the existing Green Hotel
Apartments, and Castle Green. The resultant
traffic noise level at Castle Green and the
existing Green Hotel Apartments residences
would be less than the existing ambient noise
level.
Operational noise sources associated with the
proposed residential uses would include, but
would not be limited to mechanical equipment
(e.g., heating, ventilating, and air conditioning
[HVAC] units and swimming pool pumps);
landscape maintenance equipment; vehicles in
the surface parking area; vehicles entering and
leaving the subterranean parking area; and
outdoor activities at the swimming pool area.
The project would not result in a substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project.
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COA NOISE-3: Adherence to Noise Restrictions
Ordinance. The project shall adhere to all applicable
requirements of the Noise Restrictions Ordinance
during project construction and operation. A
Construction Related Noise Plan is required as part of
the Construction Staging Plan and must be reviewed
by the Building Division and the Department of
Transportation and approved prior to the issuance of
a grading permit. This plan should show the location
of any construction equipment and how the noise
from this equipment will be mitigated by such
methods as: temporary noise attenuation barriers;
preferential location of equipment; and use of
current technology and noise suppression
equipment.
COA NOISE-4: HVAC Noise Levels. Prior to the
issuance of building permits, the Applicant shall
provide data to the Director of Planning and
Community Development demonstrating that the
noise level from heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning (HVAC) units, swimming pool
equipment, and similar mechanical equipment when
measured inside any dwelling unit on the same
property or 20 feet from the outside of the dwelling
unit in which the noise source or sources may be
located would be less than 50 dBA.
COA NOISE-5: Exterior to Interior Noise Reduction.
Prior to the issuance of building permits, the
applicant shall present data to the Director of
Planning and Community Development
demonstrating that the exterior-to-interior noise
reduction for residential units facing Fair Oaks

Less than
significant impact

Section 1  Summary

Avenue would be at least 24 A-weighted decibels
(dBA).
COA NOISE-6: Noise Notification. Prior to the
issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the project,
the applicant shall present information to the
Director of Planning and Community Development
demonstrating that appropriate sale or lease transfer
documents for residential units include an advisory
that the residence is located in the Central District,
an area where there is a potential for noise from
commercial and nighttime activities. The following
language is provided as an example:
All potential buyers and/or renters of residential
property in the Green Hotel Apartments, which is
in Pasadena’s Central District Specific Plan area,
are hereby notified that they may be subject to
audible noise levels attributed to business and
entertainment-related activities common to such
areas, including amplified sound, music, delivery
vehicles, pedestrian and vehicular traffic, and
other urban noise
MM NOISE 2: Noise Restrictions within the Common
Outdoor Area. Prior to the issuance of an occupancy
permit, the Applicant shall provide evidence to the
Director of Planning and Community Development
demonstrating that the building’s Covenants,
Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) or equivalent
regulations include a prohibition on the use of radios,
televisions, “boom boxes”, and similar devices in the
pool area and other outdoor common areas unless
the devices are used with headphones, ear buds, or
similar device and that signs with such restrictions
are posted at the pool area.
MM NOISE-3: Pool Hours of Operation. Prior to the
issuance of an occupancy permit, the Applicant shall
provide evidence to the Director of Planning and
Community Development demonstrating that the
building’s CC&Rs or equivalent regulations include a
prohibition on the use of the pool area between
10:00 p.m. and 5:00 a.m. and that signs with pool
hours are posted at the pool area.
The project would generate noise during
construction and during operation. However,
construction and operational noise would not
expose persons or generate noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies.

COA NOISE-3: Adherence to Noise Restrictions
Ordinance. The project shall adhere to all applicable
requirements of the Noise Restrictions Ordinance
during project construction and operation. A
Construction Related Noise Plan is required as part of
the Construction Staging Plan and must be reviewed
by the Building Division and the Department of
Transportation and approved prior to the issuance of
a grading permit. This plan should show the location
of any construction equipment and how the noise
from this equipment will be mitigated by such
methods as: temporary noise attenuation barriers;
preferential location of equipment; and use of
current technology and noise suppression
equipment.

Less than
significant impact

Construction of the proposed project has the
potential to generate vibration to the adjacent
structures and their occupants. Construction of
the proposed project would not require pile
driving or blasting, which are generally the
sources of the most severe vibration. In
addition, vibratory compactors would not be

MM NOISE-4: Consult with Structural Engineer and
Project Historical Architect. Prior to approval of
grading plans and/or prior to issuance of demolition,
grading and building permits, and to the satisfaction
of the City of Pasadena, the applicant shall retain a
Professional Structural Engineer with experience in
structural vibration analysis and monitoring for

Less than
significant impact
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used during project construction. However,
conventional heavy construction equipment
would be used for demolition of the existing
parking lot and adjacent sidewalks, for
excavation of the two levels of subterranean
parking, and for export of demolished and
excavated materials.
Because structural damage considerations
require limiting vibration levels to 0.12 ppv
in/sec or a similar level, the perception of
vibration by persons in the existing Green Hotel
Apartments would fall within the barely
perceptible to distinctly perceptible range.
Given the sensitivity of the surrounding uses,
the project has the potential to expose persons
and structures to excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels.
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historic buildings and a Project Historical Architect as
a team to perform the following tasks:
 Review the project plans for demolition and
construction;

Survey the project site and the existing
Green Hotel Apartment building and the 84
South Fair Oaks Avenue structure, including
geological testing, if required; and
 Prepare and submit a report to the Director of
Planning and Community Development to include,
but not be limited to, the following:
o Description of existing conditions at the
existing Green Hotel Apartment building
and the 84 South Fair Oaks Avenue
structure;
o Vibration level limits based on building
conditions, soil conditions, and planned
demolition and construction methods to
ensure vibration levels would be below
0.12 ppv in/sec, the potential for damage
to the existing Green Hotel Apartment
building and the 84 South Fair Oaks Avenue
structure;
o Specific measures to be taken during
construction to ensure the specified
vibration level limits are not exceeded; and
o A monitoring plan to be implemented
during demolition and construction that
includes post-construction and postdemolition surveys of the existing Green
Hotel Apartment building and the 84 South
Fair Oaks Avenue structure.
o Examples of measures that may be
specified for implementation during
demolition or construction include, but are
not limited to
Prohibition of certain types of impact
equipment;
Requirement for lighter tracked or
wheeled equipment;
Specifying demolition by non-impact
methods, such as sawing concrete;
Phasing operations to avoid
simultaneous vibration sources; and
Installation of vibration measuring
devices to guide decision making for
subsequent activities.
MM NOISE-5: Post-Construction Survey and
Documentation. To the satisfaction of the City of
Pasadena, at the conclusion of vibration-causing
activities, in the unanticipated event of discovery of
vibration-caused damage, the Structural Engineer
and the Project Historical Architect shall document
any damage to the existing Green Hotel Apartment
building and the 84 South Fair Oaks Avenue structure
caused by construction of the project and shall
recommend necessary repairs. The project applicant
shall be responsible for any repairs associated with
vibration-caused damage as a result of construction
of the project. Any repairs shall be undertaken and
completed as required to conform to the Secretary of

Section 1  Summary

the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties (36 Code of Federal Regulations 68), and
shall apply the California Historical Building Code
(California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 8) and
other applicable codes.
Transportation and Circulation
The project is consistent with the policies in the
Mobility Element of the City’s General Plan.
However, the project would introduce new
vehicle trips onto the Dayton Street segment
between Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond
Avenue. The increased number of vehicle trips
would result in a significant traffic impact to
this street segment. As such, while no Mobility
Element inconsistencies would occur, the
increased traffic introduced along Dayton
Street between Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond
Avenue would constitute a significant impact.

No feasible mitigation.

Significant and
unavoidable

The project would generate new vehicle trips,
although not to such an extent at designated
congestion management program street
segments and intersections such that impacts
would be significant. As such, the project would
not conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not
limited to, level of service standards and travel
demand measures, or other standards
established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or
highways.

No mitigation is required.

No impact

The anticipated maximum queue length for the
westbound left-turn at Fair Oaks Ave/Dayton
Street would not exceed the available storage
length of the westbound traffic lane on Dayton
Street. Additionally, the project would
incorporate regulatory signage so that
westbound traffic along Dayton Street would
not block the project driveway. Therefore, the
project would not result in a safety hazard due
to the project’s design.

COA TRANS-1: Regulatory Signage. Regulatory
signage shall be installed at the project driveway’s
intersection with Dayton Street to prevent motorists
from blocking the driveway. This signage shall
conform to Pasadena Police Department signage
standards for signage installed along driveways with
blocked driveways violations and any violations shall
be subject to citations by PD.

Less than
significant impact

The project would provide emergency access
along Fair Oaks Avenue and Dayton Street, and
as such, would not result in inadequate
emergency access.

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

The project would result in an increased
number of vehicle trips and would temporarily
affect Metro bus stops during construction.
However, the project would not conflict with
adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities,
or otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities.

MM TRANS-1: Coordination with Metro. The
construction contractor shall contact and notify
Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 a minimum of 10
working days prior to any construction activities that
may impact Metro bus lines. Additionally, the
construction contractor shall contact and include
other bus services, such as ARS and Foothill Transit,
in construction outreach efforts that may be affected
by construction activities. A quarterly compliance
report submitted by the construction contractor
would satisfy Metro’s monitoring requirements.
MM TRANS-2: Maintain Pedestrian Access.
Construction activity shall not be allowed to block or
interfere with pedestrian access to the existing
transit stop located along Fair Oaks Avenue, near the
corner of Fair Oaks Avenue and Dayton Street.

Less than
significant impact
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Section 2
Corrections and Additions
The following corrections and additions are set forth to update the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) and the Recirculated Draft EIR for the proposed Green Hotel Apartments Project
(proposed project) in response to the comments received during the public review period for each
document. The following corrections and additions have been reviewed in relation to the standards in
Section 15088.5(a) and (b) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines regarding
when recirculation of a Draft EIR is required prior to certification. Sections 15088.5(a) and (b) of the
CEQA Guidelines state:
(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 “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 significant environmental impacts of the
project, but the project’s proponent declines 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.
(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 corrections and additions to the Draft EIR and the Recirculated Draft EIR document included
herein do not constitute new significant information requiring recirculation of the Draft EIR beyond
what was accomplished through the Recirculated Draft EIR already completed for the project.

Corrections and Additions
Changes to the Draft EIR the Recirculated Draft EIR are identified below by the corresponding Draft
EIR the Recirculated Draft EIR section and subsection, if applicable, and the page number. Additions
are shown in underline and deletions in double strikeout format.
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Executive Summary
The Executive Summary of the Draft EIR is replaced by Section 1, Summary, as contained in this Final
EIR document.

Section 2
Project Description
The first paragraph in Section 2.2 of the Project Description on page 2-1 of the Draft EIR has been
revised to acknowledge that access to the project site currently exists on Dayton Street and Fair Oaks
Avenue, as presented below and also included in Section 2, Corrections and Additions, of the Final
EIR:.
The project site is located within the City of Pasadena (the City), which is located
approximately 10 miles northeast of the City of Los Angeles in the County of Los Angeles
(Figure 2-1, Regional Location). Regional access to the City is provided by State Route 134 (SR
134), Interstate 210 (I-210 or Foothill Freeway), State Route 110 (SR 110), and Interstate 710
(I-710). The project site is located at 86 South Fair Oaks Avenue, at the northeast corner of
Fair Oaks Avenue at Dayton Street. Vehicle access points at the project site currently exist on
Dayton Street and South Fair Oaks Avenue. The project site is bordered by a one-story
commercial building and the existing Green Hotel Apartments on the north, Castle Green on
the east, Dayton Street on the south, and South Fair Oaks Avenue on the west, as shown in
Figure 2-2, Local Vicinity and Figure 2-3, Aerial Overview.
Table 2-1 Summary of On-Site Protected Trees, on page 2-2 of the Draft EIR has been replaced as
follows:
Genus & Species

Common
Name

Estimated
Age (years)

Diameter

Height

Remain

Relocate

Remove &
Replace

Cinnamomum
camphora

Camphor

70

36”

45’

X

Cinnamomum
camphora

Camphor

70

23”

45’

X

Cinnamomum
camphora

Camphor

100

50”

45’

X

Washingtonia filifera

California
fan palm

80

36”

65’

Washingtonia filifera

California
fan palm

80

32.5”

60’

Ficus microcarpa

Indian
laurel fig

65

40”

40’

Phoenix canariensis

Canary
Island palm

105

30”

65’

Washingtonia
1
robusta

Mexican fan
palm

75

17”

50’

X

Washingtonia
1
robusta

Mexican fan
palm

75

16”

45’

X

Washingtonia
1
robusta

Mexican fan
palm

75

16”

50’

X

Washingtonia

Mexican fan

75

17”

50’

X
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1

robusta

palm

Washingtonia
1
robusta

Mexican fan
palm

85

21”

75’

Washingtonia
1
robusta

Mexican fan
palm

45

18”

30’

Washingtonia
1
robusta

Mexican fan
palm

85

16”

60’

X

Washingtonia
1
robusta

Mexican fan
palm

65

16”

75’

X

X
X

Table 2-1 Summary Disposition of Protected Trees with Project Implementation
Genus & Species

Common Name

Diameter
(Inches)

Height
(Feet)

Remain
in Place

Relocate
within
Project
Site

Remove/
Mitigate
Through
Replacement

Cinnamomum camphora

Camphor

36

45

X

Cinnamomum camphora

Camphor

23

45

X

Cinnamomum Camphora

Camphor

50

45

X

Washingtonia Filifera

California Fan Palm

36

65

X

Cinnamomum camphora

Camphor

X

Washingtonia Filifera

California Fan Palm

Ficus Microcarpa
Phoenix Canariensis

23

60

32.5

60

Indian Laurel Fig

40

40

Canary Island Date
Palm

30

65

Syagrus Romanzoffiana

Queen Palm

~11

~12

X

Syagrus Romanzoffiana

Queen Palm

~11

~15

X

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

17

~50

X

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

16

~45

X

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

16

~50

X

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

17

~50

X

Washingtonia Robusta X

Mexican Fan Palm

21

75

Washingtonia Robusta X

Mexican Fan Palm

18

~30

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

16

~65

X

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

16

~75

X

X
X
X

X
X

Figure 2-3a, Aerial Overview – Oblique Angle, is added to the Draft EIR after Figure 2-3 on page 2-9, as
shown on the following page herein.
The second complete paragraph on page 2-14 of the Draft EIR has been revised to read as follows:
The proposed project would provide 9,600 square feet of private open space and recreational
uses, which would consist of 2,880 square feet of open space (including a pool), a 1,050
square-foot gym, and 5,670 square feet of open space provided in the courtyard on the ground
floor. Landscaping for the proposed project would include the following trees: marina, crape
myrtle, olive tree, and pink trumpet tree along with drought tolerant ground cover and
shrubs.
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Figure 2-5, Site Plan and First Floor Layout, on page 2-19 of the Draft EIR is replaced with the figure
included on page 2-7 herein.

Section 3.1
Aesthetics
The last sentence of the second paragraph on page 3.1-3 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:
There are no distant views of the San Gabriel Mountains available within the vast majority of
the project site, as views to the north are blocked by the existing Green Hotel Apartments
building; however, a narrow view window of the mountains is available at the western edge of
the site when looking north along Fair Oaks Avenue, with the breadth of that view being
constrained by existing multi-story buildings that line both sides of the street.
Table 3-1 Summary of On-Site Trees, on page 3.1-4 of the Draft EIR has been replaced as follows:
Tree #

Diameter

Height

50

Cinnamomum camphora (protected)

Genus & Species

Camphor

36 inches

45 feet

51

Cinnamomum camphora (protected)

Camphor

23 inches

45 feet

52

Cinnamomum camphora (protected)

Camphor

50 inches

45 feet

53

Washingtonia filifera (protected)

California fan palm

36 inches

65 feet

54

Washingtonia filifera (protected)

California fan palm

32.5 inches

60 feet

55

Ficus microcarpa (protected)

Indian laurel fig

40 inches

40 feet

67

Phoenix canariensis (protected)

Canary Island palm

30 inches

65 feet

65

Washingtonia robusta (protected)

Mexican fan palm

17 inches

50 feet

71

Washingtonia robusta (non-protected)

Mexican fan palm

16 inches

45 feet

72

Washingtonia robusta (non-protected)

Mexican fan palm

16 inches

50 feet

77

Washingtonia robusta (non-protected)

Mexican fan palm

17 inches

50 feet

78

Washingtonia robusta (non-protected)

Mexican fan palm

21 inches

75 feet

79

Washingtonia robusta (non-protected)

Mexican fan palm

18 inches

30 feet

80

Washingtonia robusta (non-protected)

Mexican fan palm

16 inches

60 feet

81

Washingtonia robusta (non-protected)

Mexican fan palm

16 inches

75 feet
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Table 3-1 Summary of On-Site Trees
Tree #

Genus & Species

Common Name

Diameter
(Inches)

Height
(Feet)

Protected Status

1

Cinnamomum camphora

Camphor

36

45

Protected Specimen Tree

2

Cinnamomum camphora

Camphor

23

45

Protected Specimen Tree

3

Pinus Canariensis

Canary Island Pine

19

65

Non-Protected Tree

4

Pinus Canariensis

Canary Island Pine

18

60

Non-Protected Tree

5

Cinnamomum Camphora

Camphor

50

45

Protected Specimen Tree

6

Washingtonia Filifera

California Fan Palm

36

65

Protected Specimen Tree

1

7

Cinnamomum camphora

Camphor

23

60

Protected Specimen Tree

9

Magnolia Grandiglora

Southern Magnolia

15

35

Non-Protected Tree

10

Ulmus Parvifolia

Chinese Elm

14.5

30

Non-Protected Tree

11

Washingtonia Filifera

California Fan Palm

32.5

60

Protected Specimen Tree

12

Ficus Microcarpa

Indian Laurel Fig

40

40

Protected Specimen Tree

13

Phoenix Canariensis

Canary Island Date
Palm

30

65

Protected Specimen Tree

14

Phoenix Canariensis

Canary Island Date
Palm

~36

8

Non-Protected Tree

22

Syagrus Romanzoffiana

1

Queen Palm

~11

~12

Protected Street Tree

23

Syagrus Romanzoffiana

1

Queen Palm

~11

~15

Protected Street Tree

28

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

17

~50

Protected Mature Tree

29

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

16

~45

Protected Mature Tree

30

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

16

~50

Protected Mature Tree

31

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

17

~50

Protected Mature Tree

35

Washingtonia Robusta X

Mexican Fan Palm

21

75

Protected Mature Tree

36

Washingtonia Robusta X

Mexican Fan Palm

18

~30

Protected Mature Tree

37

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

16

~65

Protected Mature Tree

38

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

16

~75

Protected Mature Tree

Note: 1. Although the canopy of this tree extends to or into the project site, the trunk of the tree is located outside the site boundary (i.e.,
off-site).
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Figure 2-3a
Aerial Overview – Oblique Angle
Green Hotel Apartments )LQDOEIR
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Source: GMPA Architects, Inc., 2013

Figure 2-5
Site Plan and First Floor Layout
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Figure 3.1-2, Location of On-Site Trees, on page 3.1-5 of the Draft EIR is replaced with the updated
figure included on page 2-11 herein.
Table 3-2 Summary of Relocated/Replaced Protected Trees, on page 3.1-26 of the Draft EIR is
replaced as follows:
Tree #

Genus & Species

50

Cinnamomum camphora

Camphor

36”

45’

X

51

Cinnamomum camphora

Camphor

23”

45’

X

52

Cinnamomum camphora

Camphor

50”

45’

53

Washingtonia filifera

California fan palm

36”

65’

54

Washingtonia filifera

California fan palm

32.5”

60’

55

Ficus microcarpa

Indian laurel palm

40”

40’

67

Phoenix canariensis

Canary Island palm

30”

65’

65

Washingtonia robusta

1

Mexican fan palm

17”

50’

X

71

Washingtonia robusta

1

Mexican fan palm

16”

45’

X

Washingtonia robusta

1

Mexican fan palm

16”

50’

X

77

Washingtonia robusta

1

Mexican fan palm

17”

50’

78

Washingtonia robusta

1

Mexican fan palm

21”

75’

79

Washingtonia robusta

1

Mexican fan palm

18”

30’

80

Washingtonia robusta

1

Mexican fan palm

16”

60’

X

81

Washingtonia robusta

1

Mexican fan palm

16”

75’

X

72

Common Name

Diameter

Height

Remain

Relocate

Replace

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X

1

Notes: Diameter at breast height (dbh)

Table 3-2 Summary Disposition of Relocated/Replaced Protected Trees with Project Implementation
Tree #

Genus & Species

1

Cinnamomum camphora

2
5

Common Name

Diameter
(Inches)

Height
(Feet)

Remain
in Place

Relocate
within
Project
Site

Remove/
Mitigate
Through
Replacement

Camphor

36

45

X

Cinnamomum camphora

Camphor

23

45

X

Cinnamomum Camphora

Camphor

50

45

X

6

Washingtonia Filifera

California Fan Palm

36

65

X

7

Cinnamomum camphora

Camphor

23

60

X

11

Washingtonia Filifera

California Fan Palm

32.5

60

12

Ficus Microcarpa

Indian Laurel Fig

40

40

13

Phoenix Canariensis

Canary Island Date
Palm

30

65

22

Syagrus Romanzoffiana

Queen Palm

~11

~12

X

23

Syagrus Romanzoffiana

Queen Palm

~11

~15

X

28

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

17

~50

X

29

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

16

~45

X

30

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

16

~50

X

31

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

17

~50

35

Washingtonia Robusta X

Mexican Fan Palm

21

75

36

Washingtonia Robusta X

Mexican Fan Palm

18

~30

X
X
X

X
X
X
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Table 3-2 Summary Disposition of Relocated/Replaced Protected Trees with Project Implementation
Tree #

Genus & Species

Common Name

Diameter
(Inches)

Height
(Feet)

Remain
in Place

Relocate
within
Project
Site

Remove/
Mitigate
Through
Replacement

37

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

16

~65

X

38

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

16

~75

X

The figures on the pages 2-15 through 2-27, included herein, Figure 3.1-15 through Figure 3.1-21,
have been added to Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR:
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PROTECTED TREE TO BE BOXED AND TRANSPLANTED ON THE SITE

NON-PROTECTED TREE TO BE REMOVED

EXISTING 1305&$5&%TREE TO BE SAVED.

(SEE A1.15 FOR NON- PROTECTED TREE LEGEND)

Source: GMPA Architects, Inc., 2013

o

PROTECTED TREES TO BE REMOVED

Figure 3.1-2
Location of On-Site Trees
Green Hotel Apartments )LQDOEIR
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Figure 3.1-15
Vantage Point Locations – Vantage Points 5 through 8
Green Hotel Apartments Final EIR
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Section 3.3
Cultural Resources
The second paragraph on page 3.3-1 of the Draft EIR is updated as follows:
The IS/NOP for the proposed project is included in Appendix A of this EIR. The IS/NOP
determined that the proposed project would result in a less than significant impact to
archaeological and paleontological resources. Therefore these resource topics are not further
evaluated in the Draft EIR. Additionally, the following Condition of Approval (COA) is
incorporated into the project to address unanticipated archaeological finds during project
construction:

COA-CULT-1: Unanticipated Archaeological Finds
A targeted monitoring program by a qualified professional archaeologist versed in historic
archaeology shall be implemented during construction. While the archaeological monitor need
not be present throughout construction, the targeted archaeological monitoring program shall
minimally include the following:


Prior to grading, the archeological consultant shall acquire and review a records search
from the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) and review the cultural/historic
resource reports prepared for the project to identify any areas of archaeological sensitivity
onsite.



On the first day of the grading phase and/or prior grading activities, the archaeological
consultant shall conduct a meeting with the construction crew to assist the crew in
identifying potentially significant cultural resources and to identify any potential related
concerns. If any potential resources are identified when the monitor is not on site, the
monitor shall be called immediately and permitted to examine the area prior to additional
disturbances.



The archaeological consultant shall monitor the first two days of grading activities and
initial activities associated with the removal of basements, foundations, and/or concrete
slabs.



The archaeological consultant shall monitor the disturbance (e.g., grading, trenching, etc.) of
any archaeologically sensitive areas identified through records review and/or preliminary
investigation. To minimize costs, efforts will be made to schedule such disturbance while
the archaeological consultant is otherwise present onsite.



The archaeological consultant shall prepare a summary report at the completion of
monitoring for submittal to the SCCIC.
The archaeological monitor shall have the authority to halt any activities impacting
archaeological resources and the monitor/archaeological consultant must be permitted to
adequately evaluate the find. If materials are found to be important, measures must be taken
to preserve such materials in place or relocate the materials off site for further study.

Section 3.5
Noise and Vibration
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The first and second paragraphs on page 3.5-21 of the Draft EIR are revised to read as follows:
However, demolition and construction activities could occur closer than 25 feet to the existing
Green Hotel Apartment building and attached single-story structure (i.e., 84 South Fair Oaks
Avenue). Based on FTA and Caltrans methodologies, if large bulldozers, loaded trucks, or
similar equipment were to operate within 20 feet of the existing Green Hotel Apartments
building or the 84 South Fair Oaks Avenue structure, the vibration level could exceed the 0.12
ppv in/sec significance threshold (see Table 3.5-6). Data from testing at one particular site
(see Table 11 of Appendix G) indicates the 0.12 ppv in/sec threshold could also be exceeded
with some construction equipment at distances greater than 20 feet. Because the exact limits
of equipment use, types of equipment to be used, and soil conditions are not known, without
implementation of mitigation, vibration generated during demolition and construction of the
proposed project could result in a potentially significant impact to the existing Green Hotel
Apartment building and attached single-story structure (i.e., 84 South Fair Oaks Avenue). The
Castle Green building is approximately 75 feet from the project site; at this distance, the
potential for structural vibration impacts would be less than significant.
Because structural damage considerations require limiting vibration levels to 0.12 ppv in/sec
or a similar level (as may be established through implementation of Mitigation Measures
NOISE-4 and NOISE-5), the perception of vibration by persons in the existing Green Hotel
Apartments and attached single-story structure (i.e., 84 South Fair Oaks Avenue) would fall
within the barely perceptible to distinctly perceptible range. This impact would be less than
significant.
Mitigation Measure MM-NOISE-4, included on pages 3.5-21 and 3.5-22 of the Draft EIR, is revised to
read as follows:

MM-NOISE-4: Consult with Structural Engineer and Project Historical Architect
Prior to approval of grading plans and/or prior to issuance of demolition, grading and
building permits, and to the satisfaction of the City of Pasadena, the applicant shall retain a
Professional Structural Engineer with experience in structural vibration analysis and
monitoring for historic buildings and a Project Historical Architect as a team to perform the
following tasks:


Review the project plans for demolition and construction;



Survey the project site and the existing Green Hotel Apartments building and the 84 South
Fair Oaks Avenue structure, including geological testing, if required; and



Prepare and submit a report to the Director of Planning and Community Development to
include, but not be limited to, the following:
-

Description of existing conditions at the existing Green Hotel Apartments building and
the 84 South Fair Oaks Avenue structure;

-

Vibration level limits based on building conditions, soil conditions, and planned
demolition and construction methods to ensure vibration levels would be below 0.12
ppv in/sec, the potential for damage to the existing Green Hotel Apartments building
and the 84 South Fair Oaks Avenue structure;

2-30
Green Hotel Apartments Final EIR

Section 2  Corrections and Additions

-

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

-

A monitoring plan to be implemented during demolition and construction that
includes post-construction and post-demolition surveys of the existing Green Hotel
Apartments building and the 84 South Fair Oaks Avenue structure.

-

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

Prohibition of certain types of impact equipment;

o

Requirement for lighter tracked or wheeled equipment;

o

Specifying demolition by non-impact methods, such as sawing concrete;

o

Phasing operations to avoid simultaneous vibration sources; and

o

Installation of vibration measuring devices to guide decision making for
subsequent activities.

Mitigation Measure MM-NOISE-5, on page 3.5-22 of the Draft EIR, is revised to read as follows:

MM-NOISE-5: Post-Construction Survey and Documentation
To the satisfaction of the City of Pasadena, at the conclusion of vibration-causing activities, in
the unanticipated event of discovery of vibration-caused damage, the Structural Engineer and
the Project Historical Architect shall document any damage to the existing Green Hotel
Apartments building and the 84 South Fair Oaks Avenue structure caused by construction of
the project and shall recommend necessary repairs. The project applicant shall be responsible
for any repairs associated with vibration-caused damage as a result of construction of the
project. Any such repairs shall be undertaken and completed as required to conform to the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 Code of
Federal Regulations 68), and shall apply the California Historical Building Code (California
Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 8) and other applicable codes.
The Residual Impacts summary paragraph on page 3.5-22 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as
follows:
Mitigation Measure NOSIE-4 is a performance standard requirement which would ensure that
vibration levels at the existing Green Hotel Apartments building and the 84 South Fair Oaks
Avenue structure do not exceed 0.12 ppv in/sec or an alternative threshold as determined by
a professional structural engineer. With implementation of mitigation measures identified
above, groundborne vibration impacts from construction and operation of the proposed
project would be less than significant.

Section 3.6
Transportation and Circulation
The last bullet on page 3.6-21 of the Draft EIR is updated as follows:
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Dayton Street between Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond Avenue: 313 626 daily trips

The last row on Table 3.6-10. Roadway Segment Average Daily Traffic Analysis – Existing (2013)
Conditions, on page 3.6-43 of the Draft EIR is updated as follows:
Dayton St. between Fair Oaks Ave.
and Raymond Ave.

883

313 626

35.4 70.9

Soft measures required; Extensive
physical improvements may be
required; Project alternatives may
be considered

The text in the paragraph following Table 3.6-10 on page 3.6-43 of the Draft EIR is updated as follows:
As shown in Table 3.6-10, implementation of the proposed project would result in a 0.8
percent increase in daily traffic on Fair Oaks Avenue between Green Street and Dayton Street,
a 2.7 percent increase on Raymond Avenue between Green Street and Dayton Street, a 1.6
percent increase on Raymond Avenue between Dayton Street and Del Mar Boulevard, and a
35.4 70.9 percent increase on Dayton Street between Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond Avenue.
According to the City’s street segment thresholds (Table 3.6-5), the percent increase
associated with the Dayton Street roadway segment between Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond
Avenue would be subject to “soft” measures, extensive physical improvements may be
required, and alternatives to the project may be considered. The Raymond Avenue roadway
segment between Green Street and Dayton Street would be subject to “soft” measures, which
are implemented as conditions of approval and are typically the payment of fees to fund
overall general transportation and circulation improvements in the project vicinity. However,
as determined by City DOT, there are no feasible mitigation measures available to reduce
street segment impacts to below levels of significance along Dayton Street between Fair Oaks
Avenue and Raymond Avenue. Therefore, significant and unavoidable segment impacts will
remain along this segment. The remaining roadway segments are subject to staff review and
conditions and with staff approval impacts would be less than significant.

Section 4
Alternatives
The text in Section 4.4.4, Smaller Scale Alternative, on page 4-5 of the Draft EIR is updated as follows:
The Smaller Scale Alternative would involve the construction of up to 1,080 square feet of
retail/commercial with no residential units or up to six residential units with 80 square feet of
retail. The Smaller Scale Alternative would involve the construction of a 13 residential unit
building with no ground-floor commercial. The intent of this alternative would be to build a
project that would result in less than significant traffic impacts to the Dayton Street segment
between Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond Avenue. Implementation of such an alternative,
however, is determined to be infeasible because the cost of constructing only 1,080 square
feet of retail with no residential units, or the combination of 13 six residential units with 80
square feet of retail/commercial is such that returns on investments made into the project
would not be realized; as such, this alternative is financially infeasible.
The text in the last two paragraphs on page 4-13 of the Draft EIR is updated as follows:
As discussed in Section 3.6, Transportation and Traffic, in this EIR, one significant and
unavoidable impact would result from implementation of the proposed project. As identified
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in the Traffic Impact Study prepared for the project, the proposed project had a 35.4 70.9
percent segment impact on Dayton Street between Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond Avenue.
This 35.4 70.9 percent segment impact would occur because the Dayton Street segment
between Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond Avenue currently receives approximately 883
average daily trips; implementation of the proposed project would result in approximately
313 new trips on this Dayton Street segment, thereby resulting in a 35.4 70.9 percent increase
in the number of vehicles traveling along Dayton Street between Fair Oaks Avenue and
Raymond Avenue on any given day.
Table 4-6 in Section 4.6 of the Draft EIR is updated beyond the changes showing in Section 4.6 of the
Recirculated Draft EIR to clarify that the indication of 239 average daily trips occurring on Dayton
Street between Fair Oak Avenue/Raymond Avenue is replaced by the value of 479 (i.e., the 239 should
have been shown in stikeout text in the Recirculated DEIR) as follows:
Table 4-6 Reduced Height Alternative – Traffic Generation
Street Segment
Existing
Traffic
Fair Oaks Avenue between Green Street/Dayton Street
Raymond Avenue between Green Street/Dayton Street
Raymond Avenue between Dayton Street/Del Mar Avenue
Dayton Street between Fair Oaks Avenue/Raymond Avenue

Daily
Project
Traffic

Percent (%)
Increase

20,690

132

0.6

6,879
7,664

144
96

2.1
1.3

883

239 479

27.1 54.2

Section 5.2
Significant Unavoidable Impacts
The second sentence in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR is updated beyond the changes showing in Section
5.2 of the Recirculated Draft EIR as follows:
The proposed project would add 313 626 daily trips to this intersection segment, thereby
resulting in a significant and unavoidable traffic impact to this street segment to do due to the
increased number of vehicles traveling on this segment.
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Section 3
Comments and Responses
According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15132, the Final EIR
shall consist of the following items: 1) the Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft EIR; 2) comments and
recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary; 3) a list of persons,
organizations and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR; 4) responses of the Lead Agency to
significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation process; and 5) any other
information added by the Lead Agency.

3.1 Background
3.1.1 Draft EIR Published January 24, 2014
The Draft EIR for the Green Hotel Apartment Project was published on January 24, 2014, and was
circulated for a 45‐day public comment period in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.
Public notice was mailed to property owners within 500 feet of the project site and to all individuals
requesting notice for this and all other EIRs within the City of Pasadena, including all speakers at the
scoping meetings that were held for this EIR on April 8 and 15, 2013. Public notice was also posted at
the office of the Los Angeles County Clerk and was sent to the State Clearinghouse (a division of the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research). The 45-day review period provided interested public
agencies, groups, and individuals the opportunity to comment on the contents and accuracy of the
document. Copies of the Draft EIR were made available to the public at the City Hall Planning Division
counter, the Pasadena Library, and posted online. The public comment period for the Draft EIR ended
on March 11, 2014. In addition to written comments received during the 45-day review period, oral
comments were taken at the Design Commission public hearing held on March 11, 2014. Public
comments on the Draft EIR received by the City are included in this Final EIR, and responses to those
comments have been prepared to address the concerns raised.
A total of six comment letters were received on the Draft EIR. A list of commenters is provided below.
The comment letters have been numbered and organized into the following categories:


Public Agencies;



Private and Local Organizations; and



Individuals.

The original bracketed comment letters are provided followed by a numbered response to each
bracketed comment. Individual comments within each letter are numbered and the response is given
a matching number. Additionally, a summary of comments occurring at the City of Pasadena Design
Commission public hearing of March 11, 2014, and responses to those comments, are included herein.
For certain issue areas where a number of similar type comments were received, such as related to
historic resources impacts, view impacts, and project alternatives, topical responses are provided at
the beginning to the responses to comments section and relevant individual comments are referred to
the applicable topical response.
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Where responses to comments on the Draft EIR result in changes to the Draft EIR, these changes are
noted and the resulting changes are identified in Section 2, Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR
document.

3.1.2 Recirculated Draft EIR Published January 20, 2015
Subsequent to the publication and circulation for public review of the Draft EIR, City of Pasadena
Planning and Community Development staff determined that important new information regarding
the Draft EIR analysis of the Green Hotel Apartments Project had become available, which warranted
the publication and distribution of a Recirculated Draft EIR for the project. The important new
information presented in the Recirculated Draft EIR pertained to the proposed project’s traffic impact
on Dayton Street between Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond Avenue. More specifically, the important
new information consisted of a correction to the amount of project-related trips indicated in the
Draft EIR as occurring on Dayton Street. That correction resulted in an increase in the severity of the
significant traffic impact on Dayton Street that was previously disclosed in the Draft EIR, and also
required certain revisions to two of the alternatives in the Draft EIR, as related to traffic impacts on
Dayton Street. No other aspects of the original Draft EIR, including the project description,
environmental setting, impacts, mitigation measures, and alternatives, have materially changed. As
such, consistent with Section 15088.5 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines,
the Recirculated Draft EIR only included the traffic-related information that was updated/revised
from the Draft EIR.
Similar to the Draft EIR process described above, the Recirculated Draft EIR was circulated for a
45-day review period to provide interested public agencies, groups, and individuals the opportunity to
comment on the contents and accuracy of the document. Copies of the Recirculated Draft EIR were
made available to the public on January 20, 2015 at the Pasadena Permit Center Design & Historic
Preservation Division counter, the Pasadena Central Library, and posted online. The public comment
period for the Recirculated Draft EIR ended on March 5, 2015. In addition to written comments
received during the 45-day review period, oral comments were taken at a Design Commission public
hearing held on February 24, 2015. Public comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR received by the
City are included in this Final EIR, along with the aforementioned comments on the Draft EIR, and
responses to those comments have been prepared to address the concerns raised.
A total of two comment letters were received on the Recirculated Draft EIR. A list of commenters is
provided below. The comment letters have been numbered and organized into the following
categories:1


Public Agencies; and



Private and Local Organizations.

Similar to above for the Draft EIR, the original bracketed comment letters are provided followed by a
numbered response to each bracketed comment. Individual comments within each letter are
numbered and the response is given a matching number. Additionally, a summary of comments
occurring at the City of Pasadena Design Commission public hearing of February 24, 2015, and
responses to those comments, are included herein. Unlike the Draft EIR, there were no groups of

Unlike the Draft EIR, no comment letters were received on the Recirculated Draft EIR from individuals; hence, that category
is not listed relative to the Recirculated Draft EIR.
1
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comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR that warranted the preparation of topical responses; hence,
only individual written responses to comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR are provided herein.
It should also be noted that only one of the responses to comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR
requires changes to the original Draft EIR beyond those changes already reflected in underline or
strikeout text in the Recirculated Draft EIR. That single additional change is identified in Section 2,
Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR document, along with the changes to the Draft EIR that are
associated with comments received on the Draft EIR.

3.2 List of Commenters
3.2.1 List of Public Agencies and Private Parties
Commenting on the Draft EIR
The following agencies, organizations and individuals provided written comments on the Draft EIR:

Public Agencies
Letter No. 1

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (March 11, 2014)

Private and Local Organizations
Letter No. 2

Pasadena Heritage (March 11, 2014)

Letter No. 3

Castle Green Homeowners Association (March 8 and 9, 2014)

Letter No. 4
Chatten-Brown & Carstens on behalf of Castle Green Homeowners Association
(March 10, 2014)

Individuals
Letter No. 5

Ann Scheid (March 11, 2014)

Letter No. 6

Kelly Sutherlin McLeod (March 11, 2014)

3.2.2 List of Public Agencies and Private Parties
Commenting on the Recirculated Draft EIR
The following agency and organization provided written comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR:

Public Agencies
Letter No. 7

City of San Marino (January 26, 2015)

Private and Local Organizations
Letter No. 8

Castle Green Homeowners Association (March 2, 2015)

3.3 Responses to Comments
3.3.1 Topical Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR
Several similar type comments on the Draft EIR were received regarding potential impacts to existing
historic resources near the project site, viewshed impacts, and project alternatives. The following
topical responses provide an overall response for each of those issue areas, to which the relevant
comments are referred in the individual responses to comments section that follows.
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TR-CR-1 Potential Impacts to Historic Resources
Comments on the Draft EIR were received relative to the proposed project meeting the “Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation & Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings,” in The
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, by Kay D. Weeks and
Anne E. Grimmer, National Park Service, Washington, D.C., 1995.
The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (including Standards
for Rehabilitation) are codified in 36 CFR §§ 68.3 and 67.7 and are only directly applicable to “areas
under the jurisdiction of the National Park Service.” (See 36 CFR § 1.1) The intent of these standards is
to “set forth standards for the treatment of historic properties containing standards for preservation,
rehabilitation, restoration and reconstruction. These standards apply to all proposed grant-in-aid
development projects assisted through the National Historic Preservation Fund. 36 CFR § 67 focuses
on ‘certified historic structures’ as defined by IRS Code 1986. Those regulations are used in the
Preservation Tax Incentives Program…” (36 CFR § 68.1) As noted in the Secretary of the Interior’s
Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating Restoring & Reconstructing Historic Buildings: “The
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties are only regulatory for
projects receiving federal grant-in-aid funds otherwise, the Standards and Guidelines are intended
only as general guidance for work on any historic building…”(emphasis added.) Further, “[t]he
Standards are neither technical nor prescriptive...” These regulations and the associated guidelines
make it clear that even when these standards are applicable to a project, they do not require precise
conformity with each and every subsection of the standards. As noted in the Guidelines and the
regulations themselves, the standards provide various “options” and are “depend[ent] upon the
property’s significance, existing physical condition, the extent of documentation” and must “consider
“the economic and technical feasibility of each project.” (Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines, page
19; 36 CFR § 68.3.) As also noted in the associated Guidelines, “latitude is given in the Standards for
Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitation to replace extensively deteriorated, damaged, or
missing features using either traditional or substitute materials.”
These Guidelines and Regulations are not part of the CEQA process. CEQA requires analysis of physical
impacts to the environment, not a regulatory consistency analysis. As discussed in case law “an
inconsistency between a project and other land use controls does not in itself mandate a finding of
significance.” (Lighthouse Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 1170.) A
significant effect must be correlated to change in the “existing physical conditions.” (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.2.) “The determination of whether a project may have a significant effect on the
environment calls for careful judgment on the part of the public agency involved, based to the extent
possible on scientific and factual data. An iron clad definition of significant effect is not always possible
because the significance of an activity may vary with the setting.” 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15064(b).
Therefore, “a lead agency has the discretion to determine whether to classify an impact described in
an EIR as ‘significant,’ depending on the nature of the area affected.” Mira Mar Mobile Community
v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477. The only relationship of the Secretary of the Interior
Standards to the CEQA process are discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(3):
“Generally, a project that follows the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing
Historic Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (1995), Weeks and Grimmer, shall be considered as mitigated to a
level of less than a significant impact on the historical resource.” (See also CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.4.) Even in this instance the CEQA Guidelines do not define compliance with the Secretary of
the Interior's Standards as the exclusive method of mitigation. While consistency analysis is not
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required under CEQA, projects such as this undergoing Design Review under Pasadena Municipal
Code Section 17.61.030.K(2) must be found to be consistent with the Secretary of the Interiors
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties prior to approval of Design Review. This finding,
however, does not need to be made in the CEQA environmental analysis.
Standard 9 of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards reads, in part, that “related new construction
will not destroy historic materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property
and will be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to
protect the integrity of the property and its environment.”
The related new construction associated with the currently proposed project does not destroy historic
materials and features because it is apart from, and does not touch or intervene in, any historic
buildings on the adjacent properties. As documented in the Draft EIR, specifically in Section 3.3 and
Appendices D and E (i.e., cultural resources technical report and tree aging report, respectively), the
existing spaces and plants on the project property were found not to be significant character-defining
features, and do not contribute to the adjacent historic resources. The documentation, analysis, and
conclusions in the cultural resources technical report demonstrate that there are two trees that may
date from the period of significance of the historic property, but the open space and its features
(i.e., landscaping) do not retain integrity as a contributing part of the site. The open space was similar
to the existing condition by 1950, and was a parking lot when the property was listed on the
National Register of Historic Places.
The most significant spatial relationships of the adjacent historic resources (i.e., Castle Green and the
existing Green Hotel Apartments) are its facades on the public rights of way (Raymond Avenue, Green
Street, and Fair Oaks Avenue), and facing south to De Lacey Avenue and Central Park. The addition of
the proposed building does not “destroy” these spatial relationships. There is no impact on the
street-facing facades on Raymond Avenue, Green Street, or Fair Oaks Avenue. The west end of the
south facade of the Green Hotel Apartments building would be partially blocked from some points of
view at the south and west, although the extent of such view impacts would be limited by the fact that
areas west of the project site are highly developed and predominantly occupied by multi-story
buildings that already block views of the site, and the areas south of the site include Central Park, with
numerous large trees, and existing development adjacent to the park, all of which limits views of the
project site. The footprint of the proposed building is distant from the east side of the Castle Green,
and does not touch the west end of the south wall of the Green Hotel (i.e., the existing Green Hotel
Apartments building). In circumnavigating the perimeter of the adjacent historic property and the
project site, all of the facades of the historic buildings remain open to view from a public right-of-way,
and from Central Park. Views of the west bays of the existing Green Hotel Apartments would be
obstructed. However, those west bays would still be viewable obliquely from the public right-of-way.
No part of the existing buildings on the block would be obscured by the proposed project except for
the west end of the south façade of the Hotel Green (existing Green Hotel Apartments), and that part of
the facade would remain visible from the Fair Oaks Avenue sidewalk and from points on the project
site. The existing city block, relationships of buildings to the streets, relationships of buildings to the
remaining historic open space fronting Raymond Avenue on the adjacent historic property
(Castle Green), and relationships to Central Park are not destroyed; the configuration of the proposed
project causes little change to character-defining spatial relationships.
Preservation Brief 14, New Exterior Additions to Historic Buildings: Preservation Concerns,” by
Anne E. Grimmer and Kay D. Weeks, the National Park Service, Washington, D.C., 2010, addresses
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concerns regarding additions to historic buildings. Although the proposed project is a stand-alone
building and not an addition, the principals and guidance provided in Preservation Brief 14 are
appropriate for related new construction adjacent to historic buildings and located within historic
districts.
Preservation Brief 14 reads, in part, that “most historic districts or neighborhoods are listed in the
National Register of Historic Places for their significance within a particular time frame. This period of
significance of historic districts as well as individually-listed properties may sometimes lead to a
misunderstanding that inclusion in the National Register may prohibit any physical change outside of
a certain historical period—particularly in the form of exterior additions. National Register listing
does not mean that a building or district is frozen in time and that no change can be made without
compromising the historical significance. It does mean, however, that a new addition to a historic
building should preserve its historic character.” This guidance is in keeping with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standard 9 which governs the design of additions and related new construction to historic
buildings and requires additions to avoid destroying character-defining historic materials, features
and spatial relationships. It also requires related new construction to be compatible with, yet
differentiated from, the historic resource. It is clear that Standard 9 and the guidance for Standard 9
are for the purpose of assisting in the appropriate design of additions to historic buildings and infill
within historic districts, and not in disallowing such additions.
Preservation Brief 14 goes on to state that “a new addition should always be subordinate to the
historic building; it should not compete in size, scale or design with the historic building. An addition
that bears no relationship to the proportions and massing of the historic building—in other words,
one that overpowers the historic form and changes the scale will usually compromise the historic
character as well. The appropriate size for a new addition varies from building to building; it could
never be stated in a square or cubic footage ratio, but the historic building's existing proportions, site,
and setting can help set some general parameters for enlargement.” Preservation Brief 14 also
includes photographs and illustrations of numerous examples of compatible new construction that are
attached to or touching historic buildings and that are as tall or are taller than the historic building.
There is no universal, objective set of criteria that will define compatibility and subordination.
In accordance with Preservation Brief 14 and Standard 9, the proposed new building recalls the
existing historic buildings on the block in general massing, volume and relationship to the street but
with a smaller footprint and slightly reduced height. The proposed building is nine feet shorter than
the adjacent Hotel Green, and placed as far west as possible, away from the Castle Green’s west façade.
The lower height and smaller footprint ensure that the new building would be subordinate to the
adjacent historic buildings and sited so as to leave exterior facades almost as visible on all sides as
they are now, with the exception of views from due west and south along Fair Oaks Avenue. See
further discussion of views in Topical Response TR-AES-1.
Preservation Brief 14 also encourages new construction on secondary or rear facades, stating that
“constructing the new addition on a secondary side or rear elevation—in addition to material
preservation—will also preserve the historic character… because a secondary elevation is usually
simpler and less distinctive, the addition will have less of a physical and visual impact on the historic
building. Such placement will help to preserve the building's historic form and relationship to its site
and setting.” While the west facing façade of the Castle Green and south facing façade of the
Hotel Green were not intended to be rear facades, the simple detailing of these facades is secondary to
the more elaborately articulated and publicly oriented facades facing Green Street and
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Raymond Avenue. Placement of the new building at the southwest corner of the property is, therefore,
the most appropriate location to preserve the historic character of the adjacent historic resources.
Preservation Brief 14 states that an addition should not fill a “planned void on a highly-visible
elevation (such as a U-shaped plan…).” The existing “void” that the proposed project would fill was not
intentionally planned as open space. Instead, the original development scheme included an attached
west wing that would have occupied the general location of the proposed project. This unbuilt historic
scheme is not a significant condition that can be restored, but it does demonstrate that a compatible
infill building in the originally proposed location would not destroy intentionally planned spatial
characteristics of the existing block. Rather, the project would reinforce the originally planned spatial
characteristics of the Hotel Green complex.
As detailed in the Design Process Memorandum, dated August 1, 2014, and included as Attachment 1
to this Final EIR, the project applicant worked closely with historic architects Architectural Resources
Group, Inc. to develop a design for the proposed project that most closely matches the footprint for the
originally planned Fair Oaks Avenue frontage of the Hotel Green (i.e., existing Green Hotel
Apartments). When it was first proposed in 1902, it was conceived as an L-shaped block that would
span the Green Street as well as the Fair Oaks Avenue frontage. However, only the Green Street block
was completed. The current proposed project would place a new apartment building in the general
configuration of the unrealized Fair Oaks Avenue block that hotel owner Colonel George Gill Green
proposed in 1902.
In order to adhere as closely as possible to Col. Green’s intentions, historic illustrations and
newspaper articles were referenced to determine the appropriate height, massing, design and
placement of the newly proposed building. The height of the proposed Fair Oaks block was six stories,
consistent with the other blocks of the hotel and equal to the height of the Castle Green/West Annex
so as to balance it visually. The first floor of the building was proposed to meet the sidewalk on
Fair Oaks Avenue, with a small setback on Dayton Street to the south. The project applicant also
commissioned a professional surveyor to determine the measurements of the existing buildings so
that the relative heights of the historic buildings and the proposed building could be accurately
compared. Having accurate figures for the size of the historic buildings was necessary so that the
discussion of relative heights could have a factual basis. Additionally, the project was designed to
preserve as much as feasible of the width of the garden as a buffer between the new building and the
Castle Green, as well as to maintain light and views for the south-facing apartments in the Hotel Green.
The proposed Project was modified multiple times, with the unit count reduced from 68 to 64 units,
the unit mix adjusted to further reduce the volume, and the total gross square footage reduced from
103,350 square feet (in 2008) to 75,770 square feet (in 2014).
Exterior materials and finishes, fenestration and detailing for the proposed new building were not
analyzed relative to design, compatibility, and differentiation with respect to adjacent historic
resources. These are building design issues that are required to be reviewed in the project’s Design
Review process. Pursuant to Pasadena Zoning Code Section 17.61.030, the Design Commission may
require changes to the preliminary design of a building that has received land use entitlements with
regard to “density, height, open space, parking or loading, and sign requirements, as long as the
conditions are not more restrictive than those prescribed by applicable zoning district regulations or a
valid Adjustment Permit, Conditional Use Permit, …or other legislative or zoning entitlements.”
(Pasadena Municipal Code (“PMC”), Title 17, § 17.61.030.I(5)(a)). The Design Commission cannot
approve the final design of the project unless it can make all of the following findings: (1) the design is

3-7
Green Hotel Apartments Final EIR

Section 3  Comments and Responses

consistent with the purposes of the City’s design review chapter, and (2) the design is consistent with
the Central District Design Guidelines. In addition, for alteration to a designated or qualifying historic
resource in the Central District, a finding of consistency with the Secretary’s Standards must also be
made. As a result of these finding requirements and the role of the Design Commission as dictated by
the PMC, any such changes necessary to enable such findings must already be part of the project
design at that later point. The City’s process of analyzing the potential environmental effects of a
project to the preliminary level of design review generally known at the time of initial land use
approval consideration does not leave to Design Review a duty to mitigate any impacts. Instead, the
City’s process requires the Design Commission to ensure the continued integrity of the previously
adopted environmental and land use analysis through the required design review findings, which
ensure that further design iterations do not create new significant effects, and to require that the
project design continue to be revised until those findings can be made.
Secretary of the Interior’s Standard 10 reads: “New additions and adjacent or related new
construction will be undertaken in such a manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and
integrity of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.” The proposed project
easily meets Standard 10 because if the proposed project were constructed, per the project
description, and subsequently all of that work were demolished, the existing adjacent historic
property will remain intact and untouched.
CEQA Guidelines state that a “substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource
means that the physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its
immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially
impaired.” If the proposed project were constructed, the historic buildings on site, and adjacent, would
retain integrity. Even with changes to views of the Hotel Green and Castle Green, those buildings are
not physically changed, and their visibility from the streets that surround them as well as from
Central Park is not a substantial adverse change; the property continues to convey its significance
through its materials and features, and through its visual relationship to the site and setting.
Aside from analyses of whether or not the project meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation, the National Register property retains its eligibility for the National Register of Historic
Places and for the California Register of Historical Resources. This threshold is important in
concluding that there is no substantial adverse change to the cultural resource. No impact has been
proposed or demonstrated that would reduce the integrity of the Hotel Green and Castle Green such
that the property is no longer eligible for designation as a historic landmark. The features that would
be removed from the project site – landscaping, paving, fencing and a billboard – are not historic and
their removal would therefore not result in substantial adverse change to a historic resource.

TR-AES-1 Potential View Impacts
Comments on the Draft EIR were received relative to the potential view impacts of the proposed
project and the analysis conclusion that such impacts would be less than significant. The following
expands upon the methodology explained in the Draft EIR and the basis of the analysis conclusions.
As described in Section 3.1.4 of the Draft EIR, the assessment of visual and aesthetic impacts involves
qualitative analysis that is inherently subjective in nature. Different viewers react to viewsheds and
aesthetic conditions differently. This evaluation measures the existing visual resources and how
implementation of the proposed project would alter those resources, thereby analyzing the nature of
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the anticipated changes. The project site was observed and photographically documented, as was the
surrounding area, to assist in the analysis.
Photosimulations were prepared in order to provide the Draft EIR reader with a general
understanding of how the existing appearance of the project site, as viewed from various locations
nearby, would change with project implementation. As shown in Figure 3.1-3 on page 3.1-13 of the
Draft EIR, the four vantage points selected for the visual simulations represent locations in close
proximity to the site, where the visibility of project development would be very prominent. The
associated visual simulations presented in Figures 3.1-4, 3.1-5, 3.1-6, and 3.1-11 in the Draft EIR
provide a conservative, arguably worst-case, disclosure of project impacts from those four vantage
points close to the project site, but are representative of the overall visual impacts of the project. The
analysis in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR includes consideration of visual/aesthetic impacts from other
locations in the general vicinity of the project site, such as those shown in Figures 3.1-7 through 3.1-10
and 3.1-13, that also represent the fact that project implementation would not obstruct or modify
views from several other nearby locations.
Several comments received on the Draft EIR indicated that view impacts from other locations not
addressed in the Draft EIR should be evaluated, including additional views from within Central Park
south of the site and additional views from west of the site, such as from the former Ambassador West
campus. In response to such comments, additional vantage points were evaluated in conjunction with
preparation of the Final EIR. Figures 3.1-15 through 3.1-21, presented on the following pages, show
the visual impacts of the project as viewed from those additional vantage points, which are described
below.
Figure 3.1-15 shows the viewpoint locations and direction of views for the additional vantage points
considered in the Central Park area south of the project site. Of note is the location and density of
mature trees within the park, which substantially screens and limits northward views of the project
site and adjacent Castle Green and existing Green Hotel Apartments.
Figure 3.1-16 presents before and after views of the project site from Vantage Point 5, and shows that,
based on the north-south axis of the proposed building, much of the existing Green Hotel Apartments
building would still be visible from that location.
Figure 3.1-17 presents before and after views of the project site from Vantage Point 6, and, similar to
Vantage Point 5, indicates that the orientation of the proposed building and 158-foot separation
between the proposed building and Castle Green would maintain a wide view corridor towards the
existing Green Hotel Apartments building and views of Castle Green and existing vegetation
immediately west of Castle Green outside the project site would be unobstructed by the project.
Figure 3.1-18 presents before and after views of the project site from Vantage Point 7, and indicates
that as one moves southward, deeper into Central Park, the visibility of the site and adjacent existing
structures becomes much more limited, being obscured and dominated by the trees and landscaping
within the park.
Figure 3.1-19 presents before and after views of the project site from Vantage Point 8. Similar to
above, the farther south one moves into Central Park, the more limited views toward the project site
become, with only a small portion of the upper story building elements being visible from this
location.
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Figure 3.1-20 shows the viewpoint location and direction of views for the additional vantage point at
the eastern edge of the former Ambassador West campus. Of note is the amount of intervening visual
obstructions between this vantage point and the project site, including mature landscaping along the
edge of the vantage point site and along the nearby freeway, and the many multi-story structures west
of the project site. As shown in Figure 3.1-21, the visibility of the project building from Vantage Point 9
would be minimal (and, in actuality, would likely be less than shown due to the intervening natural
haze that occurs over distance, as evidenced by the appearance of the existing buildings in the
background).
The additional evaluation of view impacts provided above further supports the Draft EIR conclusion
that while certain existing views immediate to the project site would be altered by project
development, the existing view characteristics of the overall project vicinity would not substantially
change and the view impacts of the project would be less than significant.
Please also see Topical Response TR-CR-1 above regarding how and why impacts of views towards
Castle Green and the existing Green Hotel Apartments do not constitute a significant impact on
historic resources.

TR-ALT-1 Project Alternatives
Comments on the Draft EIR were received regarding project alternatives, particularly in regards to the
range of alternatives considered in the Draft EIR, and whether an additional reduced size alternative
should be considered, including as related to the significant traffic impact on Dayton Street.
Range of Alternatives
As indicated in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR, Section 15126.6 of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires an environmental impact report (EIR) to describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, “which would feasibly attain
most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project, and evaluate the comparable merits of the alternatives.” The analysis of
alternatives shall focus on alternatives “which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any
significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the
attainment of project objectives, or would be more costly.”
Six alternatives were considered for the proposed project, four of which were determined to be
infeasible, as described in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR, and two that were evaluated in Section 4.6 of
the Draft EIR. The four alternatives determined to be infeasible are discussed in the Draft EIR at
pp. 4-3 to 4-5, and included:
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Vantage Point 6
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Vantage Point 8
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Alternate Access Alternative - An alternative where access to parking would be provided along
Fair Oaks Avenue was considered. As described on page 4-4 of the Draft EIR, vehicles traveling
southbound on Fair Oaks Avenue would not be permitted to turn left into the parking garage,
and vehicles exiting the parking garage would not be able to turn left out of the structure.
Left-turns would not be permitted due to the high volume of traffic on Fair Oaks Avenue. As
such, southbound traffic would still need to use Dayton Street to access the site by turning left
on Green Street, then turning right on Raymond Avenue, Dayton Street, Fair Oaks Avenue, and
finally turning right into underground parking, the number of vehicles traveling on the
Dayton Street segment between Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond Avenue would still remain
high and would not alleviate the significant impact otherwise associated with the currently
proposed project.
Off-Site Parking Alternative - The Off-Site Parking Alternative would involve construction of
the residences and ground-floor commercial only; no underground or at-grade parking would
be provided at the site. Instead, parking would be provided at one of two nearby parking
structures, and residents, tenants and visitors would access the project site on foot. As
described on pages 4-4 and 4-5 of the Draft EIR, the ability to provide the 32 parking spaces
located off-site under this alternative would require a perpetual lease for the off-site parking
from a site within a travel distance of 1,000 feet. Capacity at the two nearby parking
structures has been reached and they are therefore not available, thereby making it infeasible
to provide off-site parking within 1,000 feet of the project site.
Alternate Site Alternative - The Alternative Site Alternative would involve the construction of
the same project, a 64-unit residential project with 5,000 square feet of ground-floor
commercial space, on a different site in the project area. The closest vacant site of similar size
to the project is located approximately one and one-half blocks to the east at 100 East
Green Street, which is at the intersection of East Green Street and Arroyo Parkway. However,
the project applicant does not own or have control over other project sites in the project area,
and the one vacant site that is located in the vicinity of the project is not for sale or able to be
purchased at this time.
Smaller Scale Alternative - The Smaller Scale Alternative would involve the construction of a
6 residential unit building with no ground-floor commercial. Implementation of such an
alternative, however, is determined to be infeasible because the cost of constructing
6 residential units is such that returns on investments made into the project would not be
realized.2
The two alternatives that were carried forth in the comparative impacts evaluation in Section 4.6
included the following:
No Project Alternative – As required by Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines, the
Draft EIR included evaluation of the No Project Alternative. Under the No Project Alternative
the existing billboard would remain on site and residents of the existing Green Hotel

Although the Draft EIR identified the Smaller Scale Alternative as having 13 residential dwelling units, that number was
reduced to 6 residential dwelling units for reasons explained in the Recirculated Draft EIR.
2
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Apartments would continue to lease parking spaces from the 60-space parking lot. No
development of the site would be anticipated.
Reduced Height Alternative - The Reduced Height Alternative would involve the construction
of a residential and commercial building on the same footprint as the proposed building;
however, the top two floors of the building would be eliminated thereby reducing the overall
height of the building to four stories. The resulting project would include 5,000 square feet of
ground-floor commercial and 42 residential units with a total of 131 underground parking
spaces. Setbacks along Fair Oaks Avenue and Dayton Street, as well as distances from the
existing Green Hotel Apartments and Castle Green would be the same as those of the proposed
project, as the building would occupy the same footprint.
As such, a range of six alternatives to the currently proposed project were considered in the Draft EIR,
including two reduced-size alternatives proposing less development than that of the project.
Additionally, it is important to note that the current project proposal is, in itself, a reduced-size
alternative – twice over – compared to the originally proposed project. As indicated in Section 1.3 of
the Draft EIR, the project applicant submitted in 2007 an application to the City of Pasadena for a
Preapplication Conference for the construction of a six-story, 103,350-square-foot mixed-use project
consisting of 8,000 square feet of ground-floor commercial space and 68 residential units with parking
for 179 vehicles. The building was a contemporary design that was U-shaped in plan with the building
footprint essentially covering the entire lot. In 2010, an application for Preliminary Consultation
(the first phase of the design review process) was submitted, which reduced the building to
97,086 square feet and the number of residential units to 64 (commercial space was proposed to
remain at 8,000 square feet). The design remained contemporary, although modified from the
previous contemporary design. The plan of the building was also modified but essentially remained
covering the entire project site with a slightly increased setback from the easterly property line
adjacent to the Castle Green. In response to comments provided by both the Design Commission and
the public, the design of the proposed project was modified to be more consistent with a latenineteenth-century design for an addition to the Hotel Green that was planned for this parcel. In 2011,
a second application for Preliminary Consultation was submitted which further reduced the size of the
building to 84,797 square feet, with the commercial space reduced to 7,450 square feet and the
number of units remaining at 64. The design was revised to be more traditional in character and to
limit the building footprint to the westerly portion of the project site. The current proposal on which
the analysis in this EIR is based further reduces the overall building size to 76,980 square feet and the
commercial space to 5,000 square feet, while retaining the residential unit count at 64. The previously
proposed more traditional building character has been further refined and the building footprint
remains limited to the westerly portion of the project site, set back 158 feet from the Castle Green.
Most importantly, the project is evaluated in this EIR based on the thresholds contained in Appendix G
of the CEQA Guidelines, and under the guidance of historical experts, as reflected in the historical
resources technical report contained in Appendix D of this EIR. This EIR is required to analyze the
effects of the project on the environment as proposed, rather than answering the question of what
design is the most harmonious.
It should also be noted that aforementioned refinements to the original project proposal and the
associated refinements to the building area footprint brought the basic location and layout of the
proposed building into alignment with the original development plan envisioned in for the
Hotel Green complex in 1903. As shown in Figures 3.3-4 and 3.3-5 on page 3.3-11 of the Draft EIR, the
west wing of the Hotel Green was envisioned to reflect a U-shaped building layout, with the current
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Castle Green building being the east side of the U, the existing Green Hotel Apartments building being
the north side of the U, and west side of the U being a north-south oriented building along
Fair Oaks Avenue. The orientation and location of the currently proposed project building are
generally comparable to those of that west segment of the U. The diagram below shows how the
earlier project design concept in 2009 was revised to bring the building footprint into closer
alignment with the Hotel Green development concept of the early 20th Century.
Several comments on the Draft EIR were received asking for an alternative to be added that reflects
the original 1903 development concept for the Hotel Green site when, in fact, the current project
proposal already does that by generally matching the site location, height and mass as depicted in
historical renderings (see, in particular, Figures 3.3-4 and 3.3-5 on page 3.3-11 of the Draft EIR, which
depict the development concept for the Hotel Green U-shaped complex as envisioned in 1903, as
compared to Figure 2-11 and 2-12 on pages 2-31 and 2-33 of the Draft EIR depicting the location,
height, and mass of the proposed building, which represents the west leg of the U-shaped complex, in
relationship to the previously completed legs of the Hotel Green complex).

Some comments on the Draft EIR were received asking for a reduced-size alternative that proposes
some combination of reduced dwelling units and reduced retail development that could possibly avoid
the significant traffic impact on Dayton Street anticipated to occur with the proposed project. The
following table provides a detailed breakdown of potential residential-retail development
combinations and the associated traffic impact on Dayton Street, with scenarios in which street
segment impacts to Dayton Street would be less than significant. As shown, very few residential units
and very little retail development could occur either alone (i.e., all residential with no retail or all
retail with no residential) or in combination without triggering a significant traffic impact on
Dayton Street.
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Apartment
(DU)

Spec Retail
per 1000 sf

Daily
Project
Traffic

Existing
Traffic

% Increase
At Dayton

Impacted?
(yes/no)

Comments

0

1.080

43

883

4.9

no

No du and 1,080 sf retail

0

1.000

40

883

4.5

no

0

0.900

36

883

4.1

no

0

0.800

32

883

3.6

no

0

0.700

28

883

3.2

no

0

0.600

24

883

2.7

no

0

0.500

20

883

2.3

no

0

0.400

16

883

1.8

no

0

0.300

12

883

1.4

no

0

0.200

8

883

0.9

no

0

0.100

4

883

0.5

no

0

0.000

0

883

0.0

no

1

0.200

15

883

1.7

no

2

0.300

25

883

2.9

no

3

0.400

36

883

4.1

no

3

0.450

38

883

4.3

no

3

0.475

39

883

4.4

no

3

0.500

40

883

4.5

no

3

0.550

42

883

4.8

no

3

0.560

42

883

4.8

no

3

0.570

43

883

4.9

no

3

0.580

43

883

4.9

no

Impact at 4.9% or less with 3 du &
580 sf retail

4

0.420

43

883

4.9

no

Impact at 4.9% or less with 4 du &
420 sf retail

5

0.250

43

883

4.9

no

Impact at 4.9% or less with 5 du &
250 sf retail

6

0.080

43

883

4.9

no

Impact at 4.9% or less with 6 du & 80
sf retail

The development mixes from 0-6 residential units listed in the table above were dismissed from
consideration for the same reason the Smaller Scale Alternative was dismissed from consideration in
the Draft EIR—they are not feasible. Based on the above, it is concluded that the Draft EIR for the
proposed project has already considered a reasonable range of project alternatives in compliance with
CEQA requirements.
The consideration of alternatives must permit informed agency decision-making and informed public
participation, and the information presented in this EIR accomplishes that objective. (State CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.6 (a).) An EIR that discusses a range of alternatives to a proposed project does not
need to separately discuss reduced sizes of the alternatives analyzed, since construction of a reduced
project is inherent in the analysis of the alternative. (City of Rancho Palos Verdes v. City Council (1976)
59 Cal.App.3d 869, 892-893; Sequoyah Hills Homeowners’ Association v. City of Oakland (1993) 23
Cal.App.4th 704, 713-714 [EIR that analyzed one reduced density alternative with a revised site plan
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to mitigate significant effects, and a second further “decreased density alternative,” was not required
to analyze yet another alternative that would be an “exercise in futility” because it would not eliminate
a significant impact].)
Identification of an off-site alternative is not required. This is the case because, “(A)lthough CEQA
requires that an EIR identify alternatives to a project, it does not expressly require a discussion of
alternative project locations. (§§ 21001, subd. (g), 21002.1, subd. (a), 21061.) The CEQA Guidelines
require a description of ‘a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the
project,’ implying that an agency may evaluate on-site alternatives, off-site alternatives, or both.
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (a).)” (Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119
Cal.App.4th 477, 491, emphasis added.) Further, identification of suitable locations for particular types
of uses is a planning decision that is addressed when land use plans such as the General Plan, Central
District Specific Plan, and Zoning Code are adopted. Once those policy decisions set appropriate uses
for a site, and an application is consistent therewith, one application should not trigger ad hoc
reconsideration of plan policies. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553,
573.)

3.3.2 Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR
The following provides individual responses to comments received on the Draft EIR published on
January 24, 2014, with a copy of each comment letter bracketed to identify the individual comments
for which the attendant written responses are then presented.
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Letter No. 1

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
1955 Workman Mill Road
P.O. Box 4998
Whittier, California 90607
Adriana Raza, Customer Service Specialist, Facilities Planning Department
March 11, 2014

Responses
Response 1-1
Potential impacts associated with wastewater generation and treatment were addressed in
Section II.20, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Initial Study contained in Appendix A of the
Draft EIR. Preparation of the Initial Study took into consideration information provided by the
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles in the correspondence dated April 23, 2013 sent to
Mr. Kevin Johnson of the City of Pasadena (i.e., the attachment to the Draft EIR comment letter from
County Sanitation Districts). The conclusion of the Initial Study evaluation was that implementation of
the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts related to wastewater. The
comments and updated information provided in the County Sanitation Districts' comment letter dated
March 11, 2013 do not change that conclusion.
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Letter No. 2

Pasadena Heritage

Pasadena Heritage
651 South Saint John Avenue
Pasadena, California 91105
Susan N. Mossmann, Executive Director
Jesse Lattig, Preservation Director
March 11, 2014

Responses
Response 2-1
Please see Topical Response TR-AES-1 regarding the approach to, and conclusions of, the visual
impacts analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment is incorrect in stating that, from Vantage Point 1, the proposed project would obstruct
virtually all views of the existing Hotel Green Apartments. The viewshed for Vantage Point 1 on page
3.1-14 of the Draft EIR is looking northwest from within Central Park and this vantage point does not
include views of the existing Green Hotel Apartments. The primary view from this vantage point is of
the Doty Block at the northwest corner of Fair Oaks Avenue and Dayton Street. There is a 158-foot
separation between the west side of Castle Green and the east side of the proposed project building.
As such, substantial portions of the existing Hotel Green Apartments would still be visible in views
looking north from within Central Park following completion of the proposed project. That is
evidenced in the new additional Vantage Points 5 and 6 in Topical Response TR-AES-1.
Regarding the comment about Vantage Point 3, yes, implementation of the proposed project would
block the existing view of Castle Green and its tree canopy from that particular view corridor directly
west of the project site; however, that single worst-case view impact does not constitute a significant
impact for the project overall. As demonstrated throughout the remainder of the discussion in
Section3.1 of the Draft EIR and supplemented by the additional visual simulations and responses to
comments in this Final EIR, the majority of existing views of Castle Green from other areas
surrounding the block would not be affected by implementation of the project.
Relative to the comment about Vantage Point 4, yes, portions of the landscaping visible in that
particular worst-case viewshed looking south along Fair Oaks Avenue at Green Street would no longer
appear with project implementation, but that alone does not constitute a significant impact for the
project overall. Views of the vast majority of the most notable landscaping in the vicinity of the project
site, such as that shown in Figures 3.1-7, 3.1-8, 3.1-10, 3.1-12, 3.1-13, and 3.1-14 would be unaffected
by project implementation.
Regarding the last portion of the comment, the trees to be removed from the project site are not
historic resources, as documented in Section 3.3 and Appendix E of the Draft EIR. Also, it is not
necessary to include a mitigation measure requiring compliance with the Tree Protection Ordinance
because compliance with existing Code requirements does not constitute mitigation under CEQA. In
addition, the project, as proposed, would meet the requirements of the City Trees and Tree Protection
Ordinance, as discussed on pages 3.1-26 and 3.1-27 of the Draft EIR.
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Response 2-2
The figures contained in Appendix B of the Draft EIR indicate Project would have no shade impact on
the existing Green Hotel Apartments at summer solstice and very limited shade impacts at winter
solstice, with exception of mid- to late-afternoon hours. It should also be noted that the proposed
project is located in an urbanized area with several existing multi-story buildings that have shading
impacts on adjacent structures during different times of year and time of day. Such is the case at the
existing Green Hotel Apartments where, as shown in Figures B-10 through B-12, the building is
subject to shading impacts from the Castle Green building during morning hours at winter solstice.
Further, while local governments may protect views and provide for light and air through the
adoption of height limits, California case law does not recognize a right to air, light or an unobstructed
view (Pacifica Homeowners' Assn. v. Wesley Palms Retirement Community (1986) 178 Cal.App.3d 1147,
1152) and the project does not exceed the City’s height limit.

Response 2-3
Individual development projects within Pasadena are evaluated in light of the City’s General Plan,
Urban Design Principles, Design Guidelines, and Zoning Ordinance, as appropriate during the
applicable entitlement and approval processes. Compliance with the City’s various planning
documents and codes is not a mitigation for aesthetics impacts, but rather if potential impacts are
identified during the approval processes, including required CEQA review, then project-specific
mitigation measures are formulated. In this case, the proposed project would not result in any
significant aesthetics impacts, as documented in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR. Specifically,
implementation of the project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, would not
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings, and
would not create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area. See also the discussion in Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding the role of
the Design Commission in ensuring the continued integrity of the analysis herein through the required
design review finding.

Response 2-4
Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding the Draft EIR analysis of impacts to historic resources.

Response 2-5
The analysis presented in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR addresses potential vibration impacts to
buildings near project site. As indicated on page 3.5-21 of the Draft EIR, the Castle Green building is
approximately 75 feet from the project site, and, at this distance, the potential for structural vibration
impacts would be less than significant; however, the potential for construction activities to occur
closer than 25 feet to the existing Green Hotel Apartment building poses the potential for significant
vibration impacts, in which case Mitigation Measures MM-NOISE-4 and MM-NOISE-4 are presented on
that page for reducing the potential vibration impact to a level that is less than significant. Because the
existing single-story structure that is connected to the southwest portion of the existing Green Hotel
Apartments building (i.e., at 84 South Fair Oaks Avenue) would have the same potential for
vibration-related impacts as the existing Green Hotel Apartments building, the discussion on
pages 3.5-21 and 3.5-22 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised to clarify that fact, as follows:
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However, demolition and construction activities could occur closer than 25 feet to the existing
Green Hotel Apartments building and attached single-story structure (i.e., 84 South Fair Oaks
Avenue). Based on FTA and Caltrans methodologies, if large bulldozers, loaded trucks, or
similar equipment were to operate within 20 feet of the existing Green Hotel Apartments
building or the 84 South Fair Oaks Avenue structure, the vibration level could exceed the
0.12 ppv in/sec significance threshold (see Table 3.5-6). Data from testing at one particular
site (see Table 11 of Appendix G) indicates the 0.12 ppv in/sec threshold could also be
exceeded with some construction equipment at distances greater than 20 feet. Because the
exact limits of equipment use, types of equipment to be used, and soil conditions are not
known, without implementation of mitigation, vibration generated during demolition and
construction of the proposed project could result in a potentially significant impact to the
existing Green Hotel Apartments building and the 84 South Fair Oaks Avenue structure. The
Castle Green building is approximately 75 feet from the project site; at this distance, the
potential for structural vibration impacts would be less than significant.
Because structural damage considerations require limiting vibration levels to 0.12 ppv in/sec
or a similar level (as may be established through implementation of Mitigation Measures
NOISE-4 and NOISE-5), the perception of vibration by persons in the existing Green Hotel
Apartments and the 84 South Fair Oaks Avenue structure would fall within the barely
perceptible to distinctly perceptible range. This impact would be less than significant.
Operation of the proposed project involves residential and retail uses, which would not
generate groundborne vibration or noise producing activities and impacts would be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures
The following mitigation measures would reduce potentially significant construction impacts
to a less than significant level:

MM-NOISE-4: Consult with Structural Engineer and Project Historical Architect
Prior to approval of grading plans and/or prior to issuance of demolition, grading and
building permits, and to the satisfaction of the City of Pasadena, the applicant shall retain
a Professional Structural Engineer with experience in structural vibration analysis and
monitoring for historic buildings and a Project Historical Architect as a team to perform
the following tasks:


Review the project plans for demolition and construction;



Survey the project site and the existing Green Hotel Apartments building and the
84 South Fair Oaks Avenue structure, including geological testing, if required; and



Prepare and submit a report to the Director of Planning and Community
Development to include, but not be limited to, the following:
-

Description of existing conditions at the existing Green Hotel Apartments
building and the 84 South Fair Oaks Avenue structure;
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-

Vibration level limits based on building conditions, soil conditions, and
planned demolition and construction methods to ensure vibration levels
would be below 0.12 ppv in/sec, the potential for damage to the existing
Green Hotel Apartments building and the 84 South Fair Oaks Avenue
structure;

-

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

-

A monitoring plan to be implemented during demolition and construction that
includes post-construction and post-demolition surveys of the existing Green
Hotel Apartments building and the 84 South Fair Oaks Avenue structure.

-

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

Prohibition of certain types of impact equipment;

o

Requirement for lighter tracked or wheeled equipment;

o

Specifying demolition by non-impact methods, such as sawing concrete;

o

Phasing operations to avoid simultaneous vibration sources; and

o

Installation of vibration measuring devices to guide decision making for
subsequent activities.

MM-NOISE-5: Post-Construction Survey and Documentation
To the satisfaction of the City of Pasadena, at the conclusion of vibration-causing
activities, in the unanticipated event of discovery of vibration-caused damage, the
Structural Engineer and the Project Historical Architect shall document any damage to
the existing Green Hotel Apartments building and the 84 South Fair Oaks Avenue
structure and shall recommend necessary repairs. The project applicant shall be
responsible for any repairs associated with vibration-caused damage. Repairs shall be
undertaken and completed as required to conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 Code of Federal Regulations
68), and shall apply the California Historical Building Code (California Code of
Regulations, Title 24, Part 8) and other applicable codes.

Residual Impacts
Mitigation Measure NOISE-4 is a performance standard requirement which would ensure that
vibration levels at the existing Green Hotel Apartments building and the 84 South Fair Oaks
Avenue structure do not exceed 0.12 ppv in/sec or an alternative threshold as determined by
a professional structural engineer. With implementation of mitigation measures identified
above, groundborne vibration impacts from construction and operation of the proposed
project would be less than significant.
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Regarding the commenter’s suggestion that the Final EIR include clear and enforceable measures
prior to and during construction to prevent potential structural impacts to the historic resources,
Mitigation Measure MM-NOISE-4 is included in the EIR for that very purpose. All mitigation measures
in the Final EIR will be included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the
project, which will help ensure that the measures are, in fact, implemented. As specified within
MM-NOISE-4, there are several provisions for the monitoring of vibration levels during planned
demolition construction to ensure that vibration levels remain below the level where damage could
occur. It is anticipated that shoring would be used if and where appropriate as determined by the
project structural engineer.

Response 2-6
The Alternate Access Alternative was considered that would substitute the project driveway on
Dayton Street with a right-turn in, and right-turn out driveway on Fair Oaks Avenue. Vehicles
traveling southbound on Fair Oaks Avenue would not be permitted to turn left into the parking garage.
Vehicles exiting the parking garage would not be able to make a left-turn out of the structure. The
southbound traffic would still need to use Dayton Street to access the project site by turning left on
Green Street, then turning right on Raymond Avenue, right on Dayton Street, right on Fair Oaks
Avenue, and finally turning right into the project driveway. The number of vehicles traveling on
Dayton Street between Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond Avenue would still remain significant
(approximately 235) and would not reduce the significant traffic impact identified for the proposed
project.
Existing traffic volumes on Dayton Street are so low that even the addition of 44 new trips would
trigger the impact threshold and result in a significant and unavoidable traffic impact to this street
segment. It is estimated that with access on Fair Oaks Avenue, there would be approximately 235 daily
vehicle trips added to Dayton Street, as shown in the table below. For this reason, the Alternate Access
Alternative was eliminated from further consideration and evaluation in the Draft EIR.
Average Daily Traffic Volumes (ADT) Analysis for Dayton Street
Project Driveway on Dayton Street vs. Fair Oaks Avenue
Existing
Traffic

Daily
Project Trips

Percent
Increase

Dayton Street between Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond Avenue
(Project driveway on Dayton Street as proposed)

883

626

70.9%

Dayton Street between Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond Avenue
(Project driveway on Fair Oaks Avenue as indicated in the Alternative Access
Alternative)

883

235

26.6%

Street Segment

As a secondary matter, the City’s Fire Department has recommended that the project access be located
on Dayton Street to avoid interference with emergency access.
Fair Oaks Avenue access would also result in adverse impacts to pedestrian safety as Fair Oaks
Avenue is a major arterial through pedestrian-oriented Old Pasadena and has high pedestrian traffic
volumes.
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Response 2-7
The commenter's concurrence with the Draft EIR's conclusion that Alternative 2 is the
Environmentally Superior Alternative is so noted. The Design Commission will take into consideration
the conclusions of the Draft EIR in their deliberations on the Project.

Response 2-8
Responses are provided for each comment above; adjustments to the Executive Summary are not
warranted.
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Letter No. 3
Castle Green Homeowners Association
Green Hotel Apartments DEIR, Executive Summary Table ES-1 Summary of Project Impacts, Conditions of Approval,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts.

March 9, 2014
It should be noted that upon review of the Draft EIR and Table ES-1, it is clear that all impacts have not been
investigated, many are missing and some of those identified are not properly and appropriately addressed and
analyzed. Mitigation measures are also missing, incomplete or omitted and must be part of a revised EIR. Some
mitigation measures identified are not properly and appropriately addressed and analyzed.

1

AESTHETICS – (general statement).
All “less than significant impact” conclusions need to be revisited.

2

AESTHETICS – BOX 1.
This contains an incorrect description of the existing Castle Green - it is not a seven story building, but a six story
building per City code, per the Fire Department and per the State Historic Building Code Board. This point has
been made since the 2008 review, but again the height of the Castle Green is exaggerated. The project
elevations fail to delineate this fact, and need revision (as noted in 2013 & 2010). Similar 6 story height for the
project is causing many significant impacts, and some that have not been identified in the DEIR.

3

AESTHETICS – BOX 2.
The existing site description includes landscaped recreational area, with picnic tables and the occasional wedding
ceremony, all under the great and large tree canopy. It is also surface parking and contains mature trees.
The project does substantially degrade the existing condition, but not all existing condition impacts are recognized
in this Draft, so “less than significant impact” is premature.

4

AESTHETICS – BOX 3.
Is it possible the concentration of all 639 additional daily car trips around the ‘open area’ of the Project could result
in light and glare impacts The headlights in use from evening until morning will certainly illuminate this area unlike
anything that exists, yet no study or analysis of this possibility is made.

5

AESTHETICS – BOX 4.
There are NO buildings presently or to be built adjacent to this site that would cast such shadows onto the two
existing historic structures as does the Project. The “explain it away” excuse that it’s in an urban environment
does not properly or adequately address this specific condition. However, the loss of daylight and breeze from this
Project will result in higher energy use to the existing structures on the block, yet this is not acknowledged or
studied in the DIER. This was also brought up in the IS.

6

AIR QUALITY (general comment).
There is no mention of the significant loss or reduction of existing airflow to the breeze-dependent Castle Green,
with units designed for cross-building ventilation. While this may not be the appropriate category to mention this, it
is an impact that needs to be studied.

7

CULTURAL RESOURCES – (general statement)
All “less than significant impact” conclusions need to be revisited.

8

CULTURAL RESOURCES – BOX 1.
Demolition of the site results in loss of “protected trees,” and likely historic trees. However, in the 6 years of this
project, the City and Applicant have failed to study the historic nature of the trees and existing site features. In
theory, this is a loss of the structure of nature – the large tree canopy of mostly “protected trees.” Have the tree
canopy and/or remaining landscape features “Acquired Significance” per Standard 4?

9

CULTURAL RESOURCES – BOX 2.
It does involve relocation of 5 protected trees, most of which could actually be historic (see BOX 1 comment
above). Do trees count as a historic resource?

10
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CULTURAL RESOURCES – BOX 3.
Demolition will destroy the characteristic tree canopy. But most dominant feature of the Project is its height. The
Project does NOT comply with Standard #9. In saying new construction “shall be compatible,” Standard 9 does
not say, imply or characterize the similar height for the Project is compatible with similar existing heights of the
existing buildings. It is not. The height issue is inadequately addressed and analyzed in the DEIR. Protecting the
historic integrity of the existing Hotel Green buildings is not achieved by duplicating their height. It should also be
noted that Alternative 2 expressly reduces height to be more appropriate. This should be taken to heart.

11

CULTURAL RESOURCES – BOX 4.
This contains the false statement that the new 6-story building would not reduce the integrity of the existing
buildings. In fact, the almost equal height of the Project will dominate the entire Fair Oaks street elevation and
most views (studied and omitted) of the historic block contrary to the Secretary of Interior Standard requirements.
This is not consistent with Standard #10

12

That many impacts from the Project are ignored and/or inadequately studied also raises possibilities of conflict.

13

GREENHOUSE GASES – BOX 1.
With the concentration of all existing trips and the additional 639 daily trips focused within the 6-story walls of the
Project and the existing historic structures, excessive exhaust and vehicle gases could negatively affect the new
and existing residents facing the single Dayton driveway area. This is not properly or adequately address and
analyzed. While stated to not exceed the AQMD’s threshold for “commercial land uses,” how do emissions stack
up to the residential land uses that overwhelmingly are predominant at and surround this site? Should this be
studied? How can the “less than significant impact” determination be made with this incomplete review?

14

NOISE AND VIBRATION – (general statement).
All “less than significant impact” conclusions need to be revisited. And all noise and vibration mitigation, known or
yet to be addressed and analyzed, must apply to all structures on the block – the existing Green Hotel
Apartments, the Castle Green and the small one-story Fair Oaks structure.

15

NOISE AND VIBRATION – BOX 1.
MM Noise-1 Mitigation measure hours fail to take into account the residential nature of this site. Noise-generating
construction should be limited to more constrained time periods: either 7:00 AM – 5:00 PM or 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM
on Manday-Friday; Saturday time range should be 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM, or limited to only 28 Saturdays at 8:00
AM – 5:00 Pm with scheduled notice to existing residents.

16

NOISE AND VIBRATION – BOX 2.
The Table states the primary source of noise to the project site is Fair Oaks Avenue traffic. However, this Project
generates and concentrates 5-times the exiting ADT traffic on Dayton Street. It also concentrates all additional
639 daily trips and replacement traffic (not adequately addresses trips for the 60 existing spaces and for the
existing Castle Green driveway spaces). This extreme increase in concentrated vehicular trips and impacts could
result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise, and may not be “less than existing ambient noise
level ” as this segment states. This is not adequately analyzed to conclude there will “less than significant impact.”

17

Also in this segment, COA Noise-4 must include the Castle Green in noise notification, as in all mitigation
measures. MM Noise-3 must also include noise restrictions on continued pool use after 8:00 PM and before 7:00
AM per hours of operation.

18

NOISE AND VIBRATION – BOX 4.
“The project has the potential to expose the persons and structures to excessive groundborne vibration and
groundborne noise levels,” especially given the sensitivity of the surrounding uses. Yet it is considered a “less
than significant impact? Mitigation measures must not just be stated, but be studied and analyzed in the DEIR, as
this is a significantly sensitive block. Testing of mitigation methods (not just geological testing) prior to demolition
work must be part of mitigation measures.
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Historic structure monitoring for all existing structures on the block during construction must be studied and
required as part of this report.

20

The stated mitigation measures (MM Noise-4 and MM Noise 5) exclude the Castle Green, and only protect the
existing Green Hotel Apartments. Again, all mitigation measures must equally address the Castle Green along
with the existing Green Hotel Apartments.

21

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION – (general statement).
All “less than significant impact” conclusions need to be revisited. Serious deficiencies in the traffic Study exist, of
which some are noted below.

22

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION – BOX 1.
New vehicle trips would constitute a ADT levels on Dayton segment “five times higher than the City’s threshold of
a significant impact,” beyond significant yet with no properly or adequately addressed, analyzed or porposed
mitigation measure that must be included in this report. This segment further states these beyond significant trips
would create “no Mobility Element inconsistencies. It also appears that existing trips affecting Dayton Street may
not have been included in all traffic studies. Clearly “no feasible mitigation” is false, as nothing has been studied.

23

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION – BOX 2.
This segment is technically correct that at “designated congestion management program street segments or
intersections” the impacts won’t be significant. That’s because they are all too far away from the site, and don’t
even receive 50 additional trips. But those are the ONLY intersections this segment addresses.

24

Missing is any meaningful discussion of the Dayton/Fair Oaks and Dayton/Raymond intersections, as both
intersections are not properly or adequately addressed or analyzed, nor are mitigation measures studied or
analyzed. Both intersections must be studied, and mitigation measure must be investigated as part of this report.

25

The only mitigation to increased traffic on Dayton Street that is 5-times the City’s threshold of significant impacts
is to add a queuing sign opposite the sole project driveway to keep the intersection unblocked. While beyond
inadequate for the total of impacts (stated and unstudied), this is not going to prevent blockage of the driveway.

26

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION – BOX 3.
Inadequate study and analysis of emergency egress and access on Dayton Street segment preclude the
conclusion of “less than significant impact.” The traffic study must include the existing 60 Apartment trip impacts
and the existing Castle Green 12 spaces trip impacts on Dayton Street and beyond.

27

This segment questionably states there will be no impact on pedestrian and bicycle facilities or decrease the
safety or performance of such. What does that say for the significantly worse situation created at both Dayton
intersections, likely making it more difficult to cross in an east or west direction for pedestrians and bicyclists.

28

End.
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Letter No. 3
Castle Green Homeowners Association
Green Hotel Apartments DEIR, Executive Summary Comments on
“Areas of Known Controversy” and Other Controversies known, not addressed or not adequately address.

March 9, 2014
Noted in these Comments are the 11 stated “Areas of Known Controversy” included in DEIR
“Executive Summary,” page ES-5. Comments are in ‘bullet points’ below each DEIR point. The
Comments are followed by additional similar aspects or “Controversies” of the project mostly not
addressed, or not adequately addressed and analyzed in the DEIR, even though many if not all were
brought up in the earlier review phases. These notes may repeat some previously penned Specific
Comments, but do include more of an overview of most issues missing or incomplete in the DEIR.

29

DEIR POINT A - Aesthetic and landscaping changes through the removal of trees/canopy trees
and survival of new and transplanted trees.
• This project represents the essential loss of what has always been filtered open space with open
airflow, filtered light & noise, amazing views in and out due to the large tree canopy as the
existing “built” environment.
• The natural tree canopy is described on page 3.1-3 as “visually prominent,” “distinctive elements
of the site and surroundings,” contributors to “both the visual and aesthetic quality of the site,”
and are “some of the oldest, and of high visual significance.” It is therefore logical that this loss
would be significant, contrary to insignificant findings in the report.
• Only 5 of the 15 “protected” trees are saved. At very least, the “protected” trees should be boxed
and replanted, if not on-site, then at the adjacent Central Park.
• 75% of mature trees will be lost, replaced by small varieties unable to replicating the large tree
canopy height and breadth. The requirement should be quality trees, not quantity of trees.
• And why no study of the “protected” trees to determine if they are “historic” as called for by the
public in the 6-year life of this project?

30

DEIR POINT B - Ingress/Egress along Dayton Street.
• 639 new daily trips generated just from this Project will be added to an already strained Dayton
Street roadway segment. Yet the Traffic Section doesn’t properly study, or propose feasible
mitigation of impacts with this lone-driveway location.
• The Dayton driveway width is inadequate and should be 24 feet wide.
• The DEIR stated a Fair Oaks driveway is “an alternative considered and dismissed.” Which Fair
Oaks driveway location is that? Studies are missing from the DEIR.
• Why wasn’t a two-driveway alternative studied to avoid or lessen significant impacts?
• No analysis of any driveway alternatives in 6 years of review? This driveway further deteriorates
the two Dayton intersections, yet no mitigation studied?

31

DEIR POINT C - Fire Safety and emergency access along Dayton Street.
• The Fire Department letter addresses the code-required access road width. Are they addressing
Dayton Street or the interior site access? Dayton Street doesn’t meet this requirement today, but
this is nowhere to be found in the DEIR.
32
• Let’s remember that the ONLY fire access for the Castle Green is on this street. And Dayton
Street is the ONLY existing peak-hour eastward emergency access route for the Fire Station.
This Project (as well as Alternate 2) will likely impact emergency vehicle flow and response time
as the total impact of all trips isn’t adequately studied. (AS HAS ALREADY BEEN
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•

WITNESSED UNDER CURRENT TRAFFIC LOADS).
Will this Project require the removal of all on-street parking & loading spaces on north side of
32
Dayton as the illustration suggests, contrary to the City Memo dated June 12, 2013, or is this just
another inconsistency uncovered?

DEIR POINT D - Increased traffic from project implementation.
• 639 additional daily trips will be generated from this Project. This Project increases average
daily trips 5-times above the City’s threshold for significant impacts!
• Yet the trip calculation may be faulty by not including all 60 existing and reassignment trip
demands on Dayton Street while the Project trips alone raise the average daily trips to 5-times
beyond the City’s threshold for significant impact!
• Data for existing Castle Green generated trips on Dayton may be missing as well.
• There is no analysis of project Alternatives that avoids or lessens the significant traffic impacts.
• From existing conditions to Project & Alternative 2 impacts, the DEIR fails to provide analysis
or adequately address the Dayton roadway, and the two Dayton intersections, and omits study
Fair Oaks south from Dayton to Del Mar.
• These are issues previously mentioned that are not adequately or at all addressed in this report.

33

DEIR POINT E - Density and height of project relative to surrounding land uses and buildings.
• The project is just too dense, and the impacts go unmitigated.
• The Sec. of Interior Standards requires a ‘compatible and subservient’ building, yet the Project is
a 6-story building next to two 6-story historic structures. Since the Project’s inception, the height
has remained within 10% of existing historic buildings, even after 6 years of dispute.
• This Project is taller than most existing historic buildings in the District, and taller than most
every new building built in the District.
• Density is driving the height. Why is there no credible alternative presented with both less height
and less density – the only solution to avoid or significantly lessen impacts as required by
34
CEQA?
• The height negatively impacts long-establish views, air access, and light access, all unmitigated,
and will result in higher energy use for the existing historic residences. Most of these impacts are
not studied or adequately addressed.
• “Surrounding” land uses are the 6-story historic Hotel Green structures, the ‘zero-density’
Central Park and parking lot diagonally opposite the site, an adjacent historic one-story structure
and a historic 3-story building opposite on Fair Oaks. The newest adjacent buildings are 4 & 3
stories for good reason.
• Looking at the building footprint is also ignored. Relying on a contrived “replication” concept
has lead to inflexibility of the footprint, and an artificial constraint on alternatives.
DEIR POINT F - Historical significance of entire block on which the project site is located.
• It is still not clearly stated that the parcel is on the National Register. Nor is it clearly stated it is
part of the listing on the National Register. Language says it is part of the “nomination.” It's a
fine point, but one that’s been brought up and ignored for years.
• In fact, on most maps, not only is the entire block outline failed to be noted as on the National
Register, the Old Pasadena District is generally not outlined either.
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•

•

Where is it noted the required application of the Secretary of Interior Standards, as they must
trump prescriptive zoning regulations on arguably the MOST significantly historic block in the
City. However, the Alternative 2 begins to respect the historical significance of this site.
The report does not objectively address the historical significance of surrounding parcels.

35

DEIR POINT G - Impact on views from surrounding buildings.
• “Would the project have an impact on a scenic vista?” is the basis of Section 3.1.6. However,
only 4 relatively close vantage points (Page 3.1-13) are acknowledged and studied.
• The report says it provides “a more complete understanding” of views lost, yet studied less than
half of the impacted views. It’s no wonder view impacts were deemed less than significant.
36
• No views from the existing historic buildings were considered. No views from a distance to the
site were considered – historic view corridors that are impacted.
• If all lost views are studied then Project impacts could be at significant levels, with Alternative 2
only slightly increases mitigation since it only addresses height and the 4 inadequate views.
DEIR POINT H - Alternatives to the proposed design.
• Alternative 2 only deals with height, and most impacts remain the same.
• Why isn’t there a studied Alternative with way less residential units, a Dayton setback, a
different footprint, less or no surface parking, a different driveway location or two driveways?
These are all Alternatives asked for over the last 6 years.
• Retaining the building footprint and relying on a 101 year old concept has lead to artificial
constraints and ineffectual alternatives.
• Why is there no “transfer of development rights” alternative proposed or considered, transferred
to the Parson’s lot or other areas that can take higher densities, unlike the Project site?
• This report states that Alternative 2 only reduces “the severity of the significant impacts of the
Project,” yet alternatives have to avoid or significantly lessen impacts as called for by CEQA.

37

DEIR POINT I - Air quality impacts to sensitive receptors, and specifically the neighboring Castle
Green, the existing Green Hotel Apartments, and Central Park.
• The similar height of new Project to existing structures on the block will surely cut-off or
significantly reduce air circulation to the breeze-dependent, un-air-conditioned Castle Green and
to the south side of the existing Apartments.
38
• The Castle Green was designed for cross breezes, and still functions that way today, yet no
consideration of this exists in the report. This could result in more air conditioning units and
higher energy use in the Castle Green.
• Air quality also needs to be considered for the long 28-month construction period, and the need
for not just proper measures but for monitoring.
DEIR POINT J - Unreinforced masonry walls of Castle Green Apartments could be impacted by
excavation, vibration, and other construction activities.
• Almost all of the site will be excavated for the first time ever. Yet all many vibration mitigation
measures omit the Castle Green in Table ES-1. Why aren’t these concerns & measures properly
and adequately addressed and analyzed in the report?
March 9, 2014 - PAGE 3 OF 7
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DEIR POINT K - Loss of soil during construction could cause displacement of Castle Green.
• 30,000 cubic yards of original earth will be displaced for the excavation of the parking structure,
almost to the very borders adjacent to the existing historic structures. Vibration of earth-moving
vehicles, as well as vibration from 1,500 trucks, about 25 per day or so carting away the earth are
of significant concern, and mitigation measures need to be studied. Yet some mitigation
measures exclude protecting the Castle Green in Table ES-1.
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Comments on important or controversial areas for study in the DEIR:
POINT 1 – No Dayton/ Fair Oaks & Dayton Raymond Intersection studies.
The DEIR says both intersections will be problematic with the Project, yet no alternatives for them were
proposed or studied. While POINT B above touches this controversy, specific comments have asked for
study of these intersections. Both intersections exist with no signal controls and no marked crosswalks
There is no controlled way for vehicles, pedestrians and bicycles to safely make left turns to Fair Oaks
and to cross east-west unless the traffic volume allows this.
The Dayton/Fair Oaks intersection is particularly problematic, if not outright dangerous for all users. TO
a lesser by significant extend, so is the Dayton Raymond intersection. This means that with the huge
Project increases in trips, AM & PM peak hour times will be dangerous. Isn’t this akin to not studying
the “crosswalk” in the IDS project, and we all know how that came out.
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POINT 2 - Fire Station signalized control light and south Fair Oaks.
When activated this fire signal stops cars into the Dayton/Fair Oaks intersection. This is a problem that
is ignored. Not only was the fire station signalized stoplight not studied and not shown on any diagrams,
this entire southern Fair Oaks roadway segment from Dayton south to Del Mar Blvd. wasn’t studied, yet
the traffic study reports it handles 20-25% of Project traffic.
The DEIR only studied 4 of the 5 roadway segments affected by the Project. This 5th roadway segment
has more complications than most that were studied. With added residential traffic from new and future
developments to the west of this roadway segment, omitting this roadway study should require a
revision to the EIR.
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POINT 3 - Fire Department is not being made aware of existing conditions and future impacts.
The FD letter exhibit implies that Dayton Street meets the current safety access width of 20 feet, when
in fact it does not. This letter no more conveys an understanding of existing conditions than it conveys
an understanding and approval of this Project. This is a concern brought up since 2008. Given the facts,
this letter is not applicable to the proposed Project or Alternative 2.
With the Project traffic generating unmitigated traffic impacts, there is no concern mentioned of the
deterioration on Dayton and at both Dayton intersections, nor of added traffic on Fair Oaks.
Castle Green folks have long heard concerns from the Fire Department about the existing condition of
Dayton Street and the two intersections. With these difficult existing conditions, and the HUGE Project
traffic impacts to them, the Fire Department needs involvement as part of a revised EIR.

43

POINT 4 - Buildings should be Setback on Dayton Street.
The Project (and Alternatives) rely on zoning’s one-size-fits-all solutions, and fail to use the Secretary of
Interior’s (and possible CHBC’s) interpretive guidelines to resolve impacts. The Castle Green is entirely
setback from Dayton Street, its ground floor setback about 12-feet and all upper floors set back 30 feet,

44
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in what results today in a necessary and respectful nod to the significance of the zero-density Central
Park. Yet setbacks were ruled out due to “zoning” language. An alternative approach with setbacks
should be considered as mitigation to density, massing and resultant traffic impacts, and to meet the
required “compatibility and subservience” to the existing historic buildings and to Central Park.
Setting back the Project could also restore portions of lost scenic vistas (Vantage Point No. 1, page 3.113), and could benefit other omitted scenic views and airflow issues not studied but impacted. Setting
back the project could also allow for likely necessary structural roadway improvements to Dayton Street
and the Dayton/Fair Oaks intersection, all but ignored in this report.
POINT 5 - Most of the impacted scenic vistas are not analyzed.
While the DEIR investigates only 4 scenic views, most of the scenic views lost are not studied. These
views have been mentioned since the first review in 2008.
There is no study and analysis of impacts of loss views within the block of the predominant lush green
canopy. Or of the lost distant views from the site of the sunset, of the San Rafael Hills, of the Vista del
Arroyo. Or of distant views to the site from historical view corridors (from farther south on Fair Oaks
and farther west from former Ambassador parcels), and additional scenic views lost or reduced from
Central Park not only of the site but of Old Pasadena and mountains to the north & west.
Setbacks (especially when combined with lower heights & densities) would go far to reduce or eliminate
impacts that should be studied in additional Alternatives in a revised EIR.
Also of note is that new views for many existing residents will be mostly that of the new Project.
POINT 6 - Noise generated from only ONE driveway/ramp to the parking below ground.
Ambient noise from Fair Oaks is not so much an existing problem, as the on-site large tree canopy acts
as a positive filter. In fairness, the new large project could serve a similar function, but it is more likely
that it will create a negative effect of an echo chamber for not only the existing fire response, but for the
huge increased traffic loads all concentrated between the existing 6-story buildings and the proposed 6
story building – now three similar hard surfaces to trap and bounce sound.
A major new noise source is the unfortunate placement of the sole driveway and parking ramp within
this newly created echo canyon, too close to the Castle Green and affecting the existing Apartments.
This will surely generate noise (and some light spillover) for the Castle Green and the existing
Apartments. No noise generation or abatement is studied in the DEIR.
A meaningful height reduction and a setback on Dayton would go a long way to alleviate this impact,
yet this is not studied in the proposed Alternatives.
An alternate dual-driveway scenario would all lessen these impacts, as would an alternate or dual ramp
location.
POINT 7 - Parking for the Project site.
This new total of 24 surface spaces (Fig. 2-5) conflicts with the Project Description (Section 2.7.1 and
Table 2-3) of 20 spaces. The Initial Study total is also is 20 surface spaces. Why are there now 4
additional surface spaces to the Project? Who these 24 spaces are dedicated to is not adequately
addressed. While 12 spaces have overhead covering, there are still visual with noise impacts, almost as
much as the additional open-air 12 surface spaces. 11 spaces are assumed to be surface retail parking,
the most active and impactful use. What are the 13 other surface parking spaces dedicated to?
Why is there such a large volume of surface parking on this new Project, and not all below ground or
hidden, as it is in other new projects in Old Pasadena?
March 9, 2014 - PAGE 5 OF 7
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While there were 48-60 surface parking spaces on site, this is no validation for new surface parking.
The new Subterranean Parking spaces (Fig. 2-6 & 7), seems to be 148 underground spaces, conflicting
with the Project Description (2.7.1, Tables 2-2 & 3) which says 147 underground spaces.
Therefore, the increased parking totals are 172 for the Project, conflicting with the 167 in the report
description and Traffic Study.

47

POINT 8 - Light and glare impacts will increase due to project.
Little if any lighting or glare impacts come from the site today, due to the large tree canopy that partially
hides Dayton Street and mostly hides Fair Oaks Avenue from resident’s views. However, with the loss
of this canopy, the glare is unstated from the increased 639 additional daily Project traffic trips within
view of the existing residents. The new 6-story Project shields the existing buildings from some light
and glare, but no more than Alternate 2 and arguably less than the existing tree canopy.
The light from added headlights of the AM & PM peak traffic hours in and out of the paved concrete
parking/drive area (like noise) could have some impacts that should be addressed and analyzed.
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POINT 9 – Energy Use will increase in existing historic structures on the block.
Sunlight and general daylighting will be reduced for existing historic structures surrounding the Project.
According to Appendix B, beginning at 2:00 PM on the Winter Solstice, shadows begin to be cast onto
the existing Apartments, and by 3:00 PM onto the Castle Green, a good 2-3 hours before sunset.
Beginning around 5:00 PM on the Summer Solstice, shadows begin to be cast onto the existing Castle
Green, a good 2 hours before sunset (not to mention eliminating sunset views).
Also unstudied is the loss of airflow if a 6-story project is built. This could require the installation of
mechanical air conditioning in many residents of the Castle Green, as this building relies on natural
breezes for most of its cooling.
These new encroachment of shadows and loss of air flow with the Project will require more energy
usage for large portions of the existing historic structures. This should be addressed and analyzed.
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The Castle Green Homeowners Association believes it is clear from these Comments, as well as all
other Comments submitted for this review along with oral testimony to be presented that the DEIR does
not properly or adequately addressed and analyzed many relevant environmental aspects of the Project
and Alternatives. The DEIR as submitted represents a failure to fully consider a range of impacts, a
failure to study all relevant impacts, and a failure to propose and study appropriate and necessary
mitigation. There are also errors, inconsistencies and omissions that compromise this DEIR.
Perhaps the biggest point of frustration, second only to the disappointing actual Project, are that too
many of these “controversies” noted in the Executive Summary and in the notes above have been
presented before with seemingly indifference or simple rejection without proper study. We hope that this
practice will not be repeated in the DEIR review.
Only a revised report and Project would be able to address the many concerns expressed in this review
and over the 6-plus years of the life of this Project.
Castle Green Homeowners Association
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Section 2.0 Project Description.
This report fails to note in 2.5, "Land-Uuse and Zoning," that the development site is subject to the
Secretary of Interior Standards being applied to all improvements on this parcel, as it is actually listed
on the National Register of Historic Places, not just on the “nomination.” The standards are clear about
the subservient and compatible nature of any project on such a historic parcel, yet there is scant
mention of these Standards and their applicability to this project. This goes to the heart of the concern
over the objectivity in this report.
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2.6, "Project Objectives," discuss the objectives per the applicant for the proposed project. However
there is one flawed objective, as well as one questionable objective.
Four of the project objectives deal appropriately with housing and the desire to provide new apartments
to satisfy the increasing demand for residential units in the city. Yet if we look at the percentage of
housing provided in this project, compared to the cumulative total of all housing projects, the Project
only provides 3% of the cumulative housing total yet it creates significant, unmitigated traffic impacts on
at least three reviewed major street conditions: the Dayton Street roadway segment, the
Raymond/Dayton intersection and worse impacts on the Dayton/Fair Oaks intersection, all without any
proposed or studied mitigation alternatives for these three impacted areas.
Three of the project objectives deal with the desire for new restaurant retail and commercial space in
old Pasadena. This is perhaps the most appropriate and supported objective of this project, as it is
critical to continue the Old Pasadena character further south along Fair Oaks Avenue.
This component is probably the most important objective, and alone could be the least impactful
alternative that should be considered for this project site.
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The major flaw in one of the objectives (no. 6) claims the need to build out this parcel "In a manner that
is based on the original turn of the 20th century vision." While many in the community have pointed to
this historic proposal as a starting point, it has proven that a project of this type creates too many
negative impacts, and oddly fails to meet the some key Secretary of Interior Standards for new
structures applicable to the site, but not stated in the report.
The questionable project objective, (no. 5), says to provide residents of the adjacent existing
Apartments appropriate parking with direct the ingress and egress." This condition already exists, as
there is direct driveway access today for the existing surface parking spaces. Yet the report fails to note
that this is already a traffic problem. The report also fails to acknowledge is the fact that providing a
singular driveway from the new project on Dayton Street creates problems beyond mitigation. So this
truly is a questionable objective, one that was desired in response to rejected early schemes.
The same project objectives are listed in Section 4, Alternatives. The same flaws apply to that section,
and unfortunately has resulted in an inappropriate Alternative 2, and provided flawed grounds to
dismiss some alternatives from ever being studied.
The project site is described as 32,362 ft.². and is generally perceived now as open space from the
existing residents on the block. It will be reduced approximately by half with the new projectThe
proposed project identifies 9,600 ft.² of private open space on page 2–14, yet the open space square
footage is actually 8,450 ft.², when you remove the 1,050 square-foot gym that is inside the building’s
ground floor. Why is this given credit for open-space? The actual 8450 ft.² of Private open-space is
comparable to the existing landscaped open space.
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Therefore, this project, with its supposed benefits, provides similar benefit of the existing space.
In addition to less open space, it eliminates the existing 45 to 75 foot mature tree canopy. This is a loss
as it cannot be mitigated, yet its loss is reduced to insignificance in the report. An alternative that
provides less-or-no surface parking and a large landscaped area would actually be appropriate to
reduce impacts, but other than “no Project” alternative, this concept is not examined.
While the report also notes on page 2–14, that parking for the project is provided in compliance with
City code, nowhere else in old Pasadena is there surface parking provided at this scale for new
projects. Is the only justification for new surface parking because surface parking already exists on the
site? Is it because 55% of the proposed surface parking is "tucked under," yet still exposed to existing
residents on the block? How can such a large quantity of new paved-over parking spaces be
acceptable for new construction at this sensitive location?
Page 2–15 describes the proposed building height at 75 feet. It is noted that the "height, floor area
ratio, and setbacks meet the development standards for the CD – 1 zoning district." However what is
missing from this description is that the applicable Secretary of Interior Standards that requires
compatibility between new projects and existing historic buildings on the block, nor is it taken into
account. Clearly because of this requirement, the 6-story height of 75 feet for the project is not
appropriate when the height of the adjacent Castle Green is 78 feet, and approximately 84 feet to the
top of the existing Green Hotel Apartments. The new project provides less than a 10% reduction in
height when compared to the existing buildings. This clearly does not meet the Secretary of Interior
Standards when considering subservient and compatible new construction on the same historic block.
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Curiously, the height of the project is a major reasons that this project has many impacts that cannot be
mitigated. The inappropriate 75 foot height of this project contributes to the excessive density of the
project, which creates huge traffic impacts not addressed on Dayton Street, on the two Dayton
intersections, and likely on the unstudied Fair Oaks roadway from Dayton Street to Del Mar Blvd.
The single driveway to the project on Dayton Street is a major problem of this project, as it dumps all of
the project traffic on to already-impacted Dayton Street, worsening the two adjacent intersections.
Unfortunately, existing traffic conditions are not correct in the report, and there is insufficient study in
the report of these impacted conditions, with no alternatives are provided.
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It should be noted that while the removal of 10 of the 15 protected trees allows five protected trees to
remain, these five are not trees that create the existing lush canopy that is the predominant view of the
existing apartments and of the Castle Green to the south and west.
While it is far superior to be able to maintain or to relocate existing protected trees onto the project site,
it appears that this is not a project goal. The replacement trees won't ever come close to the existing
mature tree canopy. Questions also remain whether or not the 36 inch box size of the new trees on this
property will have the space to grow to their potential or the width to spread out their root canopy.
The report already anticipates construction to last approximately 28 months, beginning in August 2014
and completing in December 2016. A significant amount of time to find artifacts and to investigate
historic surface treatments over the long history of this site should be provided by additional time for
this phase. What could be uncovered are remnants of historic walkways, historic planting, indicators of
layouts of the original park over time, as well as the remnants of the foundation of the original house on
the site. Also, there could be remnants of the original sports court parallel to Fair Oaks Avenue. This
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investigation of historic artifacts should be a condition of any approval prior to any activity on the site.
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Of course, the concern remains of air-quality and airborne particulates during the construction phase
and a possible heightened effect on some existing residents. Also concern would be noise and
especially vibration, as it relates to the integrity of the existing historic buildings on the block.
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Comments on plans and elevations submitted.
Figure 2-5, Site plan and first floor layout. There is no text identifying uses on this plan, only the floor
plan itself. It is unclear where the common area that is referred to as the open space "gym" is located. It
is also unclear what the parking spaces are dedicated to on the surface. Also missing are clear
directional arrows on ramps and driveways. The trees that are indicated on this plan show the original
canopy as well as the projected mature canopy, blurring the limited coverage of the new trees. In fact,
the paved areas seem to cover over 90+% of the open area. Without the surface parking on the ground
floor, this actually could have been landscaped open space. Instead it's dominated by auto uses, and
pavement. This paved over approach should be completely reconsidered in the alternative section.
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Figure 2–6 & 2-7, subterranean parking levels. An amenity that seems to be missing is storage for
the private units. Typically there's some amount of storage in the garage area. Because the ground
floor plan was not labeled, this unclear if any building storage is provided there or on the ground floor
level. It is unfortunate that the subterranean level parking layouts are so tight - another problem with the
density of this project. And there are inconsistencies between this plan and Appendix diagrams.
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Figures 2-8, 9, & 10, floor layouts. It would be helpful if the actual s.f. area of the apartments were
identified to help in reviewing the parking requirements, trips generated and alternatives. It would be
helpful to identify accessible exterior spaces as well. These comments have been made before about
the presentation, and sadly add to the list of those not addressed.
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Figures 2-11 & 2-12, Conceptual elevations. Unfortunately, it appears that some of the same
elevation errors noted in the Initial Study and previous scoping sessions remain on these elevations. It
is also unfortunate that the predominant height of the existing Castle Green, at 911.4 feet (approx. 78’
high), is not clearly delineated. This was raised during the Initial Study, and the scoping sessions.
By not clearly identifying the legally recognized height of the Castle Green (approx. 78 feet), a false
impression is created that the Project building has less impact. Nothing could be further from the truth,
as the height directly contributes to many impacts. What these elevations do show is that the height of
the proposed building is generally problematic.
This building clearly dominates the west elevation. Because of the length of this elevation and the
attempt to relate to the bay window pattern of the existing adjacent facade, this elevation tends to
dominate the West side of Fair Oaks, partly due to length, but also to the oversized attempt to
‘compliment’ the historic bay windows. In relationship to the existing historic buildings, this is contrary to
the Secretary of the Interior Standards. Yet in other elevations, the proposed six-story height may not
always appear to be as dominating as it does in the illustrations provided in other sections of this study.
End.
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DEIR Comments on Section 3.1 Aesthetics selected topics
3.1.2.2: In this section the Central District area that is discusses says "most of the buildings are two
stories in height, although there are a few taller buildings of either three or four stories…” This should
be the basis for reviewing the appropriateness of the Project. Height is a major compatibility factor for
new buildings to respect existing historic buildings. Compatibility does not mean equal stature when it
comes to new buildings on or adjacent to historic sites, and especially when on the same block.
In fact, there is reason that few existing historic buildings in this District rise above four stories. While
mostly historic and significant buildings, they ultimately respect larger historic structures (such as the
Castle Green/Green Hotel Apartments) and the scale of the district.
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This is evident in most all new construction, that with one exception all new and proposed buildings
within the Old Pasadena District are 4, 3 and 2 stories.
3.1.2.3 Surrounding land uses. In the second paragraph Central Park is mentioned only as a
contributor to the Old Pasadena District, yet it is individually listed on the National Register.
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Also note in the third paragraph, this Section discusses the Castle Green and the "The garden
courtyard, located on the eastern side of Castle Green building at Raymond Avenue.” This fails to note
is that this was the original 1895 park land of the early Hotel Green, and further fails to discuss the fact
that the project site became the “West Park,” shown in Fig. 3.3-6, 7 & 8, Central Park’s predecessor.
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It is with amazement that after six years of reviews and comments, this Section fails (in the 4th
paragraph) to mention the predominant views from the existing historic residences of the large tree
canopy that exists on the project site. This omission continues throughout this report.
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Continuing on page 3.1–3, “Viewsheds” on Fair Oaks are mentioned, an is somehow made that existing
nighttime lighting levels are considered high to medium. This may only true for existing westernmost
edge of the project site, and certainly not for existing block residents. The existing large tree canopy
realistically shields most of this nighttime lighting from existing residents, and their impact should be
noted as medium to low nighttime lighting levels.
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In addition there's discussion of daytime glare from windshields of moving parts vehicles. Do to the fact
that Fair Oaks is a heavily traveled street this is somewhat true but only to the westernmost edge of the
existing site. Again, as with lighting levels, the large tree canopy dissipates most glare to existing
residents. Furthermore the discussion of glass windows and doors producing periodic glare is
questionable boilerplate language for this site. To the west and east are the existing historic buildings,
and the large tree canopy filters this light in all directions.

71

3.1.2.4 Project Site
There actually are limited views to the north of San Gabriel Mountains along the western perimeter, and
some limited views to the north of the west side of Fair Oaks and north-western Old Pasadena.
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The site description of the “significant” existing canopy, “These trees are visually prominent and
distinctive elements of the site and surrounding area due to their size and scale, and the trees
contribute to both the visual and aesthetic quality of the project site.” Also noted, “These trees are some
of the oldest trees in the city… and are of high visual significance.”

73
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Why are views of the trees not studied?
Why haven’t in the 6-year-life of this project these trees been studied for likely historic
significance?
Why isn’t the loss of this canopy given then acknowledged as a significance unmitigated loss?
Why are other descriptions of this canopy less significantly and incomplete in this report?
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In table 3–1 on page 3.1–4, summary of on-site trees, they are only 15 “on-site trees” listed in this table,
yet Fig. 3.1-2 shows 21 “on-site trees.” In the previous project site description on page 3.1–3, it says
there are 20 existing trees on the site, 15 of which are protected. This discrepancy continues and has
been noted in previous reviews yet seems to have once again been ignored.
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It is unfortunate on page 3.1–5, figure 3.1–2, location of “on-site trees,” that the tree canopy sizes are
inaccurately depicted. Every tree appears to be identical in canopy size. This of course greatly
diminishes the importance of the trees there and the significance of the trees, and the full impact of the
loss of the canopy.
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Also in the same figure, there seems to be a discrepancy between protected tree counts and nonprotected tree counts in reference to 3.1.2.4 project site. This figure only indicates that eight trees are
protected. This is a discrepancy that is been brought up during the initial study and during two previous
reviews yet it has not been corrected.
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3.1.5, Thresholds of Significance. There is a discussion of the CEQA guidelines and reference to the
Appendix G and four bullet points (top of page 3.1-13). Number one bullet point is "have a substantial
adverse effect on a scenic vista." This should apply to not only views into the site but views from in
across the site especially from the existing historic green hotel buildings. But the DEIR fails to only
study 4 tight viewpoints in concluding a less than significant impact.
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Another bullet point, number four, says a significant impact is true if it “Create[s] a new source of
substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area." Where is the
consideration here of the removal of source of daylight – late-afternoon sun and the sunsets – views
from and effect on the existing structures that are now going to be pretty much entirely lost? Shadows
beginning in early evening during summer and late afternoon in winter will require more lighting and
energy use for existing structures on the block. How much is not analyzed, even though this use is
concluded to be insignificant.

78

3.1.6 Project Impacts
"Substantial adverse effect on scenic vistas." This section states photosimulations were used, "to
provide a more complete understanding of the proposed projects effect on scenic vistas." However, this
analysis fails to provide a true complete representation of the Project’s effects on relevant scenic vistas.
Only the 4 vantage points described on pages 3.1–13 through 3.1–24 are proposed and analyzed.
Yet the DEIR fails to take into account views impacted from the existing historic structures, and historic
vistas to and from the site. This incomplete analysis must be updated to include all relevant view
impacts. The historic vistas have long existed from the far west all the way to the sloped land east of
Orange Grove Blvd, and from the far south all the way down to the former Raymond Hotel site and
more significantly along Fair Oaks north toward the site, considered a gateway into Old Pasadena.
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Review of Section 4.0 – Alternatives
Alternatives are to attempt to obtain most of the Project Objectives, yet avoid or substantially lessen significant
impacts of the project, even if those alternatives impede to some degree the attainment of the Project Objectives,
or would be more costly.
While the selection of alternatives is to foster public participation and informed decision making, it seems that the
exclusion of many alternative ideas mentioned by the public fails to meet this standard. Many alternatives,
mentioned over and over, have been ignored, or waved away by a mere statement that they “were considered but
dismissed as infeasible.”
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Case law clearly comes down on the side of measurably different alternatives that significantly lessen project
impacts. Because a selected alternative reduces one or two impacts, or merely reduces the severity of an impact,
doesn’t make it appropriate, especially if “dismissed” alternatives do more.
Two questionable Project Objectives are driving not only the project but the dearth of credible alternatives:
1. “Direct ingress/egress for parking” is a questionable goal if it is reason for the Project’s sole access on
Dayton Street. Alternative 2 only reduces the severity of traffic impacts, yet other alternatives NOT
considered would substantially lessen traffic impacts.
2. Building out the parcel “based on the original turn of the century vision to create a new “gateway”
framing Old Pasadena” has proven to be problematic at best when narrowly interpreted as the proposed
Project does. Attempting to meet this “objective” has lead to unmitigated traffic problems, to excessive
height bringing excessive impacts (studied or not), and to excessive density for this site. Almost all of the
negative impacts are due to trying to copy or stick to this “objective.” This Project, while novel and better
than previous proposals, has proven to not be appropriate for this project, nor for Alternative 2.
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In the discussion of Alternatives, page 4-2 mentions the ill-conceived original 2007 proposal, driven by the same
project objectives, and completely rejected by all. While thankfully the current project has less in common visually
with the 2007 concept, it is clear that the Project and Alternative 2 have too many unmitigated impacts.
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Page 4-3 discusses (in the second paragraph) “statements” of mitigation in the DEIR that purportedly are
adequate to reduce significant impacts, yet few if any actual mitigation measures are mentioned, let alone studied
and analyzed in the DEIR. The report goes on to say “a number of additional alternatives were considered but
dismissed as infeasible.” However, none of these “dismissed” alternatives show evidence of being studied. To
merely state that they are infeasible is inadequate and contrary to CEQA requirements.
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Alternative 1 is the required “No Project” approach, one that would most please the community. What is
omitted from this DEIR, is that Dayton Street as it exists, does not meet the minimum access width required by
the fire code. So starting with the existing conditions are problematic, especially if they are omitted.
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Alternative 2 in concept actually is just slightly better than the project. It does not change key impacts, and only
reduces the severity of unmitigated traffic impacts on Dayton, surrounding intersections and roadway segments.
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DISMISSED ALTERNATIVES
First of all, the Alternatives are supposed to be project-based. Statements such as “Much in the same manner” or
“the same project” sadly characterize Alternative 2. A major failure here is that real alternative projects are not
considered, just alternative portions of projects are considered. No wonder the stated alternatives are rejected, as
they consist of “concepts” the City had no intention of supporting from the start. This is a major flaw.
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4.4.1 Alternate ACCESS Alternative describes a single driveway on Fair Oaks, yet no location is given. In fact,
the existing parcel has a driveway on Fair Oaks. This dismissal goes on to opine that no left turn lanes into the
project on Fair Oaks could ever exist, yet no study validates this “statement.” Couldn’t a portion of on-street Fair
Oaks parking be removed to allow a left turn lane? Or a lot line adjustment in the parcel in conjunction with onstreet parking changes be studied? Could a reduced size alternative with some or all of the above make a Fair
Oaks driveway worth studying? Could a dual-driveway approach combine with the above options for
consideration? Yes to all of these possiblities.
Logic says they are worth evaluating, but without study, the DEIR says no way to any other driveway
configuration than a single traffic-busting driveway onto Dayton Street. In rejecting any possibilities here, the
report creates then ignores the worst series of unmitigated impacts possible.
4.4.2 Off-Site Parking Alternative. While this exploration could have promise, the City takes an “only per Code”
approach. Nothing outside the zoning box was looked at, even on this most-significant block that should warrant a
“creative” approach. Yet just next door, the Castle Green provides only 10 on-site resident parking places, with
the majority of occupants parking across the street. A reduced size project with creative parking solutions could
have made this worth of study.
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4.4.3 Alternate Site Alternative was dismissed solely because the current owner fails to own or control any other
property in the vicinity. Is the grounds for dismissal? Instead of studying a possible alternate site, and following up
with the other owners on possibilities that would provide such an alternate to be considered (such as land swap,
or transfer of development rights, etc.), the City again dismisses this from further consideration.

89

4.4.4 Smaller Scale Alternative. Everyone agress that the ground floor commercial is important for continuity
with Old Pasadena, yet this “smaller scale” alternative removes this use, instead opting for only 13 residential
units with no commercial space. We know the parking needs for the retail space, and this could be accessed from
a single Fair Oaks driveway to below ground. 8-14 residential units, per the proposed floor plans could be added
and accessed from this same driveway to underground. Less than 69 spaces would be required, limiting
underground parking to one floor. Perhaps if less parking, a Dayton ramp could be part of this to allow a second
and impact-reducing driveway. The existing Fair Oaks driveway could be the parking entrance. Two driveways
could reduce left turn impacts, queuing impacts and overall added traffic impacts. Dismissed.

90

4.5 Analysis Methodology. The flaw in this section is that only the “alternatives selected for analysis” are
sufficiently evaluated, leaving questions about how the “dismissed” alternatives were objectively studied.
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Sadly, superior low build options exist, but weren’t considered. Alternatives such as ONLY building the Fair Oaks
ground floor retail component with covered parking in a wider footprint, or this and perhaps adding a full or partial
second or even a limited third floor of housing above, with smaller underground parking footprint allowing some
preservation of historic tree canopies and two driveways is a simple and likely less impactful alternative.

92

For some reason, alternatives seemed to only follow existing project footprint. In fact, a 2-3 story build, as
discussed above with wider lot coverage could have a planted roof, or solar roof, or larger undisturbed ground
floor landscaped area with a smaller excavation area.
Section 4.6, Comparative Impact Analysis, Alternative 1 – No Project Alternative

93

Refer to Tom Brohard traffic notes on existing traffic conditions omitted in the DEIR.
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Castle Green Homeowners Association
Green Hotel Apartments DEIR, Section 4.0 Alternatives Comments
March 8, 2014

4.6.2 Alternative 2 – Reduced Height
The only difference in Alternative 2 and the project is the lopping off of the top two floors. However, what results
from this reduction in height and density only slightly (in words direct from this section) begin to reduce the
severity of the impacts or having similar reductions as the Project.
Artificially lopping off the top two floors may be an obvious start in considering alternatives, this is where it ended.
Why do all other attributes remain the same: views are only ‘slightly improved,’ air access slightly better, fewer
daily trips but with traffic still unsupported by roads and intersections. By reducing only ONE attribute, the
“Reduced height” Alternative fails when a “Reduced Scope” Alternative should have been studied. Is Alternative
2 more appropriate and desirable than the Project – sort of. But to say this Alternative is good is relative – sorta
like the loud relative that lives far away, so he visits less often, which is good, but he’ll always be a relative. This
is reason alone to require a revised report.
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Aesthetically, to quote the report, “the height would merely be reduced by two stories.” That’s it. And the report
says Alt. 2 has similar effects on impacts. Wow, so there’s little difference because it is not a reduction in SCOPE.
And Alternative 2 still isn’t set back on Dayton Street, and still has 20 new surface parking spaces on a large
paved “open area” stymieing a more appropriate and less impactful greener landscaped ground floor. Why
weren’t the “Known Areas of Controversy” considered when picking alternatives?
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And there is a false statement by omission on Page 4-8 stating that the Alternative wouldn’t restore turret views
from the west. Based on only the 4 close-up Vantage Points, in this case just 200-300 feet west of the site, this is
true. Even a 3 or 2 story building from this point could obscure the turret views. Yet the fact is that most of the
impacted views aren’t even considered by the Project. Alternative 2 in fact would begin to restore many of the
turret views beyond these short-sited Vantage Points, including the historical view corridors of the last 112+ years.
It could also restore many historic western, afternoon and sunset views from the site (also not studied).
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Under air quality, while referring to construction, it is deemed for Alternative 2 to be less than significant. What
the lower height does is to reduce lost air circulation for the breeze-dependent Castle Green (also not studied)
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As for Cultural Resources, if the DEIR fails to address all the cultural resources impacts for the Project, then the
Alternative is essentially similar in studied impacts. Without an objective Project analysis, of course Alternative 2
looks better. And the report concludes “similar impacts to historic resources would result with
implementation of” Alternative 2. Then in other words, lopping off 2 floors in Alt. 2 is really not less impactful,
and not really an alternative, and should be deemed inappropriately.
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Traffic generation from Alternative 2 is deemed to be on par with the Project, somewhat less but still
overwhelming Dayton Street. Alternative 2 continues to create unmitigated circumstances at Dayton & Raymond,
at Dayton & Fair Oaks, and at the unstudied Fair Oaks roadway segment from Dayton to Del Mar. So Alt. 2 is
essentially similar in traffic impacts as well.

100

Only a significant reduction of scope for an alternative would meet the CEQA threshold for Alternatives.
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The “Conclusion” on page 4-14 pretty much sums up Alternative 2: “The same significant and unavoidable
impacts would either be similar to or reduced in comparison to the Project.” It goes on to say Alt. 2 “would
not avoid but would reduce the severity of the significant traffic impact of the Project.” Reduce the “severity” is not
the standard of which Alternatives are measured, but this fact seems ignored. The standard is to avoid or
substantially lessen significant impacts, not to just reduce their severity.
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…so this really isn’t an appropriate Alternative after all. The above comments are reason enough to require a
revised report before any project approvals are granted.
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End.
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Letter No. 3

Castle Green Homeowners Association

Castle Green Homeowners Association
March 8 and 9, 2014

Responses
Response 3-1
Detailed responses to the allegations in this comment letter are provided. All impact areas have been
appropriately investigated according to CEQA requirements and no mitigation measures are omitted
or incomplete.

Response 3-2
The general statement provides no basis or discussion regarding why the “less than significant
impact” conclusions need to be revisited. Subsequent comments and conclusions are discussed further
below.

Response 3-3
The subject description is a summary of the more detailed discussion of aesthetics provided in
Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR. Whether the existing Castle Green is characterized as a six-story building
or a seven-story building does not exaggerate nor underestimate the height of the subject structure,
nor is that characterization the basis on which the conclusions of the aesthetics impacts analysis were
reached. The Draft EIR analysis is based on the actual heights of existing structures in relation to the
height of the proposed project building. That is clearly evidenced in the elevations provided in
Section 3.1 (i.e., Figure 2-11 and 2-12), which are drawn to scale and have the actual heights, as
measured in feet above mean sea level, of numerous existing structural features near the project site.
Castle Green has a height of between 906.1 and 938.2 feet above mean sea level, depending on
particular roof features, and the proposed project building has a height of 908.26, which is, for the
most part, lower than Castle Green.

Response 3-4
Section 3.1.2.4 of the Draft EIR acknowledges that surface parking and mature trees also currently
occupy the project site and are therefore included in the impacts analysis. For the reasons described in
Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, specifically pages 3.1-24 through 3.1-27, implementation of the proposed
project will not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surrounding. The conclusion that there will be no significant impacts pertaining to aesthetics remains
valid.

Response 3-5
The issue described in the comment (i.e., headlight illumination impacts) is addressed on page 3.1-27
of the Draft EIR. Furthermore, the project is located in one of the most heavily urbanized and active
areas of Pasadena, where lighting from cars in the late evening or early morning hours or glare during
daytime hours would not be a material change to the existing condition, and therefore is a less than
significant impact.

Response 3-6
The figures presented in Appendix B of the Draft EIR indicate that shading impacts associated with the
project would generally be limited to only portions of the adjacent building during certain times of the
year and certain hours of the day. The figures in Appendix B also show the substantial separation
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between the project building and existing structures, including a building separation distance of
approximately 40 feet to the existing Green Hotel Apartments to the north and approximately 158 to
the Castle Green to the east. Figure 2-8 through 2-12 of the Draft EIR also delineate, to scale, the
substantial amount of separation between the project building and the aforementioned existing
structures. While development of the proposed building may cause existing breezes from the west and
south to flow around the new building, there is no indication that there would be a significant loss or
reduction of existing airflow to Castle Green. Based on the above, there is no factual basis to conclude
that implementation of the project would cause a loss of daylight and breeze resulting in higher
energy use.

Response 3-7
Please see Response to Comment 3-6 above. Additionally, relative to the commenter’s statement that
the Castle Green units were designed for cross-building ventilation, it should be noted that the
currently proposed building is in the same basic location and orientation as originally envisioned in
1903 for the overall Green Hotel complex (see Figures 3.3-4 and 3.3-5 on page 3.3-11 of the Draft EIR),
with the notable exception that the current proposal has a 40-foot wide separation between the north
end of the proposed building and the south side of the existing Green Hotel Apartments, whereas the
original development had continuous building area with no such gap. If anything, the currently
proposed project better supports cross-building ventilation at Castle Green than the development
concept in mind when Castle Green was designed, by providing a sizeable opening for westerly
breezes to flow through.

Response 3-8
The general statement provides no basis or discussion regarding why the “less than significant
impact” conclusions need to be revisited. Subsequent comments and conclusions are discussed further
below.

Response 3-9
In contrast to the commenter’s allegation, the historic value of the trees and landscaping on site has
been evaluated in the EIR. Page 3.3-6 of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of trees at and near the
project site. Appendix E of the Draft EIR provides a detailed evaluation of the ages of trees at and
adjacent to the project site. As concluded therein, removal of trees onsite would not affect the existing
National Register listing and there would be no significant impact related to historic resources.
Further, as discussed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) the environmental setting
[i.e. the basis for determining whether an impact is significant] are the “physical environmental
conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is
published…” (See also CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a).) (See also Citizens Committee to Save Our
Village v. City of Claremont (1995) 37 Cal.App.4th 1157, 1170 [no historic impacts based upon alleged
inconsistency with historic landscape plan when there was no evidence as to the extent, detail, or
nature of the plan, no evidence that plan was maintained or continued over time, and no credible
evidence that landscaping in accordance with alleged plan was in existence at the present time.]
Secretary of the Interior’s Standard 4 states: Changes to a property that have acquired historic
significance in their own right will be retained and preserved.
The growth and maturity of the trees on the property is a change; however, this is a change that has
not acquired historic significance because historic association has been lost and there is no new
context or association. Two trees remain on the parcel from the hotel’s period of significance. The
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historic landscape associated with the hotel is no longer discernible, and the parcel no longer conveys
its past use as a designed landscape for the hotel or has a visual association with Central Park. The
landscape features currently on the parcel have not acquired historic significance, on the contrary,
they have lost historic significance. The project conforms to Standard 4 because there is no change
that has acquired significance over time.

Response 3-10
Please see Response to Comment 3-9 above. Relocation of trees will comply with the Tree Protection
Ordinance. Trees by themselves could be considered significant, but would have to be designated as
such pursuant to the City’s Zoning Code. None of the trees on this site have been, or could be, so
designated.

Response 3-11
The height compatibility of the proposed project is addressed on page 3.3-29 of the Draft EIR.
Additionally, please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding the Draft EIR analysis of impacts to
historic resources.

Response 3-12
The comment claims that the project is not consistent with Standard 10; however, Standard 10
specifies that if new construction is removed in the future, the integrity of the existing historic
resources would be unaffected. The proposed project is a separate building that would not touch the
existing historic resources; hence, if it were removed at a future date, the “form and integrity of the
historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.” The project is, therefore, consistent with
Standard 10. Standard 9 is more related to the commenter’s concern regarding height. Please see
Topical Response TR-CR-1 for additional discussion regarding the Draft EIR analysis of impacts to
historic resources, including a discussion of height in relation to the adjacent historic buildings.

Response 3-13
The Draft EIR addresses the impacts associated with proposed Project in accordance with CEQA
requirements.

Response 3-14
South Coast Air Quality Management District thresholds pertaining to greenhouse gases (GHGs) are
based on land use sources of GHGs, not land use receptors. GHG impacts are global in nature, and not
specific to local settings. Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR addresses potential air quality impacts associated
with construction and operation of the proposed project, including potential impacts to sensitive
receptors as discussed on pages 3.2-14 through 3.2-17. That analysis considers potential “hot spots”
(i.e., the potential for high concentrations of air pollutants to accumulate in particular areas) and toxic
air contaminants. As indicated in Section 3.2, no significant impacts related to air quality are
anticipated to occur following implementation of recommended mitigation measures.

Response 3-15
The general statement provides no basis or discussion regarding why the “less than significant
impact” conclusions need to be revisited. The analysis of potential noise and vibration impacts to
nearby buildings, as presented in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR and supported by Appendix G, is specific
to each building. The nature and applicability of mitigation measures presented in that section, as well
as in other sections of the Draft EIR, are specific to the significant impacts identified in the impacts
analysis. It is not necessary or appropriate to extend mitigation measures to situations where no
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significant impacts occur. Additionally, it should be noted that the vast majority of mitigation
measures presented in Section 3.5 are not limited to specific building, but rather apply in general. The
only mitigation measures that are buildings-specific are MM-NOISE-4 and MM-NOISE-5 relative to
potential construction-related structure vibration impacts to the existing Green Hotel Apartments and
the single-story structure at 84 Fair Oaks Avenue (see Response to Comment 2-5 regarding
clarification that the subject mitigation measures apply to 84 Fair Oaks Avenue). Those two
building-specific measures do not apply to Castle Green because, as indicated on page 3.5-21 of the
Draft EIR, project-related construction activities would be 75 feet or more from Castle Green, which, at
that distance, the potential for structural vibration impacts would be less than significant.

Response 3-16
MM-NOISE-1 is consistent with the City’s Noise Ordinance, which is described in Section 3.5.3.3, and
provides appropriate time limitations on construction activities, thereby reducing potential noise
impacts to a level that is less than significant. The Mitigation Measure extends noise restrictions
applicable to residential zones to this site, which is not in a residential zone and would therefore not
normally be required to comply with residential noise restrictions. The comment provides no basis
for, or analysis in support of, expanding those time limitations beyond those required for residential
zones in the City’s Noise Ordinance.

Response 3-17
Noise impacts associated with vehicle traffic on Dayton Street are addressed on page 3.5-14 of the
Draft EIR, which states that the project-induced increase in traffic volumes on Dayton Street would
increase ambient noise levels by 2 dBA. For comparison, it is widely accepted that the average healthy
ear can barely perceive changes of a 3 dBA increase or decrease in noise. The noise generated by
639 new daily project trips is much less significant than the noise generated by 20,690 existing daily
vehicle trips on Fair Oaks.

Response 3-18
Condition of Approval COA-NOISE-4 and Mitigation Measure MM- NOISE-3 sufficiently reduce noise
impact to a level that is less than significant. No expansion or modifications of those measures are
warranted. Moreover, COA-NOISE-4 does not contain any noise notification requirements but rather
pertains to providing data to the Director of Planning and Community Development documenting that
noise levels from heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) and other mechanical equipment
will meet specified noise levels. Additionally, MM-Noise-3 in its current form calls for a prohibition on
use of the pool area between 10:00 p.m. and 5:00 a.m. To add noise restrictions on continued pool use
after 8:00 p.m. and before 7:00 a.m. is unwarranted given that noise intensive use of the pool area
during such times seems unlikely and the commenter provides no basis or rationale for why such
restrictions during those hours are needed. In the event there is a notable noise disturbance occurring
during those hours of interest, enforcement of the city’s noise ordinance, as described in Section
3.5.3.3 of the Draft EIR is available to address the issue.

Response 3-19
Mitigation Measure MM-NOISE-4 on page 3.5-21 of the Draft EIR provides sufficient detail regarding
how the measure will work. As described therein, the tasks required in MM-NOISE-4 are to be
implemented by a Professional Structural Engineer with experience in structural vibration analysis
and monitoring and a Project Historic Architect as a team. As qualified professionals, they will take the
steps necessary and appropriate to address potential vibration impacts specific to the site
characteristics and specific to the demolition/construction approach proposed. As indicated by the
3-66
Green Hotel Apartments Final EIR

Section 3  Comments and Responses

examples provided in the latter portion of MM-NOISE-4, the types of measures to be employed are
aimed primarily at avoiding or minimizing activities that may result in significant vibration levels. It is
not necessary to test such mitigation measures prior to demolition, as suggested by the commenter.

Response 3-20
Please see Response to Comment 2-5, which adds the 84 Fair Oaks Avenue structure to the proposed
monitoring program and reiterates the Draft EIR finding that the Castle Green building is
approximately 75 feet from the project site, and, at this distance, the potential for structural vibration
impacts would be less than significant (i.e., vibration monitoring is not warranted).

Response 3-21
Please see Response to Comment 2-5.

Response 3-22
The general statement provides no basis or discussion regarding why the “less than significant
impact” conclusions need to be revisited. The alleged deficiencies in the traffic study are addressed
below.

Response 3-23
An Alternative Access Alternative and an Off-Site Parking Alternative have been studied to address the
significant impact to Dayton Street. These alternatives are discussed on page 4-4 of the Draft EIR.
Traffic impacts on Dayton Street are identified and discussed on page 3.6-43 of the Draft EIR, as
indicated; no feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce significant traffic impacts on
Dayton Street because the only way to reduce the impact below a level of significance is to reduce the
number of trips along this segment. In order to study the potential to reduce the number of trips along
this segment, the Alternate Access Alternative would relocate the project driveway along Fair Oaks
Avenue creating right-turn in and right-turn out access for the project site. As discussed in
Response 2-6 above, this alternative would not mitigate the significant impact on Dayton Street. The
Off-Site Parking Alternative would relocate 32 parking spaces to an off-site parking structure. As
described in Section 4.4.2 of the Draft EIR, the capacity of the two nearby parking structures has been
reached and they are therefore not available, thereby making it infeasible to provide off-site parking
within the required 1,000 feet of the project site. For this reasons, the Off-Site Parking Alternative was
eliminated from further consideration and evaluation in the Draft EIR.
Typical local street capacity is between 3,000 to 5,000 Average Daily Traffic (ADT); the current ADT
on Dayton Street is 883, and the project would increase the ADT on Dayton Street to approximately
1,509. This increase is substantially below the available capacity on Dayton Street.
The traffic study includes the existing (baseline) trips affecting Dayton Street, which are part of the
existing AM and PM vehicle count data, and included in the traffic impact analysis on page 12 and
13 in Appendix H of the Draft EIR, and in the Draft EIR itself on page 3.6-11 and 3.6-13. This includes
all trips associated with the existing parking lot, which currently only uses Dayton Street for access
(per the applicant, the gated Fair Oaks Avenue driveway is locked and only used for trash pickup).

Response 3-24
The discussion within the Executive Summary box addresses whether project implementation would
conflict with the County Congestion Management Program (CMP), and the conclusion therein that it
would not conflict with the CMP is correct, which the commenter acknowledges. As described in
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Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR, the traffic study completed for the project addresses six intersections
located near the project site, as shown in Figure 3.6-2 of the Draft EIR, and concludes, based on
substantial evidence that no significant impacts to any of those intersections would occur.

Response 3-25
Both of the subject intersections (Dayton Street/Fair Oaks Avenue and Dayton Street/Raymond
Avenue) are addressed in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. As discussed therein, no significant impacts
would occur at any of the intersections evaluated; hence, no mitigation measures for intersection
impacts are warranted.

Response 3-26
Significant traffic impacts on Dayton Street are identified in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR and, as
indicated on page 3.6-45, no feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce those impacts. The
issue of potential blockage of the site driveway on Dayton Street is addressed on page 3.6-49 of the
Draft EIR and Condition of Approval COA-TRAN-1 is identified to avoid driveway blockage.

Response 3-27
The emergency access on the Dayton Street segment is discussed on page 3.6-49 of the Draft EIR, with
the City’s Fire Department stating that Fair Oaks Avenue has been identified as the preferred and
primary emergency access for this project, and that Dayton Street would only be used as a secondary
emergency access for this project if circumstances warrant due to the fact that the project is at the
corner of Fair Oaks Avenue and Dayton Street. The Fire Department has also recommended that the
project driveway to the parking garage be located on Dayton Street to avoid potential conflicts
between the project driveway and the primary emergency access location that would be on Fair Oaks
Avenue.
The traffic study includes the existing apartment trips and the existing Castle Green trips on
Dayton Street, which are part of the existing AM and PM vehicle count data, and included in the traffic
analysis on page 12 and 13 in Appendix H of the Draft EIR, and in the Draft EIR itself on page 3.6-11
and 3.6-13.

Response 3-28
The discussion on page 3.6-50 of the Draft EIR indicates that the existing Pedestrian Environmental
Quality Index and the Bicycle Environmental Quality Index scores will not be significantly impacted
with implementation of the proposed project and in certain cases would be improved.

Response 3-29
As described on page ES-5 of the Draft EIR, the 11 areas of known controversy that are listed were
taken into consideration in determining the scope of the EIR analysis, which, in turn, were all
addressed in the six topical areas presented as Sections 3.1 through 3.6 of the Draft EIR, along with
Section 4 (Alternatives) of the Draft EIR. Many of the specific notes provided by the commenter
relative to each area of controversy are repeated elsewhere in the commenter's submittal. Provided
below are responses to new/additional comments, as well as cross-references to responses to other
comments addressed elsewhere in the submittal.

Response 3-30
The specific points bulleted in this comment are raised elsewhere in the comment letter, and thus
addressed in the following Responses to Comments.
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For Bullet 1, refer to Responses to Comments 3-4, 3-46, 3-48, 3-55, 3-70, and 3-71.



For Bullet 2, refer to Responses to Comments 3-9, 3-55, and 3-75.



For Bullet 3, refer to Responses to Comments 3-10, 3-59, and 3-74.



For Bullet 4, refer to Responses to Comments 3-9, 3-48, 3-59, 3-70, and 3-71.



For Bullet 5, refer to Response to Comment 3-9.

Response 3-31
The specific points bulleted in this comment are raised elsewhere in the comment letter, and thus
addressed in the following Responses to Comments.


For Bullet 1, refer to Responses to Comments 3-23, 3-26, and 3-43.



For Bullet 2, refer to Response to Comment 3-84.



For Bullet 3, refer to Responses to Comments 3-84 and 3-87.



For Bullet 4, refer to Responses to Comments 3-84 and 3-87.



For Bullet 5, refer to Responses to Comments 3-23, 3-26, and 3-43.

Response 3-32
The specific points bulleted in this comment are raised elsewhere in the comment letter, and thus
addressed in the following Responses to Comments.


For Bullet 1, refer to Responses to Comments 3-43, 3-52, and 3-84.



For Bullet 2, refer to Responses to Comments 3-43 and 3-52.



For Bullet 3, refer to Response to Comment 3-47.

Response 3-33
The specific points bulleted in this comment are raised elsewhere in the comment letter, and thus
addressed in the following Responses to Comments.


For Bullet 1, refer to Responses to Comments 3-41, 3-42, and 3-58.



For Bullet 2, refer to Responses to Comments 3-41, 3-42, and 3-58.



For Bullet 3, refer to Responses to Comments 3-27 and 3-58.



For Bullet 4, refer to Responses to Comments 3-41, 3-58, and Topical Response TR-ALT-1.



For Bullet 5, refer to Responses to Comments 3-25, 3-27, and 3-28.



For Bullet 6, refer to Responses to Comments 3-25, 3-27, 3-28, 3-41, 3-42, 3-58, and 3-85.
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Response 3-34
The specific points bulleted in this comment are raised elsewhere in the comment letter, and thus
addressed in the following Responses to Comments.


For Bullet 1, refer to Responses to Comments 3-44 and 3-57.



For Bullet 2, refer to Responses to Comments 3-3, 3-11, 3-12, 3-44, 3-51, 3-57, and Topical
Response TR-CR-1.



For Bullet 3, refer to Responses to Comments 3-3, 3-11, 3-66, and 3-95.



For Bullet 4, refer to Responses to Comments 3-44, 3-57, 3-95 and Topical Response TR-ALT-1.



For Bullet 5, refer to Responses to Comments 3-3, 3-6, 3-11, 3-49, 3-57, and 3-95.



For Bullet 6, refer to Responses to Comments 3-44 and 3-51.



For Bullet 7, refer to Responses to Comments 3-44, 3-65, and 3-66.

Response 3-35
With one exception, the specific points bulleted in this comment are raised elsewhere in the comment
letter. The only item in this comment that is not raised elsewhere in the letter is the second bullet
point alleging that the entire block where the project site is located should be shown on maps as being
on the National Register, as well as the entirety of the Old Pasadena District. In that regard, the
discussion on pages 3.3-16 through 3.3-17 of the Draft EIR, and accompanying Figure 3.3-9, correctly
describe how the structures within the subject block contribute to the Old Pasadena District, while, as
noted on page 3.3-19, vacant lots, such as the project site, are considered to be non-contributing
resources. Regarding the suggestion to outline all of the Old Pasadena District, the discussion on page
3.3-15 describes the boundaries of the District, and the map on page 32 of Draft EIR Appendix E shows
the boundaries of the entire District. Please see Responses to Comments 3-51 and 3-67 regarding the
other bulleted items in this comment.

Response 3-36
With one exception, the specific points bulleted in this comment are raised elsewhere in the comment
letter. The only item in this comment that is not raised elsewhere in the letter is the third bullet point
that the Draft EIR does not address impacts to views from existing historic buildings. In that regard,
CEQA emphasizes evaluation of visual resources that are visible from public places, like streets,
sidewalks, and parks, and is not intended to protect private views, such as those that may be available
from existing private property/buildings. For the other bulleted items in this comment, please refer to
the following Responses to Comments.


For Bullet 1, refer to Responses to Comments 3-79 and Topical Response TR-AES-1.



For Bullet 2, refer to Response to Comment 3-79.



For Bullet 3, refer to Responses to Comments 3-95, 3-96, 3-97, and Topical Response TR-AES-1.



For Bullet 4, refer to Responses to Comments 3-95, 3-96, 3-97, and Topical Response TR-AES-1.
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Response 3-37
The specific points bulleted in this comment are raised elsewhere in the comment letter, and thus
addressed in the following Responses to Comments.


For Bullet 1, refer to Responses to Comments 3-90 and 3-95.



For Bullet 2, refer to Responses to Comments 3-90, 3-91, 3-92, and Topical Response TR-ALT-1.



For Bullet 3, refer to Responses to Comments 3-90 and 3-92.



For Bullet 4, refer to Response to Comment 3-89, and also note that transfer of development
rights are not allowed within the Central District Specific Plan area where the project site is
located.



For Bullet 5, refer to Responses to Comments 3-80 and 3-102.

Response 3-38
The specific points bulleted in this comment are raised elsewhere in the comment letter, and thus
addressed in the following Responses to Comments.


For Bullet 1, refer to Responses to Comments 3-7 and 3-98.



For Bullet 2, refer to Responses to Comments 3-7 and 3-49.



For Bullet 3, refer to Response to Comment 3-61.

Response 3-39
The specific points bulleted in this comment are raised elsewhere in the comment letter. Please see
Responses to Comments 3-15 and 3-19 which address the bulleted items in this comment.

Response 3-40
Please see Response to Comment 3-15. Also note that, as indicated on page 3.5-11, vibration levels
associated with loaded trucks, along with large bulldozers and other such equipment, were accounted
for in the impacts analysis. Regarding the excavation of earth near existing structures, it is anticipated
that shoring will be used, where appropriate as will be determined by a structural engineer and the
Building Official prior to issuance of a building permit for the project.

Response 3-41
The Draft EIR does not say both, or either, of the subject intersections will be problematic. As
documented in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR, no significant impacts would occur at those intersections
and the existing Pedestrian Environmental Quality Index and the Bicycle Environmental Quality Index
scores in areas around the project site will not be significantly impacted with implementation of the
proposed project and in certain cases would be improved.

Response 3-42
The fire station signal on Fair Oaks Avenue is intended to facilitate emergency vehicles exiting the fire
station. The flashing beacon near the fire house is not a signalized or an unsignalized intersection. The
flashing beacon is used to warm motorists that a fire engine is responding to an emergency and will
exit the fire house. During operation, the signal stops traffic for just enough time for the emergency
vehicles and equipment to exit the structure. Accordingly, this is not a typical traffic signal since it
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does not operate on a regular basis. Further, the configuration of the intersection of Dayton Street and
Fair Oaks Avenue and the emergency signal would not change with implementation of the project, nor
would the functionality of the emergency signal and the response pattern of traffic change.
Accordingly, the project would not change the existing scenario. Nor would the introduction of project
traffic into the emergency signal area impact the ability of the emergency signal to function
appropriately. Finally, it is assumed that traffic from the project would respond as required when the
emergency signal is in operation, and there is no evidence to rebut that assumption, nor is there
evidence that additional traffic on Fair Oaks Avenue, or Dayton Street, or at their intersection, would
impede the operation of the emergency signal.
The street segment of Fair Oaks Avenue between Dayton Street and Del Mar Boulevard is a four-lane
roadway with higher capacity than any of the other street segments that have been analyzed. The net
increase in traffic on that segment is expected to be less than one percent because the segment of Fair
Oaks Avenue north of the segment in question is less than one percent, well under the 4.9 percent
threshold that triggers consideration of project alternatives. An additional 1,000 trips would be
needed to generate a significant impact on Fair Oaks Avenue. The project generates well below
1,000 average daily trips on Fair Oaks Avenue. Therefore, the street segment of Fair Oaks Avenue
between Dayton Street and Del Mar Boulevard was not included as part of the traffic study.

Response 3-43
The Fire Department is aware of the existing and future impacts of the proposed project as well as the
Alternative 2 scenario, and the Fire Department has no issues or concerns regarding the safety access
on Dayton Street, Fair Oaks Avenue, or the project site itself. The City has numerous locations where
streets are not in compliance with the current Fire Code. The City has past practice allowing
nonconforming streets to continue to exist and does not burden new projects with requirements to
provide fire access when there is alternative fire access provided. In this case, Fair Oaks Avenue has
been identified by the Fire Department as the preferred and primary emergency access for this project
because it is a larger street and has a larger water main than Dayton Street. Dayton Street would only
be used as secondary emergency access for this project if circumstances warrant due to the fact that
the project is at the corner of Fair Oaks Avenue and Dayton Street. Because Fair Oaks Avenue would
be the primary emergency access for the project, the Fire Department has recommended that access
to the project’s parking garage be from Dayton Street to avoid potential conflicts between the project
driveway and the primary emergency access location on Fair Oaks Avenue. Any future construction on
Dayton Street shall comply with the requirements of California Fire Code (CFC) (Pasadena Fire Chief,
August 2014).
Traffic concerns and impacts at both Dayton Street intersections were adequately studied, and the
analysis indicated the two intersections (Dayton Street at Fair Oaks Avenue and Dayton Street at
Raymond Avenue) would operate at an acceptable level of service (LOS A) with and without the
project, as discussed on pages 11 and 34 of the traffic study included in Appendix H of the Draft EIR.

Response 3-44
As indicated on page 2-15 of the Draft EIR, the height, floor area ratio, and setbacks of the proposed
project meet the development standards for the CD-1 zoning district. As such, the development plan
for the project site complies with the existing zoning requirements, and there are no significant
impacts that warrant consideration of building setbacks different than those currently proposed.
Additionally, the project applicant cannot be forced into a Variance situation, notwithstanding that it
would be unlikely that the findings necessary to grant such a Variance could be met.
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Response 3-45
As stated on page 3.1-17 of the Draft EIR...” while the proposed project would affect private views
from certain residences in the Castle Green and Green Hotel Apartment building, CEQA emphasizes
evaluation of visual resources that are visible from public places, like streets, sidewalks, and parks."
Impacts to such public views are addressed in the Draft EIR and supplemented with additional
discussion and visual simulations provided in this Responses to Comment document.
Notwithstanding, it should be noted that the mature tree canopy visible from Castle Green, the existing
Green Hotel Apartments, and offsite areas to the south and southwest is concentrated in the area
immediately west of, and on the same property as, Castle Green, which will not be affected by the
proposed project, The attached figure, which supplements Figure 2-3 in the Draft EIR provides an
oblique aerial view looking northward, which shows the existing vegetation at and near the project
site. As shown, the predominant lush green canopy, which the commenter may be referring to, is
immediate to Castle Green and outside of the project boundary. The existing vegetative canopy within
the project site is characterized by several pockets of trees dispersed within the existing surface
parking lot that covers the vast majority of the site. As described in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, the
loss of onsite trees, being those that cannot be saved in-place or transplanted elsewhere within the
site, would be mitigated through replacement trees planted onsite. It should also be noted that the
visual impacts discussion on page 3.1-17 of the Draft EIR indicated that, from the perspective of
Castle Green residents, the proposed project would obstruct views to the west, which currently
include views of the Doty Block building, the former Ambassador College campus, Vista del Arroyo
Hotel and Bungalows, Verdugo Mountains, and the San Rafael Hills. See also Topical Response
TR-AES-1 Potential View Impacts.

Response 3-46
Notwithstanding that tree foliage such as that currently at the Project site provides minimal sound
attenuation, implementation of the project includes replacement and relocation of existing trees.
Based on the low speeds at which vehicles would be operating at the Project driveway, minimal
vehicle noise levels would be generated. Moreover, the noise exposure at Castle Green and the
Green Hotel Apartments associated with the Project-related 626 trips per day would be more than
offset by the shielding of traffic noise from the existing 20,690 average daily trips on Fair Oaks Avenue
that would occur with development of the Project building, which would be an intervening noise
barrier. A building height reduction, setback on Dayton Street, and/or dual-driveway scenario would
not lessen noise impacts. No operations-related noise mitigation is warranted given that there are no
significant noise impacts.
Regarding the creation of an “echo chamber” as suggested in the comment, it should be noted that
there would be over 150 feet of separation between Castle Green and the proposed building. As shown
in the visual simulations presented in Figures 3.1-4 through 3.1-6 and 3.1-11, the exterior of the
proposed building has numerous protrusions and other architectural features that “break up” the
exterior finish, which will serve to diffract any sound waves extending to the building. Additionally,
substantial landscaping, including numerous existing and proposed trees, will occupy the area
between the proposed building and Castle Green, especially around the proposed driveway and
parking ramp as shown in Figure 2-5b, which has been added in the Final EIR. To the extent that
landscaping, such as the tree canopy serves as a “positive filter,” as suggested by the commenter, such
would still be the case with project implementation. Based on the above, no significant impacts related
to a potential “echo chamber” are anticipated to occur.
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Response 3-47
Figure 2-5 in the Draft EIR was a preliminary site plan that was subsequently updated to include
minor refinements to the surface parking layout, landscaping, and other ground level features. The
updated site plan, presented herein as Figure 2-5a, delineates the location and intended use of the
20 parking spaces proposed at surface level. The comment provides no indication as to how or why
the provision of covered parking, versus uncovered parking, would create visual and/or noise impacts
that are not already addressed in Sections 3.1 and 3.5, respectively, of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s
question of why isn’t all of the parking underground, instead of having any surface parking, is a design
issue and not an environmental issue requiring analysis in the EIR. Regarding underground parking, a
total of 147 parking spaces are shown on Figures 2-6 and 2-7 of the Draft EIR, with 78 spaces on
Level 1 and 69 spaces on Level 2.

Response 3-48
Light and glare impacts, including impacts associated with vehicle headlights, are addressed in
Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR.

Response 3-49
As indicated by the figures contained in Appendix B, shade impacts on adjacent buildings would
generally be limited to mid- to late-afternoon, depending on time of year, and, as also reflected in
those figures, there is a substantial amount of open area between the proposed Project building and
adjacent structures, which would continue to allow for air flow between buildings. The commenter
provides no substantial evidence in support of the claim that implementation of the proposed Project
would result in increased energy usage at existing buildings in the vicinity of the Project.

Response 3-50
All comments have been carefully reviewed and considered, and written responses have been
prepared for all comments. The Draft EIR and the written responses to comments on the Draft EIR,
along with other information contained in this Final EIR, meet the requirements of CEQA for the City
to consider action on the Project.

Response 3-51
Section 2.5 of the Draft EIR describes the existing General Plan land use and zoning designations
applicable to the Project site. Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR addresses historic resource considerations,
including issues pertaining to the National Register of Historic Places.

Response 3-52
The comment offers an opinion regarding the appropriateness of the project objectives and does not
raise any new environmental issues. That opinion is included as part of the Final EIR, which will be
considered by decision makers in taking action on the Project.

Response 3-53
Similar to above, the commenter's opinion regarding the relationship between the project objectives
and the alternatives is so noted and is included in the Final EIR.
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Response 3-54
The existing composition of the 32,362 square-foot project site is described in Section 2.2 of the
Draft EIR, which includes a surface parking lot with 60 parking spaces, a billboard, concrete pathways,
benches, an outdoor eating area, and 20 trees. The first sentence of the second full paragraph on page
2-14 is hereby revised to read:
The proposed project would provide 9,600 square feet of private open space and recreational
uses, which would consist of 2,880 square feet of open space (including a pool), a
1,050 square-foot gym, and 5,670 square feet of open space provided in the courtyard on the
ground floor.

Response 3-55
Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR provides the analysis and substantial evidence for concluding that the
impact associated with the loss, replacement, or relocation of existing trees onsite in compliance with
the Tree Protection Ordinance would be less than significant impact. There is no basis for further
evaluating alternatives to reduce that impact. Additionally, it should be noted that the comment is
incorrect in stating that the proposed project would eliminate the existing 45-75 foot mature tree
canopy. As indicated in Table 3-2, as revised in Response to Comment 3-74 below, eight of the
23 existing trees located within or directly adjacent to the project site would remain in place or would
be relocated within the project site. Also, the existing trees located directly adjacent to the west side of
Castle Green, east of the project site, that are in addition to the 23 trees noted above would be
unaffected by the project and would remain in place.

Response 3-56
The questions regarding the amount of surface parking proposed, as opposed to putting all parking
underground, is a design issue and not an environmental issue requiring analysis in the EIR. Surface
parking is not prohibited in the Zoning Code and the design ensures that surface parking will not be
seen from Fair Oaks Avenue, in compliance with design guidelines in the Central District Specific Plan.

Response 3-57
Page 2-15 of the Draft EIR provides a factual description of the characteristics of the project that
comply with applicable zoning requirements. Historic resource considerations are addressed in
Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR and Topical Response TR-CR-1 of this Final EIR, and traffic considerations
are addressed in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR.

Response 3-58
Traffic considerations are addressed in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The comment provides no
explanation, facts, or analysis regarding how or why the traffic analysis is not adequate. No significant
impact was identified in the traffic study at the intersections of Dayton Street and Fair Oaks Avenue or
Dayton Street and Raymond Avenue.

Response 3-59
As indicated in Response to Comment 3-74, five of the 18 protected trees would be saved in-place,
three of the protected trees would be boxed and transplanted within the project site, and the
remaining ten protected trees would be removed and replaced onsite. As discussed in Response to
Comment 3-45, the predominant lush canopy visible from the existing Green Hotel Apartments and
Castle Green towards the project site is at the western end of the Castle Green site, which would not be
affected by the proposed project. Additionally, as noted above, eight of the existing mature trees
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located within or directly adjacent to the project site would remain in place or be relocated within the
project site. The existing vegetative canopy within the project site is characterized by several pockets
of trees dispersed within the existing surface parking lot that covers the vast majority of the site
(see Figure 2-3a included with Response to Comment 3-45). Between the preservation/on-site
transplantation of eight existing protected trees and the mitigation of the removal of ten remaining
protected trees with 32 replacement trees that will be planted onsite, it is anticipated that the amount
of existing canopy area associated with the existing protected trees will be maintained if not expanded
with implementation of the proposed project.

Response 3-60
The potential to encounter significant subsurface historic archaeological resources during excavation
activities was addressed in Section II.7 of the Initial Study contained in Appendix A of the Draft EIR
and concludes that there would be no potential adverse effect on archaeological resources as a result
of the project. However, to address this comment, the following condition of approval will be added to
the project to clarify the “standard feature within the construction contract” referenced in the Initial
Study:
A targeted monitoring program by a qualified professional archaeologist versed in historic archaeology
shall be implemented during construction. While the archaeological monitor need not be present
throughout construction, the targeted archaeological monitoring program shall minimally include the
following:


Prior to grading, the archeological consultant shall acquire and review a records search from the
South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) and review the cultural/historic resource
reports prepared for the project to identify any areas of archaeological sensitivity onsite.



On the first day of the grading phase and/or prior grading activities, the archaeological consultant
shall conduct a meeting with the construction crew to assist the crew in identifying potentially
significant cultural resources and to identify any potential related concerns. If any potential
resources are identified when the monitor is not on site, the monitor shall be called immediately
and permitted to examine the area prior to additional disturbances.



The archaeological consultant shall monitor the first two days of grading activities and initial
activities associated with the removal of basements, foundations, and/or concrete slabs.



The archaeological consultant shall monitor the disturbance (e.g., grading, trenching, etc.) of any
archaeologically sensitive areas identified through records review and/or preliminary
investigation. To minimize costs, efforts will be made to schedule such disturbance while the
archaeological consultant is otherwise present onsite.



The archaeological consultant shall prepare a summary report at the completion of monitoring for
submittal to the SCCIC.

The archaeological monitor shall have the authority to halt any activities impacting archaeological
resources and the monitor/archaeological consultant must be permitted to adequately evaluate the find.
If materials are found to be important, measures must be taken to preserve such materials in place or
relocate the materials off site for further study.
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Response 3-61
Construction-related air quality impacts and noise/vibration impacts are addressed in Sections 3.2
and 3.5, respectively, of the Draft EIR.

Response 3-62
The updated site plan referenced in Response to Comment 3-47 as a replacement for Figure 2-5 of the
Draft EIR identifies the locations of various uses, including the gym and retail uses, proposed on the
ground floor and also shows the location of the underground parking access ramp (southeast portion
of site) and the nearby driveway connecting with Dayton Street. No significant impacts were identified
relative to the proposed surface parking and other associated paved areas; consequently, there is no
need to address alternatives for that area.

Response 3-63
The need for, and nature and location of, building storage are not environmental issues; no response is
required. The Zoning Code does not require provision of dedicated storage areas.

Response 3-64
In general, the sizes of the proposed apartments are expected to range from approximately 640 sf to
approximately 960 sf on most floors, and between approximately 940 sf and approximately 1,645 on
the top floor. While the floor area of the individual apartments shown in Figures 2-8 through 2-10
vary by unit type and location, the specific size of each apartment does not pertain to environmental
issues. Table 2-2 in the Draft EIR indicates the parking requirements for the proposed apartments,
including a breakdown of apartments less than 650 sf and greater than 650 sf. Vehicle trip generation
for apartments is by unit count (i.e., 64 units), not unit size, as shown in Table 8 of the traffic study
contained in Appendix H of the Draft EIR.

Response 3-65
The elevations presented in Figures 2-11 and 2-12 of the Draft EIR are drawn to scale and include
specific call-outs of building heights. The reader is provided clear and accurate information to draw
conclusions regarding the relationships between existing and proposed buildings. In regards to the
comment regarding the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, see Topical Response TR-CR-1.

Response 3-66
The comment offers an opinion regarding the height of new and proposed buildings within the
Old Pasadena sub-district and does not raise any new environmental issues. That opinion is included
as part of the Final EIR, which will be considered by decisionmakers in taking action on the Project.
See also Topical Responses TR-CR-1 and TR-AES-1 regarding historic resources and aesthetics,
respectively.

Response 3-67
The commenter’s statement is incorrect. Central Park is not currently listed in the National Register as
an individual resource, but rather is a contributor to the Old Pasadena National Register Historic
District. This was verified by searching for the property in the National Register’s online database and
contacting the South Coast Information Center.
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Response 3-68
Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR pertains to aesthetics considerations while Section 3.3 addresses
cultural/historic resources. The information contained in the comment is already reflected in Section
3.3 and is not required to be in Section 3.1.

Response 3-69
As is evident in many of the site photographs presented in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, especially the
aerial photo in Figure 3.1-3, as well as in Figure 2-3a added as part of the Final EIR, the large tree
canopy immediately adjacent to Castle Green and the tree canopy within the project site are clearly
within the viewshed looking west from Castle Green. As indicated above in Response to
Comment 3-45, however, CEQA emphasizes evaluation of visual resources that are visible from public
places, like streets, sidewalks, and parks. The views noted in the comment are private views.

Response 3-70
The subject statement on page 3.1-3 of the Draft EIR is a fair and accurate characterization of the
nighttime lighting levels in the areas surrounding the project site as visible to the public, which is the
topic at hand in Section 3.1.2.3, whereas the commenter is describing an isolated interior portion of
the project site available to private views of existing residents. As indicated above in Response to
Comment 3-45, CEQA emphasizes evaluation of visual resources that are visible from public places,
like streets, sidewalks, and parks.

Response 3-71
For the same reason described above in Response to Comment 3-70, the description of daytime glare
provided on page 3.1-3 of the Draft EIR is considered a fair and accurate characterization of existing
conditions in areas surround the project site as visible to the public, as opposed to limited private
views of existing residents. As indicated above in Response to Comment 3-45, CEQA emphasizes
evaluation of visual resources that are visible from public places, like streets, sidewalks, and parks.

Response 3-72
Comment noted. The last sentence in the second paragraph on page 3.1-3 of the Draft EIR is hereby
revised as follows:
There are no distant views of the San Gabriel Mountains available within the vast majority
project site, as views to the north are blocked by the existing Green Hotel Apartments
building; however, a narrow view window of the mountains is available at the western edge of
the site when looking north along Fair Oaks Avenue, with the breadth of that view being
constrained by existing multi-story buildings that line both sides of the street.

Response 3-73
The nature, location, and visibility of existing trees located on and near the project site are described
in Section 3.1.2 of the Draft EIR and project-related impacts to views of those trees are addressed in
Section 3.1.6. In addition to the discussion on pages 3.1-26 and 3.1-27, under the heading Trees and
Landscaping, view impacts specific to project-related removal or relocation of trees are discussed on
page 3.1-15 relative to Vantage Point 1 and page 3.1-17 relative to Vantage Point 3. Other related
discussions also appear on pages 3.1-24 and 3.1-25. Evaluation of the existing trees relative to their
age and potential historic significance is provided in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR and, as indicated on
page 3.3-25, and substantiated by Appendix E (Tree Aging Report), the trees that would be impacted
by the proposed project are not considered historic resources. Based on the analysis and substantial
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evidence provided in the Draft EIR, the project-related impacts to the onsite trees were determined to
be less than significant.

Response 3-74
As indicated in the last paragraph on page 3.1-3 of the Draft EIR, which introduces and references
Figure 3.1-1 and Table 3-1, there are 20 trees that occupy the project site (Note: Only the 20 trees
shaded in brown and tan on Figure 3.1-2 in the Draft EIR occur within the site boundary of proposed
development - the three trees shaded in green occur outside that boundary) and, of those 20 trees 15,
of them are protected under the City Trees and Tree Protection Ordinance, which are listed in
Table 3-1 of the Draft EIR. Figure 3.1-1 and Table 3-1 have been revised in conjunction with
preparation of the Final EIR to further clarify this information, as well provide some corrections to the
labeling or protected versus non-protected trees. The revised figure follows on the next page and the
revised table is presented below.
Table 3-1 Summary of On-Site Trees
Tree #

Genus & Species

Common Name

Diameter
(Inches)

Height
(Feet)

Protected Status

1

Cinnamomum camphora

Camphor

36

45

Protected Specimen Tree

2

Cinnamomum camphora

Camphor

23

45

Protected Specimen Tree

3

Pinus Canariensis

Canary Island Pine

19

65

Non-Protected Tree

4

Pinus Canariensis

Canary Island Pine

18

60

Non-Protected Tree

5

Cinnamomum Camphora

Camphor

50

45

Protected Specimen Tree

6

Washingtonia Filifera

California Fan Palm

36

65

Protected Specimen Tree

7

Cinnamomum camphora1

Camphor

23

60

Protected Specimen Tree

9

Magnolia Grandiglora

Southern Magnolia

15

35

Non-Protected Tree

10

Ulmus Parvifolia

Chinese Elm

14.5

30

Non-Protected Tree

11

Washingtonia Filfera

California Fan Palm

32.5

60

Protected Specimen Tree

12

Ficus Microcarpa

Indian Laurel Fig

40

40

Protected Specimen Tree

13

Phoenix Canariensis

Canary Island Date
Palm

30

65

Protected Specimen Tree

14

Phoenix Canariensis

Canary Island Date
Palm

~36

8

Non-Protected Tree

22

Syagrus Romanzoffiana1

Queen Palm

~11

~12

Protected Street Tree

23

Syagrus

Romanzoffiana1

Queen Palm

~11

~15

Protected Street Tree

28

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

17

~50

Protected Mature Tree

29

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

16

~45

Protected Mature Tree

30

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

16

~50

Protected Mature Tree

31

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

17

~50

Protected Mature Tree

35

Washingtonia Robusta X

Mexican Fan Palm

21

75

Protected Mature Tree

36

Washingtonia Robusta X

Mexican Fan Palm

18

~30

Protected Mature Tree

37

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

16

~65

Protected Mature Tree

38

Washingtonia Robusta

Mexican Fan Palm

16

~75

Protected Mature Tree

Note: 1. Although the canopy of this tree extends to or into the project site, the trunk of the tree is located outside the site boundary (i.e.,
off-site).

Table 3-2 on page 3.1-26 of the Draft EIR has also been revised in order to match the tree numbering
and other data in the revised Table 3-1, as well clarify the disposition of protected trees with
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implementation of the proposed project (i.e., identify which protected trees will be saved in-place,
which protected trees will be boxed and transplanted elsewhere within the project site, and which
protected trees will be removed and mitigated through replacement in accordance with the City Trees
and Tree Protection Ordinance). Revised Table 3-2 is as follows:
Table 3-2 Summary Disposition of Protected Trees with Project Implementation
Tree #

Genus & Species

Common Name

Diameter
(Inches)

Height
(Feet)

Remain
in Place

1
2
5
6
7
11
12
13

Cinnamomum camphora
Cinnamomum camphora
Cinnamomum Camphora
Washingtonia Filifera
Cinnamomum camphora
Washingtonia Filfera
Ficus Microcarpa
Phoenix Canariensis

36
23
50
36
23
32.5
40
30

45
45
45
65
60
60
40
65

X
X

22
23
28
29
30
31
35
36
37
38

Syagrus Romanzoffiana
Syagrus Romanzoffiana
Washingtonia Robusta
Washingtonia Robusta
Washingtonia Robusta
Washingtonia Robusta
Washingtonia Robusta X
Washingtonia Robusta X
Washingtonia Robusta
Washingtonia Robusta

Camphor
Camphor
Camphor
California Fan Palm
Camphor
California Fan Palm
Indian Laurel Fig
Canary Island Date
Palm
Queen Palm
Queen Palm
Mexican Fan Palm
Mexican Fan Palm
Mexican Fan Palm
Mexican Fan Palm
Mexican Fan Palm
Mexican Fan Palm
Mexican Fan Palm
Mexican Fan Palm

~11
~11
17
16
16
17
21
18
16
16

~12
~15
~50
~45
~50
~50
75
~30
~65
~75

Relocate
within
Project
Site

Remove/
Mitigate
Through
Replacement
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

As related to the above revisions to Table 3-2 of the Draft EIR, Table 2-1 on page 2-2 of the Draft EIR,
which provides essentially the same information as Table 3-2, is hereby revised as follows:
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Table 2-1 Summary Disposition of Protected Trees with Project Implementation
Genus & Species

Common Name

Diameter
(Inches)

Height
(Feet)

Remain in
Place

Cinnamomum camphora
Cinnamomum camphora
Cinnamomum Camphora
Washingtonia Filifera
Cinnamomum camphora
Washingtonia Filfera
Ficus Microcarpa
Phoenix Canariensis

Camphor
Camphor
Camphor
California Fan Palm
Camphor
California Fan Palm
Indian Laurel Fig
Canary Island Date
Palm
Queen Palm
Queen Palm
Mexican Fan Palm
Mexican Fan Palm
Mexican Fan Palm
Mexican Fan Palm
Mexican Fan Palm
Mexican Fan Palm
Mexican Fan Palm
Mexican Fan Palm

36
23
50
36
23
32.5
40
30

45
45
45
65
60
60
40
65

X
X

~11
~11
17
16
16
17
21
18
16
16

~12
~15
~50
~45
~50
~50
75
~30
~65
~75

Syagrus Romanzoffiana
Syagrus Romanzoffiana
Washingtonia Robusta
Washingtonia Robusta
Washingtonia Robusta
Washingtonia Robusta
Washingtonia Robusta X
Washingtonia Robusta X
Washingtonia Robusta
Washingtonia Robusta

Relocate
within
Project Site

Remove/
Mitigate
Through
Replacement
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
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PROTECTED TREE TO BE BOXED AND TRANSPLANTED ON THE SITE

NON-PROTECTED TREE TO BE REMOVED

EXISTING 1305&$5&%TREE TO BE SAVED.

(SEE A1.15 FOR NON- PROTECTED TREE LEGEND)

Source: GMPA Architects, Inc., 2013

o

PROTECTED TREES TO BE REMOVED

Figure 3.1-2
Location of On-Site Trees
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Response 3-75
Figure 3.1-2 in the Draft EIR is intended and designed to depict, using a common symbol, the locations
of the existing trees onsite. The analysis of tree impacts took into account the type and size of each
tree, as did also the basis of mitigation for loss of trees. The aerial photographs of the project site
shown in Figure 3.1-3 of the Draft EIR and Figure 2-3a, added as part of the Final EIR, illustrate the
existing tree canopy.

Response 3-76
Please see Response to Comment 3-74 above, which includes a revised Figure 3.1-2 that shows there
are 13 protected trees that will be removed or boxed and transplanted on the site, and five protected
trees that will be saved in-place.

Response 3-77
As indicated above in Response to Comment 3-45, CEQA emphasizes evaluation of visual resources
that are visible from public places, like streets, sidewalks, and parks. The views noted in the comment
are private views, wherein CEQA emphasizes public views. Nonetheless, impacts on private views
from the existing Green Hotel Apartments and Castle Green buildings are considered on page 3.1-17 of
the Draft EIR. In conjunction with preparation of this Final EIR, additional viewpoints were modeled
and evaluated - please see Topical Response TR-AES-1. The Draft EIR analysis concluded that
aesthetics impacts, including view impacts, associated with project implementation would be less than
significant.

Response 3-78
The shade and shadow impacts of the project are discussed on pages 3.1-28 and 3.1-29 of the
DraftEIR. This analysis concludes that, “While implementation of the proposed project would result in
new shadows being cast on light-sensitive uses, the project is being constructed in an urban
environment, immediately adjacent to existing buildings of comparable massing and height, and
would be constructed consistently with the zoning and site development standards applicable to the
parcel, including those that regulate height and mass. As such, while new shading and shadow
patterns would occur, impacts would be less than significant.” Please also see Responses to
Comments3-6 and 3-49 regarding shade and shadow impacts and Responses to Comments 3-45 and
3-77 regarding impacts on private views.

Response 3-79
The four vantage points selected for the preparation of visual simulations represent locations where
the visibility of project development would be most prominent and the attendant impacts would be
greatest, which provided a conservative (i.e., worst-case) disclosure of project impacts. The Draft EIR
analysis, specifically Section 3.1, includes consideration of visual/aesthetic impacts from other
locations in the general vicinity of the project site, such as those shown in Figures 3.1-7 through 3.1-10
and 3.1-13, to also represent the fact that project implementation would not obstruct views from
several other nearby locations. Beyond the many view locations addressed in the Draft EIR, additional
vantage points were evaluated in conjunction with preparation of the Final EIR- please see
Topical Response TR-AES-1. That additional evaluation of view impacts further support the Draft EIR
conclusion that view impacts would be less than significant with project implementation. It should
also be noted that many of the potential impact concerns expressed in the comment pertain to private
views, such as from Castle Green. CEQA emphasizes evaluation of visual resources that are visible
from public places, like streets, sidewalks, and parks, and is not intended to protect private views,
such as those that may be available from existing private property/buildings. However, despite
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CEQA’s emphasis on public views, impacts on private views from the existing Green Hotel Apartments
and Castle Green buildings are considered on page 3.1-17 of the Draft EIR.

Response 3-80
A reasonable range of alternatives was identified and addressed in the Draft EIR - please see
Topical Response TR-ALT-1. In all cases, however, none of the feasible alternatives were found to
avoid or substantially lessen the one significant impact associated with project implementation - that
unavoidable significant impact being the project-related traffic volumes on Dayton Street. All other
impacts associated with the proposed project were either less than significant or were reduced to less
than significant through specific conditions of approval and mitigation measures identified in the
Draft EIR.

Response 3-81
The comment offers an opinion regarding the appropriateness of the project objectives and does not
raise any new environmental issues. That opinion is included as part of the Final EIR, which will be
considered by decisionmakers in taking action on the Project.

Response 3-82
The commenter’s opinions that the current project proposal is an improvement over the 2007
proposal and that the proposed project and Alternative 2 have too many unmitigated impacts are so
noted and are included in the Final EIR for consideration by decisionmakers. It should also be noted,
however, there is only one unavoidable significant impact of the proposed project and Alternative 2,
which is the traffic segment impact on Dayton Street.

Response 3-83
The mitigation referenced on page 4-3 of the Draft EIR pertains to the mitigation measures and
conditions of approval described in detail within Section 3 of the Draft EIR; specifically, Sections 3.2,
3.4, and 3.6. The alternatives considered but dismissed as infeasible are specifically described and
addressed in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR.

Response 3-84
As indicated in the memorandum from the Pasadena Office of the Fire Marshall, provided in
Appendix I of the Draft EIR, "Fire apparatus access roads shall have an unobstructed width of not less
than 20 feet exclusive of shoulders as defined in the California Fire Code (CFC) Section 503.2.1.
Dayton Street is an established public street and complies with the requirements of CFC." The fact that
the existing dimensions of Dayton Street meets the requirements of the CFC applies to both the
proposed project and the No Project Alternative.

Response 3-85
The comment generally, but not fully, reflects the conclusions of the Draft EIR analysis of Alternative 2.
As described in Section 4.6.2.7 of the Draft EIR, Alternative 2 has the potential to result in fewer
environmental impacts when compared to the proposed project due to the fact that the building
would be reduced in size and scale and be occupied by fewer residents. Specifically, this alternative
would result in fewer operational air quality, GHG, noise and vibration, and transportation and traffic
impacts; however, the reduction of the number of vehicle trips generated by the Reduced Height
Alternative is not enough to avoid the significant impact to the Dayton Street segment between
Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond Avenue. In summary, the only unmitigated significant impact
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associated with the proposed project would be traffic on Dayton Street, a significant impact that would
be lessened, but not avoided, under Alternative 2.

Response 3-86
The comment offers an opinion regarding the formulation of alternatives and does not raise any new
environmental issues. That opinion is included as part of the Final EIR, which will be considered by
decisionmakers in taking action on the project.

Response 3-87
The right-of-way along Fair Oaks Avenue and the available on-street parking only allows for two
travel lanes in each direction. The on-street metered parking on Fair Oaks Avenue is essential for the
nearby businesses, and removal of this parking supply could have secondary impacts, both
environmental and economic. Nonetheless, removal is discussed herein in response to this comment.
Removing a portion of on-street parking in this segment would not be sufficient to allow the proper
alignment distances to add a southbound left-turn lane. Therefore, all on-street parking along
Fair Oaks Avenue between Green Street and Dayton Street would need to be removed to allow the
reconfiguration and alignment of the southbound left-turn lane and all through lanes. This would also
affect the alignment of lanes at the intersection of Fair Oaks Avenue and Green Street, creating a short
distance from the left-turn lane and Green Street, with potential backup of vehicles into the
intersection. This would create vehicle congestion and the slowing of traffic by creating a “chokepoint”
along Fair Oaks Avenue.
A Fair Oaks Avenue access would not mitigate the significant impact on Dayton Street because at least
44 cars per day would be expected to use Dayton Street to reach the Fair Oaks Avenue access, as
discussed in detail in Response to Comment 2-6. Given that significant impacts could not be avoided
with the Alternate Access Alternative, a Dayton Street access is preferred over a Fair Oaks Avenue
access.
In addition, access from Fair Oaks Avenue, which is a designated multi-modal corridor, would conflict
with the City of Pasadena DOT’s adopted Driveway Design Guidelines (March 2011) and the
Central District Specific Plan, as follows:


Driveway Design Guidelines (March 2011), Section IV- DOT may require the relocation of
proposed driveways in order to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, and vehicular traffic
from the parking facility and the abutting street system. The public interest requires optimum
capacity of streets to carry all modes of travel including pedestrians, bicycles and transit with
minimum potential for traffic accidents. Driveways may not be permitted along multi-modal
corridor streets (unless deemed necessary by DOT) where; access is possible using an alley or
non-multi-modal corridor street, or the proposed development is industrial or commercial, and
at the intersection of the multi-modal corridor streets with a non-multi-modal corridor streets,
or access is possible along the non-multi-modal corridor streets frontage.



The Central District Specific Plan discusses in Section 5 how multi-modal corridors are meant
not just for vehicles but pedestrian, cycling, etc. Multimodal Corridors: A number of Downtown
streets are classified by the City-wide Mobility Element as “Multimodal Corridors” with the
intent that these routes will support higher traffic volumes while their use will minimize
impacts on Pasadena’s residential neighborhoods. In accordance with their multimodal
character, these routes need to accommodate other modes of travel, especially transit and
pedestrian movement. The Land Use Concept recognizes multimodal corridors as principal
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movers of people and traffic, and therefore, the highest permissible development intensities are
generally assigned along these streets. The Specific Plan states that multimodal corridors
should accommodate other modes of travel. Adding a driveway introduces an additional conflict
point to pedestrians, thereby, going against the CDSP. Reference District-wide Map 20:
Multimodal Corridor Concept.
In addition, the Fire Department has recommended that the project take access from Dayton Street to
avoid potential conflicts between the project driveway and the primary emergency vehicle access to
the project site along Fair Oaks Avenue.

Response 3-88
As a new development, the proposed project is required to meet applicable code requirements
including the provision of on-site parking. The fact that existing uses nearby, such as Castle Green,
were developed prior to adoption of current zoning requirements and are "grandfathered" to not meet
current requirements, does not relieve the proposed project from meeting current requirements. In
addition to not meeting current zoning requirements, this alternative was considered infeasible given
the fact that capacity at the two parking structures near the project site has been reached and forcing
residents to park over 1,000 feet (several blocks) away does not make sense. The Draft EIR addresses
an off-site parking alternative and two reduced size alternatives, as well as several other alternatives,
none of which were found to be feasible and avoided or substantially reduced the one unavoidable
significant impact of the project.

Response 3-89
Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 for a discussion regarding the decision not to analyze an
off-site alternative. A reasonable and appropriate level of inquiry was completed relative to
identification of a potential alternative site for the proposed project. It is not necessary for the
applicant to investigate a myriad of possibilities such as follow-up with other property owners in the
local area regarding potential land purchases or land swaps. The transfer of development rights for
the project site is not allowed under the City’s Zoning Code.

Response 3-90
Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 for a discussion regarding the problems associated with a
smaller scale alternative, an alternative access alternative, and various mixes and proportions of
residential uses and commercial uses that would still trigger a significant traffic impact on
Dayton Street.

Response 3-91
Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to identify any alternatives that were
considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly
explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination. That is what was done in Section 4.4
of the Draft EIR relative to consideration of alternatives that were considered but rejected as
infeasible.
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Response 3-92
In accordance with CEQA requirements, a reasonable range of alternatives were considered in the
Draft EIR for the proposed project - please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 which demonstrates that
only a very small commercial or mixed-use project would alleviate the traffic impact on Dayton Street.

Response 3-93
It is unclear as to what the nature is of the comment; no response is possible.

Response 3-94
Please see Responses to Comments 4-7 through 4-18 regarding comments prepared by Tom Brohard.

Response 3-95
As described in Section 4.6.2.7 of the Draft EIR, implementation of the Reduced Height Alternative
would result in reduced impacts to air quality, GHG, noise and vibration, and transportation and traffic
impacts compared to the proposed project, but would not avoid or substantially lessen the one
unavoidable significant impact associated with the project (i.e., traffic on Dayton Street). Evaluation of
this alternative, along with the No Project Alternative, responds to the CEQA requirement to consider
alternatives to the proposed project. Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 for additional discussion
regarding the Draft EIR analysis of project alternatives.

Response 3-96
The Draft EIR text quoted by the commenter is specific to the analysis of aesthetics impacts associated
with this alternative and is not indicative of the overall characteristics of the alternative. Contrary to
the commenter's assertion, the Reduced Height Alternative is a reduction in the scope of development
compared to the proposed project in that, in conjunction with the reduction of two stories in building
height, the number of proposed apartment units would be reduced from 64 to 42 and the number of
underground parking spaces would be reduced from 147 to 131. Please see Topical Response
TR-ALT-1 for additional discussion regarding the Draft EIR analysis of project alternatives.

Response 3-97
The subject text on page 4-8 of the Draft EIR is true and accurate as stated, based on substantial
evidence provided therein. Although it is possible that partial views of the turrets may be possible as
one moves farther and farther to the west, the visual context in which the turrets may appear would
be substantially different, and largely diminished, compared to the more representative views
described in the Draft EIR (i.e., the visibility and prominence of the turrets viewed against other
objects within the viewshed would become smaller and smaller as one moves farther to the west).
Please also see Topical Response TR-CR-1 for additional discussion regarding the Draft EIR analysis of
impacts to historic resources, Topical Response TR-AES-1 for additional discussion regarding the
Draft EIR analysis of visual impacts, and Topical Response TR-ALT-1 for additional discussion
regarding the Draft EIR analysis of project alternatives. See also Responses to Comments 3-45 and
3-77 regarding impacts on private views.

Response 3-98
As discussed in Response to Comment 3-49, implementation of the proposed project is not expected to
substantially reduce air flows around the existing Green Hotel Apartments or the Castle Green. Such
would also be the case for the Reduced Height Alternative.

3-89
Green Hotel Apartments Final EIR

Section 3  Comments and Responses

Response 3-99
Section 3.3, along with Appendix A (EIR Initial Study) and Appendix D (Historic Resources Technical
Report), of the Draft EIR provide a comprehensive evaluation of potential impacts to cultural
resources, and conclude that implementation of the proposed project will not result in significant
impacts to cultural resources. The discussion in Section 4.6.2 of the Draft EIR correctly notes and
discloses that cultural resource impacts associated with the Reduced Height Alternative would be
similar to those of the proposed project, which are less than significant in both cases. That
comparative analysis meets the requirements of CEQA.

Response 3-100
The comment generally, but not fully, reflects conclusions of the Draft EIR. The discussion in
Section 4.6.2.6 of the Draft EIR indicates that the traffic generation associated with the Reduced Height
Alternative and the resultant impacts on Dayton Street would be less than those of the proposed
project, but would not reduce the impact to a level that is less than significant. Contrary to the
commenter’s statement, the traffic analysis for the project did not identify “unmitigated circumstances
at Dayton & Raymond or Dayton & Fair Oaks.” The segment of Fair Oaks Avenue between Dayton
Street and Del Mar Boulevard was not studied because Fair Oaks Avenue already has a high volume of
traffic. If one already knows that the project’s incremental contribution to traffic on Fair Oaks Avenue
is relatively low near the project site, it is not necessary to evaluate segments of Fair Oaks Avenue
located farther from the project site.

Response 3-101
The Draft EIR includes consideration of the Smaller Scale Alternative that would avoid the one
unavoidable significant impact of the proposed project, that being the traffic impact on Dayton Street;
however, as indicated in Section 4.4.4 of the Draft EIR, that alternative is infeasible. The Draft EIR
alternatives analysis satisfies the requirements of CEQA. Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 for
additional discussion regarding the Draft EIR analysis of project alternatives.

Response 3-102
As indicated above in Response to Comment 3-101, the City considered an alternative that would
avoid the unavoidable significant impact associated with the proposed project (i.e., traffic impact on
Dayton Street); however, that alternative was determined to be infeasible. Please see Topical
Response TR-ALT-1 for additional discussion regarding the Draft EIR analysis of project alternatives.

Response 3-103
The City has carefully considered the information contained in the Draft EIR, along with the comments
received during the Draft EIR review period and the written responses to those comments, and has
determined that preparation and circulation of a revised Draft EIR is not warranted.
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Letter No. 4

Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP

Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP
2200 Pacific Coast Highway, Suite 318
Hermosa Beach, California 90254
Douglas P. Carstens
March 10, 2014

Responses
Response 4-1
The Draft EIR impacts analysis takes into consideration the presence of the existing Green Hotel
Apartments and Castle Green adjacent to the project site, including, but not limited to, potential view
impacts, as addressed in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, and potential historic resources impacts, as
addressed in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. Based on the substantial evidence provided therein, the
Draft EIR analysis concluded that project implementation would not result in significant view or
historic resource impacts.

Response 4-2
In compliance with CEQA requirements, the Draft EIR addressed a reasonable range of alternatives
that could possibly avoid or substantially lessen the single unavoidable significant impact of the
project, which was identified as the traffic impact on Dayton Street. Such alternatives are presented
and evaluated in Section 4 of the Draft EIR. Alternatives considered but rejected as infeasible include
Alternative Access Alternative, Off-Site Parking Alternative, Alternative Site Alternative, and Smaller
Scale Alternative (see EIR, pp. 4-3 to 4.5). Alternatives analyzed in the EIR include the No Project
Alternative, and Reduced Height Alternative, as these were the only two that could attain most of the
basic project objectives at the same time as avoiding or reducing a potentially significant
environmental effect. Alternative designs were not considered in the EIR because design in Pasadena
is governed by the design review process set forth in PMC Section 17.61.030, and therefore design is
not set through the EIR process. Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 for additional discussion
regarding the Draft EIR analysis of project alternatives and TR-CR-1 for additional discussion
regarding design review.
The EIR is intended to identify and disclose the environmental impacts of the project and of the
alternatives. It is not intended to, nor does it recommend approval or rejection of the project or any of
the alternatives evaluated. Thus, other than environmental impacts, the EIR does not consider the
merits of the project or any alternatives, such as the economic, legal, social, technological, or other
non-environmental factors that may be considered by decision makers when deciding whether to
approve the project or a project alternative. While not included in the EIR itself, such information may
be included in the administrative record.

Response 4-3
Implementation of the project, as currently proposed, would not result in significant impacts to
biological resources, air quality and human health, and land use plans - see Draft EIR
Appendix A-Initial Study Section II-6. Biological Resources; Draft EIR Section 3.2. Air Quality
(including Human Health); and, Draft EIR Appendix A-Initial Study Section II-13. Land Use and
Planning. As such, evaluation of alternatives to address those impacts is not warranted. The comment
provides no critique nor does it pose any comment or question regarding this analysis. As described
above in Response to Comment 4-2, the Draft EIR includes and addresses a reasonable range of
alternatives to address the unavoidable significant traffic impact on Dayton Street.
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Response 4-4
The existing AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes along Dayton Street are approximately 0.8 vehicles
per minute during the AM peak hour and 1.4 vehicles per minute during the PM peak hour.
Dayton Street would not be considered to be burdened with traffic as it currently serves parking for
the existing Green Hotel Apartments, Castle Green trips, and on-street parking for Central Park. Not all
traffic on Dayton Street is through traffic. Existing vehicle trips along Dayton Street and Fair Oaks
Avenue have been accounted for in the existing traffic count data and included in all existing and
future analysis scenarios.

Response 4-5
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in a violation of the Fire Code - please see
Response to Comment 3-84 above.

Response 4-6
Comment noted. Chatten-Brown & Carstens, LLP will be included in notifications of public hearings or
notices related to the proposed project.

Response 4-7
Comments noted. Please see Responses to Comments 4-9 through 4-17 below.

Response 4-8
Comments noted.

Response 4-9
The segment of Raymond Avenue between Green Street and Dayton Street would experience a
2.7 percent increase in ADT, which is not considered a significant impact per DOT guidelines
(ADT over 4.9 percent is considered a significant impact). Regarding the possibility of mitigating the
street segment impact on Dayton Street, no feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce those
impacts; the only way to reduce the impact below a level of significance is to reduce the number of
trips along this segment, which would require modification of the project scope as illustrated in
topical response TR-ALT-1.
The condition of approval to install a regulatory sign at the project driveway along Dayton Street for
the potential queuing along Dayton Street at Fair Oaks Avenue would be adequate to prevent
motorists from blocking the driveway. The situation is no different from other apartment driveways
on local Pasadena streets and does not require providing any special or preferred treatment from the
Police Department. There is no evidence to support the contention that the Police Department would
not enforce a regulatory sign at the subject driveway when the City has a history of responding to
complaints about non-conformance with regulatory signs. The existing 14-foot-wide through-way
traffic lane on a low-volume, low-speed street such as Dayton Street is adequate for two-way
operations and the street currently operates adequately as a two-way street. Additionally, widening
the roadway would lead to higher speeds on Dayton Street which is not desirable in an urban
environment adjacent to a park.
Existing on-street parking conditions along Dayton Street should be maintained to support the
Central Park as well as to calm traffic on the street, adjacent to the park. The widening of
Dayton Street would be infeasible because it would take property from a historic park on the south or
require dedication of six feet of right of way from the project site. This is infeasible because it would
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only address the impact on a portion of the block; the remaining portion on the north side is occupied
by the historic Castle Green and could not be widened without significantly impacting the historic
building. The widening of Dayton Street would not mitigate the significant impact because the project
would still increase the street volumes by 70.9 percent.
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in a violation of the Fire Code; please see
Response to Comment 3-43 above.

Response 4-10
All existing vehicle trips along Dayton Street have been accounted for in the existing turning
movement traffic count data at both the Fair Oaks Avenue and Dayton Street and Raymond Avenue
and Dayton Street intersections and included in all existing and future analysis scenarios. Per the
project applicant, the existing driveway on Fair Oaks Avenue is not used for access to the existing
parking lot and is always locked except for trash pickup; therefore, all trips associated with the
existing parking lot are accounted for in the existing traffic counts. These existing volumes are
illustrated on page 12 and 13 of the traffic impact study included in Appendix H of the Draft EIR as
well as on pages 3.6-11 and 3.6-13 in the Draft EIR itself.

Response 4-11
Please see Response to Comment 3-42 above.

Response 4-12
Realigning the east leg of Dayton Street at Fair Oaks Avenue with the west leg of Dayton Street would
significantly change the project site and significantly limit what can be developed in the remaining
portions of the project site. Based on conversations with staff of the Department of Public Works, a
minimum of 20 percent of the project site frontage along Dayton Street would be required to provide
the curvature required for a safe transition from the east leg to the west leg of Dayton Street. The
intersection would experience no significant impact as a result of the proposed project, so there is no
nexus to require consideration of a realignment alternative. The comment alleges a past accident
history at the intersection of Dayton Street and Fair Oaks Avenue without supporting factual evidence.
The impacts of this project are measured against the baseline as set forth in Section 3.6.2 of the
Draft EIR and need not remedy alleged but undescribed accidents or their alleged propensity to occur
at the intersection of Dayton Street and Fair Oaks Avenue. Realignment of the street would also
potentially add traffic volume on Dayton Street. Further, the remedy of widening Dayton Street to the
north and thereby intruding into the project site (and, potentially, the Castle Green site) is not part of
the project description, would significantly and adversely impact the historic Castle Green site, and
would not mitigate the traffic impact on Dayton Street because the project would still increase the
volumes by 70.9 percent.

Response 4-13
The traffic study included in Appendix H of the Draft EIR, on pages 45 through 52, indicates that the
existing pedestrian and bicycle environment conditions are at average to high quality for pedestrian
walk-ability and bicycle conditions along Fair Oaks Avenue and Dayton Street. The project would not
diminish the existing bicycle/pedestrian environment, and therefore, there is no nexus to require any
mitigation. The project may activate the bicycle/pedestrian environment by providing additional
retail store frontages and additional landscaping.
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Response 4-14
Please see Responses to Comments 3-87 and 4-9 above. The project shall be required to provide a
driveway width in compliance with Zoning Code §17.46.150.B, which, for non-residential projects
(including mixed-use projects) is 20 feet for a two-way driveway. The plans depict a 20-foot-wide
driveway, as required by the Code.

Response 4-15
Comment noted. The four at-grade parking spaces shown on the site plan in Figure 2-5 of the Draft EIR
have been relocated to the subterranean garage and a revised site plan, which is consistent with the
site plan in the traffic impact study, has been incorporated into the Final EIR. This change has no effect
on traffic impacts of the project.

Response 4-16
Project construction, pursuant to Section 9.36.070 of the Pasadena Municipal Code, must occur
between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM Monday through Friday; and between 8:00 AM and
5:00 PM on Saturday. However, hours for construction traffic (delivery trucks or haul trucks) shall be
restricted to the hours between 9:00 AM to 3:00 PM to limit peak hour traffic conflict along the local
street network. In addition, the number of construction-related trips would be less than the number of
project-related trips analyzed in the traffic study, and, therefore, would be less than significant. Please
also see Response to Comment 4-17 below.

Response 4-17
Issues related to project construction traffic access and circulation shall be reviewed and approved by
the Department of Public Works and Department of Transportation upon the submittal of a
Construction Staging and Traffic Management Plan, which includes the location of site access for
construction vehicles; number of trucks and construction worker vehicles for each construction phase
and duration of each construction phase; adjacent street and/or on-site staging of construction trucks;
and truck routes. This analysis presents information related to all the above elements and provides
construction mitigation requirements including development of a construction traffic management
plan for the project and locations for construction worker parking in the vicinity of the project site.

Response 4-18
Please see Responses to Comments 4-9 through 4-17 above.
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Letter No. 5
1
Comments on DEIR for Hotel Green Site
11 March 2014
Dear Members of the Design Commission:
Below are my comments on the DEIR. As the author of the original study of the Hotel
Green complex and the area surrounding it (Pasadena’s Architectural and Historical
Inventory, Survey Area 7), I have followed the development of the preservation of the
complex and the City’s efforts with interest. I hope that the City’s commitment to this
very special site will continue.
Sincerely,
Ann Scheid

1

General Comments:
The Hotel Green complex is the most significant of all of Old Pasadena’s historic
buildings, second only to City Hall in its importance. As such, this building and its
surroundings are part of the public trust implied by the historic designations (which also
include City Landmark status, omitted in the report) accorded the property. This
complex belongs not only to the owners, but in a greater sense to the citizens of Pasadena,
of California and of the nation. There is no doubt that the proposed project will
significantly diminish the historic character of the Hotel Green complex. Moreover the
garden area, which existed until fairly recently in the building’s history, is being destroyed
to accommodate parking that could, with some creative action, be accommodated
elsewhere.

2

If this project is approved in its present form, those in the community and owners of the
condominiums in the Castle Green who have invested time and money in ownership,
restoration, and maintenance of this iconic historic building, will be rewarded by an
action that betrays this public trust, and Pasadena, California, and the nation will be the
poorer for it. The Hotel Green complex is unique, exists nowhere else, and unlike the
proposed project cannot be found on every street corner. It is a unique component of
Pasadena’s urban historic fabric, and a building of national significance.

3

Discussion of Alternatives
Both the proposed project and the only Alternative offered (aside from No Build) will
overwhelm the existing historic complex. The new building, which is clearly
incompatible with the old and with the historic buildings across Fair Oaks, will become
the dominant building along Fair Oaks. Is this the building that we want to become the
“gateway to Old Pasadena?”

4

2
Additional alternatives need to be studied:
1.. L i t e r a l R e p l i c a t i o n : This alternative for additions has been used by architects for
centuries and has been used at Dulles Airport (1997), Kennedy-Warren apartments
(Washington, DC, 2004), and Chicago’s Carson Pirie Scott store (1960). Since this
project is an a d d i t i o n to the complex it should strive for compatibility, especially in
proportion, scale and massing; differentiation will be an inevitable outcome. The Hotel
Green complex is clearly as significant in its context as any of the above buildings. While
this is an unusual solution, it can and is being done. Why hasn’t this alternative been
studied?

5

2. I n v e n t i o n W i t h i n a S t y l e : This alternative has also been used by architects for
centuries. Recent examples in this country include the repeated additions to the US
Capitol building, a new wing on the Frick Collection in New York (1977) and Whitman
College at Princeton (2004). Again such an alternative needs to be studied for this
significant site.

6

3. 4 . 4 . 2 O f f - s i t e P a r k i n g A l t e r n a t i v e : The study of this alternative has been
reduced to a numbers exercise, based on existing code requirements. This analysis
ignores the special characteristics of the site, especially its historic development which
involved the gradual take-over of the garden by parking and the accommodations made
by the City by allowing off-site parking and other creative actions to encourage
preservation of the entire complex. Once again, a more creative solution needs to be
reached, or the project size needs to be reduced. Pasadena touts its “greenness” and yet it
still requires on-site parking for every project? This is a no-win endgame that will result in
ever-increasing traffic congestion.

7

4. 4 . 4 . 3 . A l t e r n a t e S i t e A l t e r n a t i v e : Again, this alternative has been dismissed
with no real investigation of sites in the area. There is no demonstration of
contact/discussions/negotiations with the owners of the Green Street/Arroyo Parkway
project or of any investigation or contact with the owners of the Parsons property, both of
which might afford opportunities for TDRs. By narrowing Fair Oaks at the Parsons site,
significant land area could be recovered for development and the area more closely
integrated into Old Pasadena, including facilitating pedestrian street crossing.

8

5. 4 . 4 . 4 . S m a l l e r S c a l e A l t e r n a t i v e : Dismissing this alternative as financially
infeasible does not include another possible configuration: A two story project with retail
below and residential above. This would be the most compatible with the existing site
and would greatly lessen the impact on the historic buildings. Furthermore it would
allow parking below grade that would not interfere with the development of the garden at
grade, which should be the goal any project on the site. The number of stories in the
dismissed alternative is not indicated in the report. In order to fully evaluate it, this needs
to be stated somewhere in the report.

9

3
Aesthetics:
The proposed project does not meet the criteria of S t a n d a r d 9 :
“ N e w a d d i t i o n s , exterior alterations or r e l a t e d n e w c o n s t r u c t i o n will not destroy
historic materials, features and s p a t i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s that characterize the property.”
Clearly the spatial relationship and setting of the existing historic complex are severely
compromised by the new project, obstructing views for residents from the existing
buildings and obstructing public views of the historic buildings. The open space is also
severely compromised by the parking structure below, which inhibits garden planting and
removes many trees.

10

Standard 9 continues:
“The new work shall be differentiated from the old and w i l l b e c o m p a t i b l e w i t h t h e
historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to
protect the integrity of the historic property and its environment.”
Again, the proposed project does not demonstrate compatibility, especially in the
following areas: scale, proportion and massing (see Figures 2-11 and 2-12). As for features
and historic materials, these are not clearly defined, although the balconies shown are
clearly incompatible with those in the existing buildings.
More information is needed on the following:
The plan for the proposed project (Figure 2-5) does not show the spatial relationships to
the existing historic property, which is not included on the plan. To be complete, the
EIR should show those relationships clearly, not just in plan but also in elevation
(relationships to window openings, balconies, etc.) This information needs to be
included to demonstrate the full impact of the project on both the Castle Green and the
Hotel Green Apartments.

11
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Letter No. 5

Ann Scheid

Ann Scheid
March 11, 2014

Responses
Response 5-1
The comment is noted and is included as part of the Final EIR, which will be considered by
decisionmakers in taking action on the Project.

Response 5-2
The City of Pasadena’s designation of the existing Green Hotel Apartments building and Castle Green
as historic monuments is acknowledged on page 3.3-16, contrary to the comment’s assertion that the
information was omitted from the Draft EIR. Section 3.3, along with Appendix D, of the Draft EIR
addresses potential impacts to historic resources and, based on substantial evidence presented
therein, concludes that implementation of the proposed project will not result in significant impacts to
historic resources. The majority of the parking associated with the proposed project will be
underground (i.e., 147 of the 167 total spaces). The surface level parking proposed as part of the
project will provide 20 spaces within the western portion of the existing 60-space surface parking lot.
Section 4.4.2 of the Draft EIR evaluates an alternative that would provide project-related parking at an
off-site location; however, for reasons described therein, that alternative would found to be infeasible.
Additionally, it should be noted that the trees within the project site are not historic resources, as
described in Section 3.3.2.2 of the Draft EIR. Please see also Topical Response TR-CR-1, above.

Response 5-3
The comment is noted and is included as part of the Final EIR, which will be considered by
decisionmakers in taking action on the Project.

Response 5-4
Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR addresses potential aesthetics impacts, including view and aesthetic
character impacts, and, based on substantial evidence presented therein, concludes that
implementation of the proposed project will not result in significant impacts to existing views. As
indicated in the elevation diagrams presented in Figures 2-11 and 2-12 of the Draft EIR, the mass and
scale of the proposed building is generally consistent with those of Castle Green and the existing
Green Hotel Apartments. That is also evident in the visual simulations presented in Section 3.1 of the
Draft EIR.

Response 5-5
As indicated in Section 1.3 of the Draft EIR and expounded upon in Topical Response TR-ALT-1,
several alternatives related to building size, massing, footprint, and design were evaluated in the
course of defining the currently proposed building. The current proposal is considered to be generally
compatible with the concept originally envisioned for the Green Hotel, with the project building
representing the originally designed but unbuilt west wing of the complex. The Draft EIR analysis of
the proposed project found no significant impacts related to aesthetics and cultural resources. As
such, further evaluation of other design concepts for the project, such as suggested in the comment, is
not warranted.
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Response 5-6
Please see Response 5-5 above.

Response 5-7
Section 4.4.2 of the Draft EIR evaluates an alternative that would provide project-related parking at an
off-site location; however, for reasons described therein, that alternative would found to be infeasible.
The analysis therein is not a “numbers exercise” but is instead an analysis consistent with the
requirements of the Pasadena Zoning Code from which no amount of creativity could deviate.

Response 5-8
Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 for a discussion regarding the decision not to analyze an
off-site alternative. A reasonable and appropriate level of inquiry was completed relative to
identification of a potential alternative site for the proposed project. It is not necessary for the
applicant to investigate a myriad of possibilities such as follow-up with other property owners in the
local area regarding potential land purchases or land swaps. The transfer of development rights for
the project site is not allowed under the City’s Zoning Code. It should also be noted that the comments
regarding development at the Parson’s site cannot be considered in relation to this project.

Response 5-9
The alternative suggested in this comment would be generally similar to the Smaller Scale Alternative
described in Section 4.4.4 of the Draft EIR, with the notable difference being that the commenter’s
alternative includes ground level retail. The limitation of residential apartments to a single level,
providing approximately 6 units, as in the case of the Smaller Scale Alternative, would still render this
alternative to be financially infeasible.3 Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 for additional
discussion regarding the Draft EIR analysis of project alternatives including a table of
residential/commercial mixes that would alleviate the traffic impact on Dayton Street and would also
be financially infeasible.

Response 5-10
Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding the Draft EIR analysis of impacts to historic resources.
The related new construction will alter spatial relationships that characterize the property. The most
significant spatial relationships of the Hotel Green/Castle Green are the relationships between the
primary facades and the public right-of-way (Raymond Avenue, Green Street and Fair Oaks Avenue),
and the secondary facades that face south to Dayton Street and Central Park. Views of the secondary
facades will be partially obscured from Dayton Street and Fair Oaks Avenue; however major portions
of those façades will remain visible. The proposed project will alter but not destroy spatial
relationships that characterize the Hotel Green/Castle Green.

Response 5-11
Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding the Draft EIR analysis of impacts to historic resources.
The project is compatible with the adjacent historic resources and the historic character of the District
in terms of scale, proportion and massing. The new building is rectangular in plan and has massing
similar to the existing adjacent district contributor, Hotel Green/Castle Green. It also recalls
traditional historic architectural design details found within the District including arched windows,

Although the Draft EIR identified the Smaller Scale Alternative as having 13 residential dwelling units, that number was
reduced to 6 residential dwelling units for reasons explained in the Recirculated Draft EIR.
3
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similarly proportioned fenestration, punched windows, cement plaster finishes, and a low-pitched
roof with supporting brackets. The new building will also maintain the prevailing setback of the
adjacent and nearby District contributors, continuing the street wall that defines and contains the
immediate blocks of Fair Oaks Avenue.

Response 5-12
Figures 2-11 and 2-12 in the Draft EIR provide elevation views that show the spatial relationships of
the proposed project to adjacent buildings including the existing Green Hotel Apartments and the
Castle Green. Additionally, each of the 16 figures contained in Appendix B of the Draft EIR show the
spatial relationship between the proposed project building and the existing buildings nearby,
including, but not limited to the existing Green Hotel Apartments and Castle Green.
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Letter No. 6
November 8, 2010, via e-mail
Mr. Abe Chorbajian, Chair
Design Commission
Design & Historic Preservation Section
City of Pasadena
175 North Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91109

RE: COMMENTS ON PROPOSED PROJECT, 86 SOUTH FAIR OAKS AVENUE, PASADENA
Dear Chair Chorabian and Design Commissioners:
As a preservation architect and an architectural historian, we are extremely concerned
with the expected impacts that would be caused by the mixed-use project proposed for
86 South Fair Oaks Avenue (proposed project) currently in Preliminary Consultation and
subject to your commission review. The comments listed below are related to review for
conformance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as well as the
integrally related issue of conformance with The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring
and Reconstructing Historic Buildings (Standards for Treatment, Kay D. Weeks and Anne E.
Grimmer for the National Park Service, 1995).
National and State Significance
The Castle Green Apartments and Hotel Green buildings were listed together in the
National Register of Historic Places (National Register) in 1982, and are therefore listed in
the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register). The properties were
listed separately (not as an historic district), and each was since listed as a contributor to
the Old Pasadena Historic District (1983).
CEQA uses California Register of Historical
Resources criteria as the threshold for historical resources eligibility under statute 21084.1.
The Castle Green and Hotel Green are therefore considered “historical resources” for the
purposes of CEQA.

8
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National Register Boundaries
The boundaries of the Castle and Hotel Green are an important component of this
discussion. As described in the National Park Service-prepared “Defining Boundaries for
National Register Properties”
Carefully defined [for National Register-listed properties] boundaries are important
for several reasons. The boundaries encompass the resources that contribute to the
property's significance. Selection of boundaries is… based on the nature of the
property's significance, integrity, and physical setting… [B]oundaries … define the
limits of the eligible resources. Such resources usually include the immediate
surroundings and encompass the appropriate setting. [Areas are excluded] that do
not directly contribute to the property's significance as buffer or as open space to
separate the property from surrounding areas…. When such areas are small and
surrounded by eligible resources, they may not be excluded, but are included as
noncontributing resources of the property. That is, do not select boundaries which
exclude a small noncontributing island surrounded by contributing resources; simply
identify the noncontributing resources and include them within the boundaries of
the property.

10

1

The boundaries of the Castle Green and Green Hotel historic resource are clearly defined
in the original National Register registration form as “The square block bounded by
Raymond Avenue on the east, Green Street on the north, Fair Oaks [A}venue on the west
and Dayton Street on the west” Continuation Sheet 11, item 1 page 1. Figure 1 below is
excerpted from Continuation Sheet 12 of the same document. It depicts the boundaries
of the historic property, annotated in red, from curb to curb (as described), with the very
approximate footprint of the proposed project expressed in blue, and clearly shown
within the boundaries of the historic property.

10

Figure 1: National Register property boundaries of Castle Green Apartments and Hotel Green.
Source: National Register nomination form, dated October 29, 1979.

In that the project is proposed within the boundaries of a National Register-listed
property, it is imperative that the Commission seriously consider the effects of its design.
Problematic aspects of the current design include its very large size (in height and plan),
the block-like massing, ineloquent scale, rough proportions and significant effects on
important view sheds. We recommend that the project be redesigned to more
convincingly conform to the Standards for Rehabilitation as they relate to new
construction, settings, districts and neighborhoods in order to avoid a finding that the
proposed project would result in a significant effect on the environment.

11

The definition of “Environmental Setting” is parallel to the above concepts and is clarified
in the Pasadena Zoning Code as:
The entire lot as of the date of landmark or historic monument designation,
on which is located a landmark or historic monument, and to which it
relates historically, physically, and/or visually. The environmental setting
includes, but is not limited to, accessory structures, driveways, fences,
gateways, open space, rocks, vegetation (including gardens, lawns, and
trees), walkways, and walls (no emphasis needed).

12

Thus, the entire property is a component of the historical resource, not merely the land
beneath the buildings. The proposed project would use a large amount of contributing
property and is incompatible with the historically significant setting. We strongly urge that
2

an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) be prepared to objectively analyze the proposed
project’s effects of on the adjacent, historically significant buildings, their collective
setting and on the historic district as a whole.
Section 106
The entire block where the project is proposed is listed in the National Register as
described, and is an “historic property” for the purposes of Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. Although there is some US Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) nexus in the Hotel Green building ownership by
the proposed project owners, it is not known with certainty whether Section 106 is
triggered by any components of this project. Of the various plans, some are entitled “Lot
Line Adjustment Submission” (see Figure 2). As described in the Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR), if such an “undertaking”
(requirement of a federal permit, 36 CFR Section
800.16(y)) were proposed the project would be
subject to federal Section 106 review and may result,
as proposed, in a finding of adverse effect.

12
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Figure 2: Excerpted, annotated, proposed project plan
title block, GMPA, 8/26/2010.

CEQA
CEQA equates “substantial adverse change” in the significance of an historical resource
with a significant effect on the environment (Section 21084.1). Substantial adverse
change is defined as “demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration activities which
would impair historical significance” (emphasis added, Section 5020.1). The proposed
project is expected to cause substantial adverse change in historical resources; therefore
environmental clearance for the project must include a complete historical resources
technical report, which would include specific mitigation measures to reduce impacts.
“Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource means the
physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate
surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially
impaired” (PRC Section15064.5 (b)(1)).
For the past two years, as clearly communicated to the developer by community
stakeholders in meetings and in the press, the existence of serious public controversy has
been established concerning the environmental effects of the proposed project.
Examples include recent local newspaper articles: “Proposed Mixed-Use Building in Old
Pasadena Frays Nerves” Brenda Gazzar, Pasadena Star-News, 9/25/2010; “Past Present
Imperfect” Jake Armstrong, Pasadena Weekly, 9/16/10, thus an additional threshold has
been reached requiring preparation of an EIR to examine the effects on historical
resources (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064).
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Other CEQA issue areas of concern include the related issue of aesthetics, as well as
recreation, geology and soils (the opportunity for ground-borne vibration and differential
settlement to affect the historic buildings), traffic and transportation and public services.
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation
We have reviewed the memorandum prepared by our colleagues at ARG (8/20/10), and
while it asserts that the proposed project would meet standards 9 and 10, the other eight
3

15

standards are not adequately satisfied in the current design. The proposed project plans
(GMPA Architects, 8/26/2010) clearly demonstrate that the proposed project design does
not conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, particularly as
they relate to settings, district and neighborhoods and building sites.
The proposed project does not meet the objectives described in the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, specifically …Additions for the New Use, which
include the following as specifically “not recommended:” “Introducing new construction
into historic districts that is visually incompatible or that destroys historic relationships within
the setting.” The proposed project’s location infilling the L between the Castle Green
and Hotel Green buildings destroys the existing parti or geometry between the existing
buildings. We note that the City of Pasadena previously approved a project singled-out
by the National Park Service (NPS) as a bad example in “Interpreting the Standards
Number 41: Incompatible Alterations to the Setting and Environment of a Historic
Property” (Attachment 1: U.S. Department of the Interior, Technical Preservation Services,
2006).
“Incompatible Alterations to the Setting and Environment of a Historic Property” declared
regarding the other Pasadena project:
the formerly expansive, almost pastoral, landscape that surrounded the…
[historic buildings] consisting largely of grass covered areas dotted with
small shrubs, olive trees, and clusters of palm trees has been drastically
reduced by the new construction. In addition, the height, massing, scale,
and proximity of the new construction dwarf the historic… building. The
cumulative effect of all these changes negatively impacts the historic
character of the… [historic property]. Accordingly, the project does not
meet the Standards (emphasis added, Antonio Aguilar, 2006).
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The negative review prepared by Park Service staff foretells the expected effects of the
proposed 86 South Fair Oaks Avenue project, the impacts of which are significant. The
NPS considered the other project improper treatment to the setting of an historic building;
the design was modified after construction was completed as a result of the review.
The proposed project would remove 19 trees, of which 6 are protected (ARG, 8/20/10).
The ARG review asserts incorrectly “these [trees] have not been shown to be part of any
historic designated landscape…”
The National Register registration form clearly
described the contributing historic gardens: “It is set back approximately… 30 feet from
Dayton Street, affording ample space for a fine garden consisting of lawns, shrubs,
pathways, a pool with a fountain, and mature plantings of magnolias, bananas, varieties
of palms and other trees.” The landscape open space is plainly a contributing feature to
the National Register listing. The registration form concluded: “Thus while located in the
urban context of downtown Pasadena, The Castle Green enjoys an oasis of surrounding
greenery… Within the L created by this junction of two [Castle and Hotel Green]
buildings are located parking lots, garages and other service facilities.”
Recent problems with the panacea of design review in Pasadena have evidenced
themselves, as described in the Interpreting the Standards bulletin. Based in part on that
fact, we believe that City review and approval would not prove or assure conformance
with the Standards for Rehabilitation. The assertion commonly used by the City of
Pasadena that design review reduces future project impacts constitutes deferred
4

mitigation. If future design review would be adequate mitigation for historic resources
impacts, that premise would not sufficiently commit projects to reduced impacts. The
premise lacks CEQA-required specific performance standard details. We bring the
Secretary of the Interior’s Rehabilitation Guidelines for Setting to the attention of
reviewers, as they apply to new construction in historic districts (underlining indicates
emphasis that applies to the proposed project) in Attachment 2.
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The proposed project does not meet the objectives described in the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, specifically “Additions for the New Use,” which does
recommends against: “Introducing new construction into historic districts that is visually
incompatible or that destroys historic relationships within the setting.” This project is both
visually incompatible and destroys the relationship between the Hotel Green and Central
Park to the south, and the connection between the Hotel Green and Castle Green on its
shared corner.
Conclusion
For the past two years several presentations were made by the development team for
the 86 South Fair Oaks Avenue project. Community concerns have been clearly and
consistently expressed in those meetings, but no benefit has evidenced itself in the overall
design approach and treatment. Response has been negligible: weak attempts were
made to back-pedal the proposed project into conformance. The development team
clearly has no understanding of the unique visual, physical and historic significance of this
National Register-listed property in the context of Pasadena and the region. Project
proponents would be well-served to engage an experienced historic preservation
architect who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards in
historic architecture to collaborate on the project design and to advise on whether
project objectives are achievable while meeting CEQA requirements.
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In closing, we believe that the proposed project design is not contextual to its setting and
that it should be redesigned. An EIR must be prepared to properly analyze environmental
impacts under CEQA. The EIR would analyze alternatives to the proposed project. We
trust the Design Commission will seriously consider the effects of the proposed project on
the historic property, its setting and the surrounding historic district and will take necessary
steps to provide the constructive scrutiny deserved for this gateway site. We appreciate
the opportunity to comment on the proposed project.
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Very truly yours,

Kelly Sutherlin McLeod, AIA
Architect

Francesca Smith
Architectural Historian

Attachments
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ATTACHMENT 2

Secretary of the Interior’s Rehabilitation Guidelines
SETTING (District/Neighborhood)
Recommended
Design for the Replacement of
Missing Historic Features
Designing and constructing a new
feature of the building or landscape
when the historic feature is
completely missing, such as row
house steps, a porch, a streetlight, or
terrace. It may be a restoration
based on documentary or physical
evidence; or be a new design that is
compatible with the historic
character of the setting.

Alterations/Additions for New Use
Designing and constructing new
additions to historic buildings when
required by the new use. New work
should be compatible with the
historic character of the setting in
terms of size, scale, design, material,
color, and texture.

Building Site
Minimizing disturbance of terrain
around buildings or elsewhere on the
site, thus reducing the possibility of
destroying or damaging important
landscape features or archeological
resources.

Surveying and documenting areas
where the terrain will be altered to
determine the potential impact to
important landscape features or
archeological resources.

Not Recommended

Introducing a new building or landscape feature that
is out of scale or otherwise inappropriate to the
setting’s historic character…
Comment: The proposed project is out of scale at six
stories in height; it need not match the existing historic
buildings’ heights. It is located an area of lower-rise
one- and two-story buildings as well as taller buildings,
thus its height should be more transitional to the
neighborhood than fulfill its maximum.
The proposed bland contemporary design is
inappropriate and intrusive to the immediate setting
of the separately significant Castle Green and Green
Hotel buildings and to the Old Pasadena Historic
District.

18

Introducing new construction into historic districts that
is visually incompatible or that destroys historic
relationships within the setting.
Comment: The proposed project is not compatible
with the sizes of contributing buildings in the historic
district it faces on the west side, the scale and
proportion is inappropriate and not clearly
articulated, the design is trend-driven, not timeless,
and does not respond to its elements in its setting. The
proposed design is neither a respectful neighbor to its
historic setting and does it impart any special sense of
place that is particular to Pasadena or to the Castle
or Hotel Green property.
Introducing heavy machinery into areas where it may
disturb or damage [fragile historic buildings] important
landscape features or archeological resources.
Comment: Failure to use specialized shoring and pile
driving methods may cause damage to the Castle or
Hotel Green Buildings and potentially to other nearby
and adjacent historical resources. This would
constitute “material impairment” to the historic
resources and therefore “substantial adverse
change,” an impact as defined in CEQA.
Failing to survey the building site prior to the beginning
of rehabilitation work which results in damage to, or
destruction of, important landscape features or
archeological resources.
Comment: Unknown.

8

Secretary of the Interior’s Rehabilitation Guidelines
SETTING (District/Neighborhood)
Recommended
Protecting, e.g., preserving in place
important archeological resources.

Not Recommended
Leaving known archeological material unprotected
so that it is damaged during rehabilitation work.
Comment: Unknown.

Planning and carrying out any
necessary investigation using
professional archeologists and
modern archeological methods
when preservation in place is not
feasible.
Alterations/Additions for the New Use
Designing new onsite parking,
loading docks, or ramps when
required by the new use so that they
are as unobtrusive as possible and
assure the preservation of the historic
relationship between the building or
buildings and the landscape.
Designing… adjacent new
construction which is compatible with
the historic character of the site and
which preserves the historic
relationship between the building or
buildings and the landscape.
Removing non-significant buildings,
additions, or site features which
detract from the historic character of
the site.

Permitting unqualified personnel to perform data
recovery on archeological resources so that improper
methodology results in the loss of important
archeological material.
Comment: Impacts unknown.

Locating any new construction …in a location which
contains important landscape features or open
space, for example removing a lawn and walkway
and installing a parking lot.

18

Comment: Requires removal of 6 protected trees
(ARG). See discussion of contributing features.
Placing parking facilities directly adjacent to historic
buildings where automobiles may cause damage to
the buildings or landscape features, or be intrusive to
the building site.
Introducing new construction onto the building site
which is visually incompatible in terms of size, scale,
design, materials, color, and texture; which destroys
historic relationships on the site; or which damages or
destroys important landscape features.
Removing a historic building in a complex of buildings;
or removing a building feature, or a landscape
feature which is important in defining the historic
character of the site.

Source: Weeks and Grimmer. The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating Restoring & Reconstructing Historic
Buildings: 102-108 and 112-113.
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Letter No. 6

Kelly Sutherlin McLeod, FAIA

Kelly Sutherlin McLeod, FAIA
March 11, 2014

Responses
Response 6-1
Comment noted. A single letter dated November 8, 2010 was included as an attachment. While the
2010 letter is not directed towards the Draft EIR, consideration has been given to the comments
therein and written responses are provided below in Responses to Comments 6-8 through 6-15.

Response 6-2
Section 3.3, along with Appendix D, of the Draft EIR provides the analysis of potential impacts to
historic resources and sets forth the basis and expert opinion for concluding that the proposed
building would be subordinate to the historic resources nearby including the existing Green Hotel
Apartments and Castle Green. See also Topical Response TR-CR-1.

Response 6-3
Please see Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding the Draft EIR analysis of impacts to historic resources.

Response 6-4
The alterations to the surroundings of the Hotel Green/Castle Green, Central Park and the Historic
District were analyzed in the Historic Resources Technical Report – See Appendix D of the Draft EIR,
specifically pages 42 through 46. The individual National Register nomination boundary for
Hotel Green/Castle Green was discussed several times in the Technical Report (p. 12) and described in
the Draft EIR, specifically in Section 3.3.2. The subject boundary follows the perimeter of the block
bound by Green Street on the north, Raymond Avenue on the east, Dayton Street on the south, and
Fair Oaks Avenue on the west. Cumulative impacts to cultural resources, including historic resources,
are addressed in Section 3.3.7 on pages 3.3-30 and 3.3-31 of the Draft EIR.

Response 6-5
Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR provides a complete analysis of potential construction-related noise and
vibration impacts to structures nearby, including the existing Green Hotel Apartments and
Castle Green. The commenter provides no elaboration on, or facts in support of, the allegation that the
Draft EIR analysis is inadequate. Section II.7, Cultural Resources, in the Initial Study contained in
Appendix A of the Draft EIR addresses the potential for encountering archaeological resources and
concludes that, with implementation of the standard condition described therein regarding the
potential for encountering historic archaeologic resources during project excavation, there would be
no significant impact to such resources. The standard condition calls for a targeted archaeological
monitoring program that includes, but will not be limited to, having an archeological consultant
complete a records search and review the cultural/historic resource reports to identify any areas of
archaeological sensitivity onsite, conduct a meeting with the construction crew to assist the crew in
identifying potentially significant cultural resources and to identify any potential related concerns,
monitor the first two days of grading activities and initial activities associated with the removal of
basements, foundations, and/or concrete slabs, monitor the disturbance (e.g., grading, trenching, etc.)
of any archaeologically sensitive areas identified through records review and/or preliminary
investigation, and prepare a summary report at the completion of monitoring.
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Response 6-6
Section 4 of the Draft EIR addresses alternatives to the proposed project. Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR
concludes that implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to
historic resources, consequently the identification of alternatives to avoid or substantially lessen
significant impacts to historic resources is not required under CEQA. Regardless, the analysis in
Section 4 includes consideration of historic resources.

Response 6-7
The City has carefully considered the information contained in the Draft EIR, along with the comments
received during the Draft EIR review period and the written responses to those comments, and has
made appropriate revisions in this Final EIR.

Response 6-8
Based on the date of this comment letter (November 8, 2010), the comments in the letter are not
directed towards the Draft EIR or the historical resources technical report prepared for the currently
proposed project. Nevertheless, the City has considered the comments therein and provided the
following responses.

Response 6-9
The statements in this comment are consistent with the information provided in Section 3.3 of the
Draft EIR.

Response 6-10
The statements in this comment are consistent with the information provided in Section 3.3 of the
Draft EIR and the Historic Resources Technical Report (Draft EIR Appendix D); that the boundaries of
Castle Green and Hotel Green, which includes the project site, are noted in National Register
nomination and reiterated in the Historic Resources Technical Report (page 12) completed for the
project.

Response 6-11
This comment in this 2010 letter appear to be directed at a project design that has since changed. The
2013 Draft EIR and associated Historic Resources Technical Report address the potential impacts of
the currently proposed project design, including building size, massing, scale, proportions. Also, the
subject analyses address view sheds towards the existing historic resources, as may be viewed by the
general public, but not from those historic resource, as such view shed are private views not public
views.

Response 6-12
The analysis in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR, along with the supporting technical data in Appendix D,
objectively and comprehensively analyzes the proposed project’s effects on the adjacent historic
resources and the district as a whole. The Zoning Code defines the term “environmental setting” but
the National Register nomination for Hotel Green does not state that the environmental setting on the
project site is significant. Further, the analysis of the project site in the Draft EIR concludes that there
are no historically significant features on the project site.
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Response 6-13
There are no federal actions or approvals associated with the proposed project and no federal funding
is being used for the project. As such, the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act do not apply to the currently proposed project.

Response 6-14
Subsequent to the 2010 comment letter, a comprehensive EIR was prepared for the currently
proposed project.

Response 6-15
Notwithstanding that comment letter is from 2010, which precedes the design of the currently
proposed project and the preparation of the Draft EIR, the types of issues raised in the comment are
addressed in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR, as supported by the technical analyses contained in
Appendix D.

Response 6-16
Subsequent to the 2010 comment letter, a comprehensive EIR was prepared for the currently
proposed project and included a complete analysis, prepared by qualified professionals, of potential
impacts to historic resources. Additionally, as indicated in Section 1.3 of the Draft EIR and reiterated
in Topical Response TR-ALT-1, the currently proposed project reflects and evolution and refinement
of the development plan introduced in 2007, with the subsequent modifications to the plan being
responsive to comments received. Specifically, the project applicant submitted in 2007 an application
to the City of Pasadena for a Preapplication Conference for the construction of a six-story,
103,350-square-foot mixed-use project consisting of 8,000 square feet of ground-floor commercial
space and 68 residential units with parking for 179 vehicles. The building was a contemporary design
that was U-shaped in plan with the building footprint essentially covering the entire lot. In 2010, an
application for Preliminary Consultation (the first phase of the design review process) was submitted,
which reduced the building to 97,086 square feet and the number of residential units to
64 (commercial space was proposed to remain at 8,000 square feet). The design remained
contemporary, although modified from the previous contemporary design. The plan of the building
was also modified but essentially remained covering the entire project site with a slightly increased
setback from the easterly property line adjacent to the Castle Green. In response to comments
provided by both the Design Commission and the public, the design of the proposed project was
modified to be more consistent with a late-nineteenth-century design for an addition to the Hotel
Green that was planned for this parcel. In 2011, a second application for Preliminary Consultation was
submitted which further reduced the size of the building to 84,797 square feet, with the commercial
space reduced to 7,450 square feet and the number of units remaining at 64. The design was revised
to be more traditional in character and to limit the building footprint to the westerly portion of the
project site. The applicant’s refinement of the development concept into the plan that is currently
proposed included the involvement of a professional architectural historic resources consulting
firm – Archaeological Resources Group, Inc. (ARG).

Response 6-17
Subsequent to the 2010 comment letter, a comprehensive EIR was prepared for the currently
proposed project.
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Response 6-18
The subject attachment has been reviewed and taken into consideration, but does not change the
findings of the historic resources assessment completed for the project.

3.3.3 Comments Received at the Public Hearing on the Draft EIR
The following summarizes comments received from the City of Pasadena Design Commission and the
public at the public hearing held on the Draft EIR on Tuesday, March 11, 2014, as specifically related
to the Draft EIR. Such comments are paraphrased and not written verbatim. In some cases, public
comments expressed during oral testimony were read from, or otherwise reflected by, the written
comments submitted by the speakers. Comments expressed at the hearing that were not submitted in
writing are responded to below, whereas comments expressed at the hearing that were also
submitted in writing are responded to above in the responses to individual comment letters received
on the Draft EIR.

City of Pasadena Design Commission Opening Questions and Comments
Commissioner Byram: The new building will obscure and block views from Central Park.
Response: See Topical Response TR-AES-1, which describes the additional view analyses
completed for the project including view impacts from Central Park.
Commissioner Miller: Why was the segment of Fair Oaks Avenue between Dayton and Del Mar not
studied?
Response: See Response to Comment 3-42 for further discussion of this segment of Fair Oaks
Avenue.
Commissioner Barar: If you put this new building in its historic context, is the impact on the historic
resource considered negligible? The building puts another shade on how view of the historic
resources is taken.
Response: See Topical Response TR-CR-1 for further discussion of the cultural resources
impacts of the project relative to primary and secondary facades.
Commissioner Moreno: The whole block is historic. Is there a requirement of building material for
this certain building development? Is there an impact on historic resources relative to building
materials? How does Draft EIR address issues on external materials or construction building type?
Response: The compatibility of building materials and construction building types does not
typically come up in an EIR analysis. See discussion in TR-CR-1 related to design review.
Commissioner Hansen: The visual simulations in the EIR show substantial changes in appearance.
How did the EIR analysis conclude that there were no significant visual impacts?
Response: The issue of assessing visual impacts is subjective in nature. The EIR describes the
thresholds used to determine significance. The visual simulations in the Draft EIR focused on
most prominent public views and represent the most impact from the project (i.e., worst-case
scenario). The analysis also took into account other existing views around the project site that
would not be impacted. The conclusions were based on overall impacts. See also
Topical Response TR-AES-1.
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Commissioner Hansen: How closely do we need to study the compatibility of building appearances,
relative to historic resources?
Response: See TR-CR-1 above.

Public Comments
Doug Carstons (Attorney for Castle Green Homeowner Association):
The comments presented in the oral testimony from Mr. Carstons are included in the written
comments that he subsequently submitted to the City. Please see Comment Letter No. 4 above and the
associated written responses.
Mike Salazar (Castle Green Homeowners Association):
The comments provided by Mr. Salazar at the public hearing on March 11, 2014 are excerpts from the
Draft EIR comment letters submitted by the Castle Green Homeowners Association on March 8 and 9,
2014. Responses to all the comments submitted by the Castle Green Homeowners Association,
including, but not limited to, those reiterated by Mr. Salazar, are provided above in Responses to
Comments 3-1 through 3-103.
Ann Scheid:
The comments provided by Ms. Scheid at the public hearing on March 11, 2014 are similar to several
of the comments contained in her Draft EIR comment letter submitted earlier that day. Responses to
all of the comments from Ms. Scheid are provided above in Responses to Comments 5-1 through 5-12.
Jesse Lattig (Pasadena Heritage):
The comments provided by Ms. Lattig at the public hearing on March 11, 2014 are similar to several of
the comments contained in the Draft EIR comment letter submitted by Pasadena Heritage earlier that
day. Responses to all of the comments from Pasadena Heritage are provided above in Responses to
Comments 2-1 through 2-8.
Jack Green (President of Castle Green Homeowners Association): My biggest concern is the
massing of the proposed project. This issue cannot be predetermined in this EIR. Because the zoning
entitlement goes along with it, and Design Commission’s hands are pretty much tied. I think it has to
be looked in totality. I’m afraid that the hands of Design Commission would be tied in order to lower
the massing of proposed project. Another issue is that parking is highly dependent on Dayton Street.
The traffic right of way on Dayton Street is only one car wide. The parking is limited. Where is the
construction crew going to park? There is a park playground structure at Central Park. The EPA has
determined that children are eight times more susceptible to air quality effects. All the people that
own unit property at the Castle Green are subject to Secretary of Interior. You have to have a love for
history to live there. The building itself may not be impacted; however, the people that live and own
property in that building would suffer the consequences and their ability to preserve the Castle Green
is compromised. I think the City has to weight these issues.
Response: The discussion on page ES-3 of the Draft EIR acknowledges that the height, floor
area ratio, and setbacks (i.e., building massing) of the proposed project meet the existing
development standards for the CD-1 zoning district. No changes to the existing zoning for the
project site are proposed. As also noted on that same page, the required parking for the
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project would be provided onsite in compliance with the City’s Zoning Ordinance;
project-related parking is not dependent on Dayton Street. Construction worker parking
would be determined as part of the overall development of the Construction Management and
Staging Plan as required by the City’s Department of Public Works and Department of
Transportation. Possible locations for construction working parking in the vicinity of the
project site include three existing public parking lots (Park and Walk located at Green Street
directly across the street from the main entrance of the existing Green Hotel Apartments,
Unified Public Parking Lot located at Fair Oaks Avenue between Dayton Street and
Green Street, and Unified Public Parking Lot located on the corner of Fair Oaks Avenue and
Dayton Street near the Fire Station). The presence and proximity of the existing playground
near the project site are specifically acknowledged on page 3.2-11 in the air quality analysis of
the Draft EIR and, based on the application of SCAQMD localized significance thresholds
(LSTs), no significant impacts would occur. The comment regarding property owners is noted
and is included as part of the Final EIR, which will be considered by decisionmakers in taking
action on the Project.

Design Commission Summary Closing Comments
Commissioner Rawlings: I would like to see a review of the scenic views (i.e., of the park) and
evaluation of more alternatives. The spatial compatibility of size and mass, in general, suggests having
more alternatives.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-AES-1 regarding the Draft EIR analysis of visual
impacts, which includes additional evaluation of view impacts from within Central Park.
Commissioner Hansen: The original (1903) development plan for the project site should be
evaluated as a project alternative.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 regarding the Draft EIR analysis of project
alternatives
Commissioner Miller: There is potential for real transportation impacts, especially the way the
proposed project is designed. There may be potential for queuing. My suggestion is to have
Dayton Street be a westbound one-way street.
Response: The conversion of Dayton Street to a westbound one-way street would not
mitigate the traffic impact. This street conversion would only restrict traffic to a westbound
direction and not reduce the amount of traffic along Dayton Street.
Commissioner Byram: Need to study alternatives with varied footprint.
Response: Please see Topical Response TR-ALT-1 regarding the Draft EIR analysis of project
alternatives.
Commissioner Barar: I suggest that all facades of Green Hotel be considered primary views.
Response: As indicated above in Topical Response TR-CR-1, the related new construction
will alter spatial relationships that characterize the property. The most significant spatial
relationships of the Hotel Green/Castle Green are the relationships between the primary
facades and the public right-of-way (Raymond Avenue, Green Street and Fair Oaks Avenue),
and the secondary facades that face south to Dayton Street and Central Park. Views of the
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secondary facades will be partially obscured from Dayton Street and Fair Oaks Avenue,
however major portions of those façades will remain visible (See Topical Response TR-AES-1).
The proposed project will alter but not destroy spatial relationships that characterize the
Hotel Green/Castle Green. Even if all of the views of the Castle Green and existing Green Hotel
Apartments were considered equally as primary views, the conclusions of the Draft EIR would
not change; that the visual/aesthetic impacts of the proposed project would be less than
significant for the reasons detailed in Topical Responses TR-CR-1 and TR-AES-1, which
include: the project would have no impact on the street-facing facades on Raymond Avenue,
Green Street or Fair Oaks Avenue; in circumnavigating the perimeter of the adjacent historic
property and the project site, all of the facades of the historic buildings remain open to view
from a public right of way, and from Central Park; while views of the west bays of the
Green Hotel would be obstructed, those west bays would still be viewable obliquely from the
public right of way; no part of the existing buildings on the block would be obscured by the
proposed project except for the west end of the south façade of the Hotel Green, and that part
of the facade would remain visible from the Fair Oaks sidewalk and from points on the project
site.
Additionally, it should be noted that all of the facades of the Hotel Green/Castle Green are
significant, character-defining features of the historic property. Preservation Brief 14,
“New Exterior Additions to Historic Buildings: Preservation Concerns,” which is published by
the National Park Service as guidance for interpretation of the Standards for Rehabilitation,
utilizes the term “primary elevation,” which is equivalent to “primary façade” where used.
Following are relevant statements from Preservation Brief 14:
“A new addition should not be highly visible from the public right of way; a rear or other
secondary elevation is usually the best location for a new addition.”
“Generally speaking, preservation of historic buildings inherently implies minimal change to
primary or ‘public’ elevations and, of course, interior features as well.”
“Exterior features that distinguish one historic building or a row of buildings and which can be
seen from a public right of way, such as a street or sidewalk, are most likely to be the most
significant.”
“Because significant materials and features should be preserved, not damaged or hidden, the
first place to consider placing a new addition is in a location where the least amount of
historic material and character-defining features will be lost.”
It is acknowledged that all of the facades of the historic structures are significant and can be
seen from a public right of way. However, the facades that are contiguous with or nearby and
facing a public right of way (e.g., a building line at the property line) are the “most significant,”
and therefore classified as primary. In this case, the building facades at Fair Oaks Avenue,
Green Street, and Raymond Avenue are the most significant, and primary facades. The
building facades that face south, mid-block, and the rear side of the east-facing primary façade
on Raymond Avenue, are significant and secondary facades. The secondary facades are also
differentiated by simpler and less decorative architectural designs.
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3.3.4 Individual Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR
The following provides individual responses to comments received on the Recirculated Draft EIR
published on January 20, 2015, with a copy of each comment letter bracketed to identify the individual
comments for which the attendant written responses are then presented.
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Letter No. 7

City of San Marino

City of San Marino
2200 Huntington Drive
San Marino, California 91108
Emy-Rose Hanna, Intern Planner
January 26, 2015

Response
Response 7-1
Comment Noted.
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Letter No. 8
Green Hotel Apartments Recirculated Draft EIR Comments
February 24, 2015 Presentation to the Design Commission

Mike Salazar for the Castle Green Homeowners Association.
March 2, 2015 DRAFT
City of Pasadena
Design Commission
RE: Comments on Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for 86 S. Fair Oaks Avenue and
February 24, 2015 Design Commission Hearing.

Dear Design Commissioners:
Pertaining to the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for the above-noted project, and in regards to
the recent Feb. 24, 2015 Hearing at the Design Commission, there are areas of the Staff Report that should be
clarified or corrected. Of note are:
1. While the DEIR has found less than significant impacts except for Transportation and Circulation, it
should be noted that the community at large has, continually since before the Initial Study up to this RDEIR, raised significant objection to this limited conclusion. Speakers and written comments have cited
possible impacts continually ignored or under-evaluated, such as but not limited to Aesthetics, Air Quality,
Cultural Resources, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Noise & Vibration, as well as in regards to
Transportation and Circulation.
2. The Staff Report anticipates this Commission will eventually adopt a Statement of Overriding
Considerations. However, that is only if the Design Commission accepts the Final EIR as adequate. Staff
Report fails to note out that there are other alternative routes that the Commission may consider. The
Design Commission has not been briefed as to the full range of its review options, as is required under
CEQA guidelines. In addition to the Statement of Overriding Considerations, to certify/adopt the Final EIR
the Design Commission would have to also have to create a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
and EIR Findings addressing the EIR conditions and those continually raised by the comments but
potentially not addressed in the Final EIR.
3. The Staff Report states the “remaining four levels” above the ground floor retail contain 64 residential
units. In fact, it is “five remaining floors” above ground floor retail. PLEASE NOTE that this same error
was contained in the March 11, 2014 Staff Report. It was then pointed out, but was forgotten or
overlooked.
4. The Staff Report erroneously states ground floor parking at grade is tucked under the eastern side of the
building. In fact, fully 50% of ground floor surface parking is exposed and dominates the open space on
the ground floor. And not all “replacement” parking is below ground. In fact, four (4) of the ground floor
surface parking spots are replacement parking for the existing Green Hotel Apartments. PLEASE NOTE
that this same error was contained in the March 11, 2014 Staff Report. It was then pointed out, but was
effectively forgotten or overlooked. It was also contained in the 2013 Initial Study, pointed out in public
comment and not addressed.
5. The Staff Report states 167 Project parking spaces, yet plans and other areas of the DEIR state both 167
and 169 parking spaces. I believe it is Table 2-3 (Floor by Floor Details) that states 20 parking spaces on
ground floor, and Figure 2-5 (Site Plan First Floor Layout) that shows 24 spaces on the ground floor.
PLEASE NOTE that this same error was contained in the March 11, 2014 Staff Report. It was then
pointed out, but was effectively forgotten or ignored.
6. The Staff Report should clarify the “entitlements” stated that will be brought to the Design Commission
are merely the Concept and Final Design Review.
The basis for the "Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report” (R-DEIR) seems to be that the public is being
asked to consider the R-DEIR's "important correction" (“correction”) and its impacts that doubles the daily trips
generated by the Project and Alternative 2 onto the Dayton Street Segment above levels previously reported in
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Green Hotel Apartments Recirculated Draft EIR Comments
February 24, 2015 Presentation to the Design Commission

Mike Salazar for the Castle Green Homeowners Association.
the Draft EIR and Traffic Study Appendix H. This “correction” is being characterized as essentially a numerical
error in the DEIR than a substantive one – a ‘correction’ that only impacts the traffic trips from the Project & two
Alternatives on the Dayton Street Roadway Segment. This ‘correction’ is reinforced as such because no other
corresponding traffic & circulation data - like intersection loads or other Roadway Segment loads - no other
traffic 'numbers' in Section 3 and throughout the R-DEIR have been adjusted in the least.
Yet this “correction” has impacted other areas of the DEIR, most notably the Alternatives (Section 4), albeit
selectively. The ‘correction’ has had a major impact on the Smaller Scale Alternative that is “considered but
rejected as [financially] infeasible,” apparently requiring this Alternative to be cut down to less than half its size.
We still have no data or proof that financial infeasibility exists, (or at what level of project size that financial
feasibility exists), the reason this Smaller Scale Alternative was rejected.

8

9

But while the “correction” doubles the “significant traffic and circulation impacts” for the big Alternative 2, it has
failed to generate the slightest of change to Alternative 2; just the numerical corrections, and again without any
explanation of the scope of change as noted above. What this “correction” should have done is generated a more
appropriate and less-impactful Alternative 3 around the 50% or less size range (below the last year’s acceptable
313 daily trip range), utilizing mitigation measures ignored in every single Alternative proposed or rejected.
We also need to know if any other full Project and the Reduced Height Alternative 2 impacts dealing with
vehicles in the remaining DEIR, such as but not limited to Air Quality (operational emissions) and Greenhouse
Gasses (operational GHG emissions) have been examined due to this “correction,” and if in fact they are
reflective of the “corrected” 626 and 479 daily trips (respectively). These two Sections mentioned (Air Quality &
Greenhouse Gasses) have not been adjusted in the R-DEIR. This must be confirmed as well, as Staff was unable
to confirm this at the Feb. 24, 2015 hearing. Which begs the question, “Are there other areas that may have
vehicular impacts due to the doubling of trips on the Dayton Street Segment that require further
adjustment/review/comments prior to issuing the Final EIR?”

10

In addition, essentially none of the impacts outlined in the Castle Green HOA Comments (March 10, 2014 letter
from Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP, including Tom Brohard Comments) in last year’s (2014) DEIR hearing seem
to be addressed, let alone resolved. These comments by and large stand, and should be considered resubmitted
for question under this R-DEIR. This letter is attached to this submission.

11

Ultimately Staff must clarify these and other points, but more importantly the Final EIR must address and resolve
them or risk being declared inadequate. The Design Commission, under their CEQA responsibilities, must also
insist the above points are clearly addressed and resolved in order to make legal Findings, one way or another.

12

The following are comments on the R-DEIR Sections that are specifically noted as affected by the
“correction” and those that elaborate on comments so far presented. I will apologize in advance, as there
is some repetitive discussion of issue that cross the Section divides. But I have chosen to err on the side
of being more inclusive so as not to risk the varied and often related impacts from the R-DEIR
“correction” and items still seen as omissions or incompletely addressed.
SECTION 1.0
In the first Section of the R-DEIR, “Introduction to the Recirculated Draft EIR,” the first paragraph says,
“Specifically, important new information is presented in this Recirculated Draft EIR relative to the proposed
project’s impact on Dayton Street between Fair oaks Avenue and Raymond Avenue. That important new
information consists of a correction to the amount of project-related trips indicated in the Draft EIR as occurring on
Dayton Street. No other aspects of the original Draft EIR, including environmental setting, impacts, mitigation
measures, and alternatives, have materially changed. As such, consistent with …. (CEQA) Guidelines, this
Recirculated Draft EIR only includes the traffic-related information that was updated/revised from the Draft EIR.”
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Mike Salazar for the Castle Green Homeowners Association.
This is false, and should require a re-notification effort in order to factually portray the scope of material changes
related to Alternatives that are identified in Section 4 of this R-DEIR. This statement says that, No other aspects
of the original Draft EIR, including the… alternatives, have materially changed.” In fact, the “Smaller Scale
Alternative significantly changed solely because of this “new information.” The change to this alternative went well
beyond traffic-related information. It went to the very make-up of the alternative.

13

While Section 1.3 additionally mentions “related corrections within Section 4,” this again is a false characterization
of the complete change required of the Smaller Scale Alternative.
SECTION 3.6
In the Recirculated Draft EIR (R-DEIR), what is described as "an important correction" to the Section 3.6
Transportation and Circulation is that last year’s DEIR's Average Daily Trips impacting Dayton Street Segment
is not the stated 313 trips (a 35.4% increase), but a doubling of that number to a whopping 626 daily trips.
Yet despite this, there is still:
- NO specified Project-related “hard measures” studied or required for needed mitigation for the Dayton Street
Segment that is now impacted twice the rate of the DEIR. In fact, not even any “soft” measures for
traffic/circulation mitigation are proposed, identified and studied, which seems necessary for this project to move
forward.
- NO specified Project-related “soft measures” studied or required for mitigation for the Dayton/Fair Oaks &
Dayton/Raymond unsignalized intersections that are impacted by Dayton Segment trips, yet not addressed. In
fact, no “hard” measures for traffic/circulation mitigation are proposed for these two intersections, which seem
necessary for this project to move forward.
- NO revised study of the impacts on Pedestrian or Biking quality ratings for the Dayton Street Segment. In fact, it
has not be clarified which traffic numbers both the PEQI & BEQI studies used to come up with their DEIR
conclusions, unchanged in the R-DEIR.
Pg. 3.6-45. Why, if the Dayton Street Segment trips have doubled, is there no change or additions in the ADT
impact in Table 3.6-10 in the form of specific soft and hard measures? This table sets a 7.5% increase threshold
for daily trips, yet instead of the DEIR’s 35.4% Project increase and 27.9% Alternative 2 increase in trips on the
Dayton Street Segment, we have a whopping 70.9% & 54% increase, respectively. In doubling the significant and
unavoidable traffic/circulation impacts (and the severity), why is the Project and Alternative 2 still only subject to
some future “soft” measures for future mitigation after project is approved? This Project is now almost 10x the
City-accepted threshold of 7.5% increase in daily trips.

14

15

With this “correction,” still only a “Payment of fees to fund overall general transportation and circulation
improvements in the project vicinity” per P. 3.6-45 with a “Do Not Block Driveway” sign at a singular Project
driveway remains all that is called for – absolutely NO CHANGE from the DEIR. This is not only inadequate, but
the doubling of the impact from DEIR to R-DEIR should require the proposal of specific soft and alternative hard
mitigation measures as a condition of Project approval.
Which further begs the question, given the “correction,” what additional studies/evaluations were made beyond
last year’s DEIR to continue to conclude that no feasible measures are available to mitigate this new impact?
Pg. 3.6-46. Why isn’t Table 3.6-11 (Mobility Elements Policies), Policy 4.4 further reviewed given the doubling of
Dayton Segment trips? It states, “Design intersections… to achieve safe interactions for all modes of travel…”
This must happen as part of Project review, and not after the fact. Ignoring the Dayton Segment and the
connected intersections is not consistent with CEQA guidelines, and grounds for declaring the Final EIR
inadequate.
Pg. 3.6-48.
Why is there no clarification of the RED text, and no strikeout of the erroneous DEIR numbers in Figure 3-6.13?

Page 3 of 11

16

17

Green Hotel Apartments Recirculated Draft EIR Comments
February 24, 2015 Presentation to the Design Commission

Mike Salazar for the Castle Green Homeowners Association.
Why is there no corresponding “Raymond Ave. & Dayton Street” intersection diagram included in figure 3.6-13, as
it has an almost equal impact as the included Fair Oaks & Dayton intersection?
Why is there no queuing analysis of Dayton Street at the Raymond intersection?
Pg. 3.6-49. Figure 3.6-14.
Why is the Fair Oaks & Dayton St. intersection falsely indicated as a simple cross-traffic intersection, and not as
the hazardous, full offset intersection it is?
Why does Figure 3.6-14 omit queuing at Raymond Ave.?
Why does Figure 3.6-14 omit driveway indications for Castle Green rear parking?
Why is there no indication here (nor mention anywhere in this report) of the Fire Access route for the Castle
Green at the south edge of the frontage on Dayton Street?
Now that traffic numbers have doubled on the Dayton Segment, connected intersections should require mitigation
measures to be identified and evaluated as part of this Project as called for in the DEIR review comments. It is the
proposed Project, as well as Proposed Alternative 2 that both make this Segment and connecting intersections go
from bad to worse in the severity of significant and unavoidable impacts. This should be likened to the omission of
the pedestrian crosswalk/access at the controversial IDS project, only worse. That omission was a much simpler
fault, compared to this issue, and that resulted in a successful action requiring the mitigating of impact and the
restudy of Alternatives that significantly reduced the IDS Project overall size and impacts.
Pg. 3.6-51. Doubling the daily trip volume on the Dayton Segment will surely impact emergency access, yet no
change has been analyzed, no additional review of the Fire Department has been indicated in the R-DEIR.
Current analysis is based on 50% less impact/traffic, and must be updated in the Final EIR to include all relevant
Fire Access issues, such as (but not limited to): a) Dayton & Fair Oaks intersection in relation to trips and Fire
Signal crowding of intersection, b) Fire Access roadway standards for all roadway segments (including the
unstudied Fair Oaks segment south of Dayton to Del Mar Blvd., c) Fire Access to the existing Green Hotel
Apartments, d) Fire Access to the existing Castle Green.
Pg. 3.6-52. Doubling the daily trips volume on this Segment will surely lower the PEQI & BEQI scores, yet no
additional review has been made despite doubling vehicular traffic on this Segment and connected intersections.
Also, no mention of this “correction” affecting the relatively new increase in vehicular and pedestrian traffic for the
larger new Central Park Playground directly opposite the project.
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SECTION 4 - Alternatives
It should be noted that in the introduction paragraph (Pg. 4-1) to this Section, the “correction” is only partially
represented, specified as impacting 4.6.2.6, yet omits its major impact on 4.4.4. This has the effect of not only
diminishing the actual impact of the “correction” changes, but could lead to the public possibly skipping over the
important revision to Section 4.4 “Smaller Scale Alternative,” and this error must be corrected.
How this “correction” impacts 4.6.2.6 is inadequately specified in the intro paragraph, with the R-DEIR using a
generically vague phrase, “updated to present new information” in describing the impacts one part of Section 4.
What's important to note is that the "correction" of doubling the daily trips on the Dayton Street Segment as
described in Section 3.6 actually impacts Section 4 Alternatives, albeit for some reason applied selectively, in the
R-DEIR.
From our perspective, all comments on Alternative 2, a still-missing Alternative 3 and the unrealistic Smaller
Scale 6-unit Rejected Alternative, as well as all Alternatives considered are valid topics for comment in this RDEIR review.
The R-DEIR applied the "correction" to the "4.4 Alternatives Considered but Rejected as Infeasible," requiring a
significant modification to downsize the still-rejected "Smaller Scale Alternative" (4.4.4) as noted below. Yet when
applied to Alternative 2 in "4.3 Selection of Alternatives for Analysis," it only changed traffic counts for Dayton
Street Segment, and nothing else, despite the doubling of significant and unavoidable traffic/circulation impacts.
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Mike Salazar for the Castle Green Homeowners Association.
That is cherry picking and biased, in not applying it further to Alternative 2 and more importantly in not creating
Alternative 3 with significant mitigation measures required. Here’s how it breaks down:
Alternative 2: The proposed Alternative 2 (4.3) in the R-DEIR is recalculated to add 479 daily total trips
to the Dayton Street Segment, a 54% project increase that is 7-times the City-accepted 7.5% ADT
increase – a doubling of the DEIR’s erroneous total of 239 daily trips. Yet there are absolutely NO
OTHER CHANGES to Alternative 2, and we are now to accept that it actually makes traffic much worse
than last year’s DEIR full Project’s reported 313 trips. Alternative 2 should have been reexamined for
reconsideration, with mitigation measures identified and applied to meet CEQA requirements. Yet nothing
of the sort happened.
In the DEIR Section 4.6.2.6 on Alternative 2, there are four specific references to the erroneous 313 daily
trips for the Project and 239 trips (and 27.1% reduction) in Alternative 2, corrected in the R-DEIR. Yet in
the DEIR, (in the 3rd, 4th and 5th paragraphs and in Table 4-6) the erroneous trip numbers are
referenced as the justification for Alternative 2. (Only one table - 4-5 - does have the 'corrected' figures in
the DEIR). Yet the R-DEIR only corrects these numerical entries to reflect the 626 & 479 respective
Dayton Segment trips, and provides no further explanation, unlike the completely revised 13-unit Smaller
Scale Alternative (4.4 below) that is completely revised.

21
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Alternative 3: Due to Alternative 2’s increased severity of significant and unavoidable impacts on the
Dayton Street Segment, to better represent CEQA’s purpose, a valid Alternative 3 should have then
been created and analyzed in this R-DEIR. This should be around the 50% density figure (or less if
necessary), and include actual mitigation ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ measures. This was likely a judgment call that
seems to fail CEQA intent if not requirements.
An Alternative 3 in this case should be required to not exceed the 313 daily trips erroneously reported for
the Project in the DEIR. The 313 trips seemed to be a level of impact that both the City and Developer
supported. It should be noted that Table 4-5 from the DEIR already had the correct Trip Generation
numbers (626 for the Project on Dayton Segment), and 479 for Alternative 2.

23

However, if there was an Alternative 3 with 313 maximum trips or there about, that would represent a
50% reduction of the severity of impacts from the Project, a common threshold for CEQA Alternatives that
is missing. This possible Alternative 3 would also represent a 35% reduction from Alternative 2, and
would clearly be the superior Alternative. This is a missed opportunity, which is why this EIR remains
inadequate. There is also no doubt that an Alternative 3 would be considered ‘financially feasible’ as well.
With ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ mitigation measures a possibility, we see this option as necessary per CEQA rules.
"Alternatives Considered but Rejected as Infeasible" (4.4): Because last year’s DEIR
Alternatives were apparently based on the erroneous 313 daily trips on the Dayton Segment, the DEIR’s
proposed a 13-unit residential-only project (with no retail) as the "Smaller Scale Alternative" (4.4.4),
because 13 units was then the artificially induced threshold to keep traffic and circulation impacts “less
than significant” without any mitigation whatsoever. The DEIR rejected this Alternative only because it
was determined to be "financially infeasible" without providing one bit of evidence or guidelines to make
this determination. (Public comments at the time asked for the back-up data to prove this, yet the R-DEIR
provides none). Nor was there any explanation of why the Smaller Scale Alternative had no mitigation to
allow a more financially feasible and realistic option.
Now, in the R-DEIR as a result of the “correction,” the "Smaller Scale Alternative" is reexamined and
significantly reduced to only 6 residential units, less than 50% of last year’s 13 units, to reduce
traffic/circulation to less than significant levels. Again, this Alternative is rejected for the same stated
reason (Section 4.6.2.6) in the R-DEIR. And again, there is no explanation (or guidelines) of why the
Page 5 of 11
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Smaller Scale Alternative had no mitigation measures to allow a more financially feasible and realistic
option. Clearly the “correction” significantly affected this Smaller Scale Alternative, triggering a complete
revision. So why did it NOT require the same for other “considered but rejected Alternatives?

24

Why, for a Smaller Scale Alternative, wasn’t the existing Fair Oaks driveway retained to allow a more
realistic and financially feasible project for consideration by taking direct trips off of Dayton Street
Segment? (See the following 4.4.1 for more on this existing Fair Oaks driveway). To use the excuse that
only a 6-unit project would result in less than significant traffic impacts on Dayton Segment, when the
existing 60-space lot has a second driveway on Fair Oaks, seems disingenuous, given the massive
impact the Project and Alternative 2 have. How does this meet the spirit, if not the letter of CEQA?

25

Providing such a lowly Alternative of 6 units only is laughable, and so close to “no project” that it is viewed
as a waste to consider seriously by the community or the developer. It is hard to see how this meets
CEQA, as its only justification is the artificial application of “less than significant impacts” without any
mitigation whatsoever.

26

Section 4.4 "Alternatives Considered but Rejected as Infeasible.” In addition to the “Smaller Scale
Alternative” changes noted above, this Section says that the R-DEIR again considered three other rejected
alternatives: "Alternate Access Alternative," "Off-Site Parking Alternative," and “Alternate Site Alternative” yet
made no changes whatsoever despite the doubling of Dayton Street Segment traffic impacts. What new review
has taken place since last year’s DEIR on these Alternatives, in light of the increased severity of significant and
unavoidable impacts in the R-DEIR on the Project, Alternative 2, and the Smaller Scale Alternative (rejected)?
This lack of revision is subject to question, since these Alternatives – individually, partially or in some combination
- could help mitigate some of the 50% increase in daily trips from the R-DEIR’s Project & Alternative 2 on the
Dayton Segment. This was a choice by the R-DEIR not to partially or fully reconsider these Alternatives, and
that's reason enough to declare the inadequacy of this Report.

27

4.4.1 Alternate Access Alternative: Perhaps what remains missing in all of the evaluations of this EIR
process to date is the overlooked fact that today their exists a second driveway from the existing 60space surface parking area that actually is on Fair Oaks Avenue. This Alternate Access driveway is
virtually omitted from identification and discussion in the body of this R-DEIR and the DEIR. I can only
find one indication of it, albeit without any identifying text, on the unrelated Figure 3.1-2 (in the DEIR),
“Location of On-Site Trees.”
Was this existing Fair Oaks Avenue driveway studied for retention? Is it buried in the Appendix H, making
it hard for the public to find? Why has a project (and alternatives) been selected that actually removes this
existing mitigation access from use, effectively choosing to creating a high level of significant and
unavoidable impacts and unnecessarily increasing the severity of them on tiny Dayton Street when faced
with the true level of impact of the R-DEIR’s “correction.”
Again any consideration of a Fair Oaks Avenue access – for all or some of the Project or Alternative 2
daily trips – was again explained away without any modification from the DEIR. Was the severity of
Dayton Street Segment traffic “correction” not enough to reconsider this opportunity? Was the fact that
the Dayton & Fair Oaks intersection remains unchanged and unstudied in the R-DEIR why a Fair Oaks
Avenue Project or Alternative 2 access still is not considered? And why has the R-DEIR failed (as did the
DEIR) to present any quantifiable data confirming exactly what study of this (and other rejected
Alternatives) has been made and when?
It’s easy math to say that if the current 60 replacement parking spots for the existing Green Hotel building
use Dayton Street both presently and in the R-DEIR scenarios, why not consider the separate Fair Oaks
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Avenue access for these vehicles? Has this existing driveway been studied for limited use? We’re talking
about providing a driveway, not necessarily a second ramp. Already, the vast majority of the ground floor
“open space” is paved/access/parking use. If this takes a proportionate number of daily trips off Dayton
Street, then that proportional number of new units, in addition to the 6 units, would lead to “less than
significant” impacts. This should be the basis of Alternative 3, triggered by the doubling of daily trips on
Dayton.
And if there is even any hope of this project providing on-block parking for the adjacent Castle Green
Condominiums, this Alternative Access MUST be studied.
The R-DEIR can’t on one hand say that a Fair Oaks Ave. access is infeasible due to the high volume on
Fair Oaks without providing any proof (or aspects studied), then say that the Fair Oaks & Dayton
intersection needs no improvements. It is most likely that retaining the existing Fair Oaks access is a
challenge due to the existing roadway configurations at the West Dayton & East Dayton intersections and
lesser due to solely the “volume.” Yet there is a failure to analyze this issue – one that is left ONLY to
create significant & unavoidable impacts.
Another aspect that remains incomplete in this R-DEIR is that this Alternative only considers southbound
[INBOUND] project traffic as reason to eliminate Alternate Access on Fair Oaks, by reasoning that
because southbound [inbound] traffic would turn left on Green ST., the make successive right turns on
Raymond, Dayton and Fair Oaks to get into a FO driveway, so the number of vehicles using Dayton
Street would still be high.

28

Yet this ‘analysis’ again fails to objectively balance its review in examining Fair Oaks Ave. access
‘outflow’ or northbound traffic benefits as well. The correlating outflow traffic from a Fair Oaks access
would benefit Dayton Street. That outflow traffic leaving the Project (and Alternatives) would significantly
reduce the additional trips on Dayton, as traffic would primarily head north (in using the ‘southbound’
reasoning). Then outbound traffic to south could turn right on Green Street (low impact), then turn right on
Raymond (low impact) and head south to Del Mar (very low impact). Seems like a win-win. This is easily
achieved by restricting left turns on Fair Oaks from project, thereby eliminating most Dayton traffic
outbound. Was this considered?
Unfortunately 4.4.1 only appears to consider one particular type of trip to make a snap judgment against
any benefits of Fair Oaks Ave. access, yet provides NO evidence or studies to validate the omission of
any Fair Oaks Ave. access for the Project or Alternatives. This one-sided consideration of the inbound
traffic points out yet another BIG inadequacy of this R-DEIR process.
4.4.2 Off-Site Parking Alternative: Staff has again cited that Off-Site parking is not permitted by code,
yet this is NOT adequate reason for it not to be restudied (or studied in the first place as the case may
be). This section fails to acknowledge that the current Castle Green’s 51 units predominantly rely on OffSite parking, with City approve, to this day. This is a prime example of why Off-Site parking has been
inadequately studied, and why it deserves to be studied.

29

For such a significantly historic block, and because of the proposed Project and Alternative 2 significant
and unavoidable impacts on Dayton Street, this should be reason enough to have brought forth as a
possible required mitigation measure. Yet Staff says it is not allowed, and nothing more, raising the
question, why this adequately studied giving the R-DEIR “correction.”
4.4.3 Alternative Site Alternative: Was this option again restudied for the R-DEIR process? If not
studied since last year’s DEIR, this is another inadequacy. And what is the point of this section if it can be
explained away simply because an owner has no other adjacent property or no “control” of other area
properties. What efforts has this owner made to investigate this for the R-DEIR process since last year’s
DEIR review? Has the City required the owner to make new efforts for this R-DEIR? This needs to be
answered.
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The R-DEIR, along with all previous iterations, avoids the necessary/required work of an adequate EIR to actually
consider appropriate Alternatives with mitigation measures that would reduce the severity of and the level of
significant and unavoidable project impacts. Alternative 2 begins to do that, but clearly a “feasible” Alternative 3
should have been created by now. In fact, Staff stated that it was not the City’s responsibility to create every
single alternative. Yet this appears to be an excuse to avoid more appropriate Alternatives scenarios with soft and
hard measures that actually mitigate some impacts.
This R-DEIR continues to hide behind the statement that “the addition of 43 new daily trips would exceed the
threshold and result in a significant and unavoidable traffic impact to this street segment,” as if no mitigation
measures or alternative measures should or can be considered for study and application to the Project and
Alternatives. This R-DEIR fails to objectively state the actual situation: “WITHOUT ANY MITIGATION, the addition
of 43 new daily trips would exceed the threshold and result in a significant and unavoidable traffic impact to this
street segment.” With mitigation measures such as, but not limited to the rejected Alternatives, a new Alternative
3 project could actually be the most appropriate project. Without any mitigation measure for Alternative 2 and no
Alternative 3, the inadequacy of this R-DEIR is glaring.

30

Section 5.0 Other CEQA Considerations
The R-DEIR also has reference to the "correction" in Section 5.2 Significant and Unavoidable Impacts. It
states that Section 3 used the erroneous trip numbers, then corrects those numbers, and eliminates the phrase
"to this intersection" without a replacement phrase. What they failed to correct is to change this phrase (“to this
intersection”) to "in this segment," referring to the Dayton Street Roadway Segment where impacts have doubled.
Here is where the R-DEIR should have provided more clarification of what type of error the "correction"
represented and its full scope of impact.

31

Appendix H
This is the last identified area of change in the R-DEIR, the Traffic Impact Study. What's most inadequate about
how the R-DEIR ‘correction’ is handled is that the Traffic Impact Study makes absolutely no mention, nor
explanation anywhere in its body of the “correction” until you actually come across the first numerical-only
th
correction (identified only by RED text) on the 40 page. Appendix H retains the same June 2013 general date,
and the same June 11, 2013 internal letter with absolutely no mention of corrections or being part of or as a result
of the “correction” in the R-DEIR. This puts the public at a disadvantage.
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These three numerical changes are only reflected in RED text, on pages 40, 41 & 57. These appear to be
minimal numerical corrections only, without so much as a single explanation and raise the question if they
have impacts on other data, and if not, why is it?

33

It also seems that this Study omits any mention of the existing site driveway on Fair Oaks Avenue, and
why it was removed and not considered. No plan document indicates the two driveway access points (on
Dayton Street and on Fair Oaks Street).

34

No explanation why Green Street at Fair Oaks and Green Street at Raymond intersections were not
studied.

35

There is no mention of the Fire Station signalized stop in Fair Oaks Avenue description (Pg. 9), nor of the
Valley signalized intersection and Orange Pl., compounding the question why this Fair Oaks Roadway
Segment is omitted from study. While it appears that the Project increase trips on this Segment may not
meet the City’s numerical threshold for study, clearly its challenges should have required its study.

36

Apparently Table-8 had the correct 626 daily trip numbers in the DEIR, as no correction is noted.

37
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Did the PEQI & BEQI results utilize Figure 23 of the Traffic Study?

38

There is no description of Green Street in description (Pg. 8-9).

39

ADDITIONAL AREAS of Concern raised by “Correction”
Economic Feasibility as a measure to restrict, disqualify or reject Alternatives.
To date, it should be clear that the City has provided absolutely no quantifiable material to the Design
Commission or to the public of the financial infeasibility of project Alternatives, nor has the City provided any
information on how this determination was made, nor of the information used to make such a determination, such
as thresholds or standards.
It is not easy to initially comprehend how a property purchased in the early 1970s for about $106,000 must have
such an impactful level of construction to be financially feasible, given that it is the smaller portion of this property
purchased decades ago. The fact that this remained ‘open space’ as unimproved land essentially since its 1895
inception as park of West park, and since its 1970s purchase seems to indicate some financial viability as a lowor-no-build parcel.
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We are now at the Recirculated Draft EIR phase and once again call upon this and other relevant information
determining financial infeasibility be made public, and an appropriate Public Comment period and hearing be
provided for public review, analysis and comments to be made. To wait until the Final EIR is released for
disclosure of feasibility standards seems to be a detrimental and unnecessary delay. Given that Staff has been
able to make a financial infeasibility judgments in last year’s DEIR, and then again due to this R-DEIR’s
“correction,” why is there a delay in making this information available right away?
Until such time, it is with the utmost level of concern that this R-DEIR is inadequate as presented. It is essential to
understand the CEQA rules allowing disqualifications based on financial infeasibility, and to not appear or to show
bias in consideration of Alternatives.
DESIGN REVIEW
The instructions to the Design Commission on Feb. 24, 2015 for the anticipated Concept Design Review are of
concern. Staff’s instructions at this hearing may have given the casual observer the impression that only
numerical proscriptive building codes are what dictate Concept Design approval of the Project. Furthermore, Staff
mentioned that no height, size, etc. could be changed due to concerns about the Final EIR. However, what Staff
failed to objectively acknowledge is the ability of the Design Commission to consider and apply the Secretary of
Interior Standards, and to not approve the project.

41

Here are some reasons for being able to reduce the height or size due at Design Review (and not inadequacy of
the EIR issues):
Reason 1: The EIR fails to adequately address impacts to historic and cultural resources, as myriad
public comment has pointed out over the multiple hearings. Citing Old Pasadena Guidelines and
Standards with findings could actually make a case for less height and size. Because a numerical
threshold may not have achieved an “impact” in an EIR doesn’t mean that there is no impact to address.
Reason 2: The building envelope of the original proposed project was reduced after great outcry in 2008
& then again in 2010 or 2011. The code allows a ridiculous 97,069 square feet of buildable area, based
on lot size and an FAR of 3.00. This zoning capacity was protested in the 1990s before becoming law as
part of the General Plan overhaul. Giving this most historic site TOD density was a mistake then and is
proven by the very modifications we have witnessed by the Applicant over this project’s long life.
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The City approved an overbearing FAR on this parcel, essentially ignoring the highest historic
significance for this block, and all of the surrounding parcels of this block that have significantly lower
buildings. In fact, the average height allowed in the four adjacent blocks is 38.75’ of building height
(Central District Height Map). And most buildings (except the Schoolhouse Parking Structure)
th
surrounding this site, many from the turn of the 20 century-era, are at or around the 40-foot threshold.
And Central Park is a zero-build site.
Reason 3: The lot coverage of this project has significantly reduced after great outcry, and is far less than
the prescriptive code allowances. Far more lot coverage is actually allowed, and if only codes were used,
the project would cover far more than it does today. In fact, why wasn’t a bit more lot coverage
considered in Project Alternatives to reduce impacts, such as height, view, air, light, etc.? Even though
these were not identified in the EIR as being significantly impacted, the public comment sees it otherwise,
and the application of codes and guidelines would provide the ability to identify this impact and mitigate it
(as possible with the Secretary of Interior Standards).

42

Reason 4: Just because zoning in place allows for 6 stories doesn’t mean that it is allowable under
guidelines in place. There are many zoning components in Old Pasadena that govern this site. The
zoning numbers state that a particular FAR and a maximum height is permitted, or “allowed” on this site.
They are not the only requirements – just the most easily quantifiable requirements. The negative impacts
of a 6 story building, similar if not almost equal in height to the most historically significant existing
building complex in Old Pasadena, “allowed” by current zoning numbers is hard to mitigated, but arguably
would not be allowable in objectively applying the Secretary of Interior Standards & other Guidelines
applicable in Old Pasadena – guidelines with more ‘subjective,’ non-numerical application.

Bullet points on the DEIR’s general project issues (Areas of Controversy) that need to be addressed with
this the “correction” to the Traffic/Alternatives in the R-DEIR:
1. Height inappropriate for this most-significant historic site, with the Project being similar height to landmark
structures on the very same block. Further reduction of height could have significantly lessened the
severity of significant and unavoidable impacts beyond Alternative 2.
2. Setbacks on Dayton Street could go a long way to provide the physical area to attempt to realign Dayton
Street to reduce traffic impacts driven by the R-DEIR corrections. As it is, this Project and Alternative 2
with a Dayton Street zero-setback eliminates any ability to address this significant and unavoidable
impact. This is a glaring inadequacy, as the one physical location to make needed mitigation is not
studied or even discussed.
3. Additionally, a setback on Dayton Street is necessary for Project (and Alternative 2) not to dominate this
historic site, to appropriately respect/acknowledge the adjacent Castle Green that is setback 18 feet at
nd
the ground, and about 30 feet 2 -6 floors from the Dayton frontage, and the zero-density historic Central
Park. This Project completely crowds the Dayton/Fair Oaks corner, blocking historic views and
unnecessarily eliminating the only logical area to physically address traffic mitigation measures. A Zero
setback dominates and disrespects this historic settings and historic surroundings (and is detrimental to
historic views and traffic access/safety).
4. Fair Oaks Avenue access now must be reviewed and made feasible, especially in light of the doubling of
the actual traffic loads on narrow Dayton Street (and the City policy declaration that NO parking should be
removed from Dayton Street).
5. The 626 added daily trips on Dayton Street Segment represent a 70.9% increase in Average Daily Traffic
(ADT) volumes. The City maximum increase is 7.5% (Page 3.6-23) to create significant impacts. This
Project represents a 9.4x increase, and 8.4x above the acceptable 7.5% increase. Dayton Street is an
important eastbound fire access roadway, and provides the ONLY fire apparatus access to the City
Treasure Castle Green.

Page 10 of 11

43
44
45

46

47
48

Green Hotel Apartments Recirculated Draft EIR Comments
February 24, 2015 Presentation to the Design Commission

Mike Salazar for the Castle Green Homeowners Association.
6. Study of Dayton Street Segment and of hard measures to be explored. This should have been required
by now. Among the topics requiring study: traffic loads, parking, general accessibility and fire access.
Hard improvements must be required in this Report.
7. Study of the Dayton & Fair Oaks intersection – it remains unsignalized and again ignored, still wrongly
represented in Figure 3.6-14 & Appendix H traffic study Figure 23, and fails any real-world navigation
tests except in the lightest of traffic conditions. This now must not only be studied, but hard improvements
must be required as part of this Report, not put off or ignored further. The Fire Signal that requires traffic
to block this intersection must be studied as well.
8. The Raymond & Dayton intersection remains unsignalized, and hard improvements should be identified
and required, as the traffic impact is similar to that on Dayton & Fair Oaks intersection.
9. The Green Street & Fair Oaks and Green Street & Raymond intersections should be included in traffic
studies, as they are on the same project block and will handle over 50% of project traffic.
10. The Roadway Segment of Fair Oaks from Dayton south to Del Mar is still omitted and should be studied.
This contains the failed Dayton/Fair oaks intersection with the signalized Fire Station stop at its south
edge, and two intersections (at Valley and Orange Place) that may be impacted and carry much more
traffic from the additional residential units of the East Ambassador campus.
11. A restudy to further analyze impacts of the doubling of daily trips as required in PEQI & BEQI studies on
the Dayton Street Segment. It seems hard to believe that in doubling the load on this street that there is
NO impact to these two analyses. At minimum, if the impact is purely numerical in nature, at least provide
this explanation. But by not addressing it, it is unknown if the R-DEIR impacts these analyses.
12. Real and historic View corridors are in fact eliminated but still not studied: corridors that would be less
impacted by a lower project alternative, or by a setback project alternative. These views are from historic
Green Hotel and Castle Green, and from historic vantage points, like new residential areas of East
Gateway, or from south end of historic Central park. Alternatives could study this oft-stated community
concern.
13. Accurate and realistic analyses of air circulation (it was a consideration for the historic Castle Green’s
design) and daylight impacts of a 6-story project that could have been studied or further addressed in
Alternatives.
I look forward to these and all other comments being considered for necessary revisions to be made before a
Final EIR is prepared, for a less impactful project if this is to move forward.

Mike Salazar
for the Castle Green Homeowners Association
99 S. Raymond Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91105

Encl.: March 10, 2014 DEIR Comment Letter from Castle Green HOA/Chatten-Brown & Carstens.
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Section 3  Comments and Responses

Letter No. 8

Castle Green Homeowners Association

Castle Green Homeowners Association Michael Salazar
March 2, 2015

Responses
Response 8-1
Section 21091(d)(2)(A) of CEQA and Section 15088 of the state CEQA Guidelines require the lead
agency to prepare written responses to comments submitted on a draft EIR during the public review
period. While there is no requirement to address comments on a project staff report, such as those
submitted by the commenter, the City has prepared the following responses to address the expressed
concerns regarding the staff report.

Response 8-2
All comments submitted to the City during the public review period for the original Draft EIR, as well
as comments submitted on the Recirculated Draft EIR, are addressed in the written responses
contained in the Final EIR. The conclusions of the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR, as supported
by substantial evidence provided therein and augmented by information in the Final EIR
(i.e., responses to comments), have not changed – the only unavoidable significant impact that would
occur with implementation of the proposed Project is the traffic impact on the segment of
Dayton Street between Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond Avenue. No substantial evidence has been
submitted to the City that would change the conclusions provided in the Final EIR.

Response 8-3
The Final EIR for the proposed Project provides a complete and accurate environmental review of the
Project, including evaluation of a reasonable range of alternatives, in full accordance with the
requirements of CEQA. The Design Commission has received the Final EIR, which includes written
responses to all comments received on the Draft EIR and the Recirculated Draft EIR, for review and
consideration prior to taking action on the project. At the time the agenda packets are finalized for the
hearing at which the Final EIR is presented for certification and the project is presented for approval,
the Design Commission will be provided with the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP) for the Project, the appropriate CEQA Findings for the Project, pursuant to Section 21081 of
CEQA, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, all of which will be taken into account in
conjunction with the Design Commission taking action on the Project. These additional documents will
become public at the same time they are provided to the Design Commission.

Response 8-4
The error in the staff report is noted. The project description in the Draft EIR Section 2.7.1 correctly
describes the project as“…a six-story mixed-use building with 64 residential units and 5,000 square
feet of commercial space…” and this project description was the basis for the environmental analysis.

Response 8-5
The error in the staff report is noted. The project description in the Draft EIR Section 2.7.1 correctly
describes the ground floor of the project as having “…20 parking spaces, with 11 of the 20 parking
spaces ‘tucked under’ the building.” This project description was the basis for the environmental
analysis.
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Response 8-6
The staff report and Draft EIR Section 2.7.1 (Tables 2-2 and 2-3 in particular) all state that the project
provides 167 parking spaces. Figure 2-5 in the Draft EIR has been replaced with Figure 2-5a in the
Final EIR to reflect the removal of four parking spaces that were erroneously included at the southeast
corner of the site. With this revised exhibit incorporated, the Final EIR accurately reflects the total
number of parking spaces provided as 167.

Response 8-7
The commenter is correct that the only entitlements required for this project are Concept and Final
Design Review. The Draft EIR specifies this in section 2.8.

Response 8-8
The commenter’s characterization of the correction made to the traffic data in the Draft EIR is
inaccurate and not consistent with the facts presented in the Recirculated Draft EIR. Contrary to the
commenter’s assertion, the correction presented in the Recirculated Draft EIR does not result in, or
reflect, a doubling of the daily trips generated by the Project and Alternative 2. As described on page
3.6-1 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the original Draft EIR inadvertently indicated only the number of
daily vehicle trips travelling between the Project site driveway on Dayton Street and either of the
intersections located at end of the street. In other words, the 313 daily trips indicated in the Draft EIR
as occurring on Dayton Street would either be on the segment extending between the Project site
driveway and Fair Oaks Avenue to the west or be on the segment extending between the Project site
driveway and Raymond Avenue to the east. When the 313 daily trips occurring on each of those two
“half-segments” of Dayton Street are added together, the total would be 626 daily trips. As indicated
throughout the Transportation and Circulation section of the Draft EIR (Section 3.6), the daily trip
generation associated with the proposed Project was always indicated as 626 (see, in particular,
Table 3.6-7 and the associated narrative discussion in the section), and that trip generation number
did not change in the Recirculated Draft EIR. The correction made in the Recirculated Draft EIR to
indicate a total of 626 average daily trips travelling on Dayton Street comports with that trip
generation number, since all project-related trips would occur via the Project site driveway on
DaytonStreet. Similarly, the corrections reflected in Section 4.6.2.6 of the Recirculated Draft EIR
regarding the transportation and traffic impacts associated with Alternative 2 are simply a matter of
adding the daily traffic travelling on the two half-segments of Dayton Street between Fair Oaks Avenue
and Raymond Avenue (i.e., 239 daily trips on the segment between Fair Oaks Avenue and the Project
site driveway plus 239 daily trips on the segment between the Project site driveway and Raymond
Avenue), as reflected by the 479 average daily trips shown for that segment of Dayton Street in Table
4-6 of the Recirculated DEIR (Note: The 239 daily trips indicated in that table was inadvertently not
shown in strikeout, but is now included in Section 2, Corrections and Additions, of the Final EIR). As
indicated by comparing Table 4-5 in the Draft EIR to Table 4-5 in the Recirculated Draft EIR, there was
no change in the trip generation for the proposed Project or Alternative 2 (the Reduced Height
Alternative). The subject correction to the characterization of total daily trips on Dayton Street does
not affect the remainder of the traffic impacts analysis, including the intersection analyses for
Dayton Street/Fair Oaks Avenue and Dayton Street/Raymond Avenue, or any other environmental
impacts addressed in the Draft EIR because the assignment/distribution of vehicle trips outside the
Project site was correct to begin with and did not change.
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Response 8-9
The revisions made to the Draft EIR’s discussion of the Smaller Scale Alternative that resulted from
the correction made to daily traffic volumes on Dayton Street reflect the fact, as stated in the second
sentence in Section 4.4.4 of both the Draft EIR and the Recirculated Draft EIR, “The intent of this
alternative would be to build a project that would result in less than significant impacts to the
Dayton Street segment between Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond Avenue.” The underlined text that
follows that statement in the Recirculated Draft EIR explains the nature of, and basis for, reducing the
Smaller Scale Alternative by half. Information regarding the financial feasibility or infeasibility of a
reduced scale alternative is not part of the EIR, and is expected to be provided to the Design
Commission and the public within the discussion to come in the staff report and/or CEQA findings.
Regarding the commenter’s suggestion to generate an “Alternative 3 around the 50 percent or less
size range (below the last year’s acceptable 313 daily trip range),” the Draft EIR already considered
and addressed a reasonable range of alternatives. This includes, as specifically related to traffic
impacts on Dayton Street, the Reduced Height Alternative with 42 units, which lessened, but did not
avoid, the significant traffic impact, and the Smaller Scale Alternative with six units, which would
avoid the subject significant impact, but is not a feasible alternative. As discussed in Topical Response
TR-ALT-1, Project Alternatives, it is not necessary to further refine and evaluate an additional
hypothetical reduced development alternative that does not reduce impacts appreciably, such as the
one suggested by the commenter, because the Draft EIR has already addressed a range of alternatives
with specific development scenarios that would reduce or avoid the subject significant impact.
Furthermore, the suggested alternative of “around the 50 percent or less size range (below the last
year’s acceptable 313 daily trip range)” would not reduce the significant Dayton Street segment
impact to a less than significant level. Rather, as noted in Section 4.4.4 of the Recirculated DEIR, the
maximum number of residential units that could occur without resulting in a significant traffic impact
on Dayton Street would be six.

Response 8-10
As indicated in the responses immediately above, the correction reflected in the Recirculated Draft EIR
pertains to only the characterization of total daily trips on Dayton Street, and all other aspects of the
environmental analysis of the proposed Project presented in the Draft EIR are unaffected and
unchanged. In particular, the data used to calculate air quality and greenhouse gas emissions was not
faulty and did not have to be changed or updated, and daily trip generation associated with the
proposed Project and the Alternative 2 (the Reduced Height Alternative) did not change, as evidenced
by comparing Table 4-5 in the Draft EIR to Table 4-5 in the Recirculated Draft EIR, nor did the
assignment/distribution of trips associated with the project. As such, there is no change to the
Draft EIR analyses of Air Quality (operational emissions), Greenhouse Gasses (operational GHG
emissions), or any other topic area studied in the Draft EIR.

Response 8-11
Written responses to all of the comments and allegations presented in the letter submitted by
Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP on March 10, 2014, on behalf of Castle Green Homeowners
Association, are included in the Final EIR. See, specifically, Responses to Comments 4-1 through 4-18.
Written responses to other comments submitted by Castle Green Homeowners Association on the
Draft EIR are also contained in the Draft EIR (See Responses to Comments 3-1 through 3-103), along
with written responses to all other comments received in the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR.
The intent of the Recirculated Draft EIR was to present important new information and not to respond
to previously provided comments, which is required to be part of the Final EIR per CEQA Guidelines
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§15088.5, Recirculation of an EIR Prior to Certification and §15132, Contents of Final Environmental
Impact Report.

Response 8-12
Written responses have been prepared for all comments received on the Draft EIR and Recirculated
Draft EIR, and the Final EIR has been completed in accordance with the requirements of CEQA and the
state CEQA Guidelines. Additionally, the appropriate CEQA Findings, Statement of Overriding
Considerations, and MMRP have been provided to the Design Commission for their review and
consideration prior to taking action on the proposed Project.

Response 8-13
The statements quoted from the Recirculated Draft EIR are true and correct. As indicated in the
Recirculated Draft EIR and further supported by substantial evidence presented in the above and
below responses to comments, the only aspects of the Draft EIR that were materially affected by the
correction to the characterization of total daily trips on Dayton Street were limited to only that - the
characterization of total daily trips on Dayton Street. The changes in Section 4 related to alternatives
were driven solely by the correction to traffic volumes on Dayton Street, both directly for Alternative 2
(i.e., correction to the daily traffic volume indicated for Dayton Street under a Reduced Height
Alternative scenario) and indirectly for the Smaller Scale Alternative (i.e., the point of that alternative
was to identify a development scenario that would avoid the significant traffic impact on
Dayton Street, which, based on the corrected doubling of traffic on Dayton Street, meant that the
amount of allowable development generating trips on Dayton Street would need to be reduced by half
in order to avoid a significant traffic impact on that street). As these changes were provided in the
Recirculated Draft EIR, the public was provided adequate opportunity to understand and comment on
them.

Response 8-14
As indicated above in Responses to Comments 3-26 and 4-9, there are no feasible mitigation measures
available for the traffic impacts on Dayton Street, either at the numbers stated in the Draft EIR or the
numbers stated in the Recirculated Draft EIR.
Some theoretical mitigation measure examples include the installation of curb extensions, traffic
signal upgrades/enhancements, and installation of center medians to name a few. These measures will
not mitigate or appreciably reduce significant impacts to Dayton Street. As Dayton Street is such a low
volume street, the project would have to radically alter its scope in order to reduce its daily trips to a
point where impacts would be appreciably reduced or reduced to below a level of significance. The
Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR evaluated such a scenario, in terms of the Smaller Scale
Alternative, and found it to be infeasible.
Examples of “soft” measures which help to reduce vehicular trips is to provide bicycle parking and the
development of a Travel Demand Management Plan (TDM), which the project is subject to by Code. A
TDM plan may include but not limited to a bikesharing program, a carsharing program, shuttle service
to major transit stops, an on-site transit kiosk, and provide transit passes just to name a few. Such soft
mitigation measures would not appreciably reduce impacts or reduce the impacts of the project to
below a level of significance.
The PEQI and BEQI scores are a function of existing daily traffic volume collected in March 2013.
Therefore, the correction to the total daily trips on Dayton Street does not affect PEQI, BEQI.
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Response 8-15
The right-hand column in Table 3.6-10 indicates the types of traffic improvement measures
appropriate for specific levels of traffic growth on a street segment, as specified by the City’s
Transportation Impact Review Current Practices and Guidelines in effect at the time of the analysis.
Table 3.6-5 presented earlier in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR and the Recirculated Draft EIR delineates
the types of multi-modal measures that are associated with various increments of traffic grown on
street segments. As indicated in Table 3.6-5, any increase in traffic growth of 7.5 percent or more is
subject to the same set of multi-modal measures. Given that the Draft EIR indicated the daily traffic
growth on Dayton Street to be 35.4 percent, which was already well above the 7.5 percent threshold,
the fact that the corrected traffic volume on Dayton Street increased that number to 70.9 percent does
not change the types of multi-modal measures previously specified in the Draft EIR (i.e., the measures
are the same for any increase of 7.5 percent or more). As indicated on page 3.6-45 and reiterated on
page 3.6-47 of the Recirculated DEIR, no feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts
along the Dayton Street segment between Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond Avenue. That infeasibility
finding is unaffected by the correction to the traffic volumes on Dayton Street, and remains the same
whether the traffic increase on the subject street segment is 35.4 percent or 70.9 percent. Please also
see Response to Comment 8-14 above.

Response 8-16
As indicated above in Response to Comment 8-8, the correction to the characterization of total daily
trips on Dayton Street does not affect the analysis of intersection impacts presented in the Draft EIR,
including the intersections of Dayton Street/Fair Oaks Avenue and Dayton Street/Raymond Avenue.

Response 8-17
As discussed above in Response to Comment 8-8, the correction to the characterization of total daily
trips on Dayton Street has to do with the fact that the Draft EIR inadvertently indicated the traffic
volume of 313 trips on each half-segment of Dayton Street between Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond
Avenue (i.e., the half-segment extending between the Project site driveway and Fair Oaks Avenue to
the west and the half-segment extending between the Project site driveway and Raymond Avenue to
the east), which when added together would be 626 daily trips. Figure 3.6-13 in the Draft EIR presents
the PM peak hour turning movement on Dayton Street, as related to potential queuing impacts on
Dayton Street. The correction to the daily traffic volumes on Dayton Street does not affect or relate to
that peak hour queuing analysis. Regarding the commenter’s question regarding why the information
in Figure 3.6-13 does not include the intersection of Dayton Street and Raymond Avenue, it is because
there is not a potential queuing issue at that intersection due to its distance from the Project site
driveway, as shown on Figure 3.6-14 of the Draft EIR and the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Response 8-18
None of the four questions at the beginning of this comment pertain to the new information presented
in the Recirculated Draft EIR, and, as indicated above in Response to Comment 8-8, the correction to
the characterization of total daily trips on Dayton Street does not affect or change the intersection
impacts analyses presented in the Draft EIR. Also, the subject correction does not affect the analysis of
potential traffic hazards, which are addressed on pages 3.6-45 through3.6-49 of the Draft EIR.

Response 8-19
As discussed in Response to Comment 3-27, the City Fire Department has identified Fair Oaks Avenue
as the preferred and primary emergency access for the Project, and Dayton Street would only be used
as a secondary emergency access for the Project, if circumstances warrant. The City Fire Department
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has stated that Dayton Street meets the Code-required 20 feet of clear roadway width to provide
emergency services to the Project site (see page 3.6-49 of the Draft EIR). The intersections at both
ends of Dayton Street currently operate at Level of Service A and would continue to operate at Level of
Service A with the addition of Project-related traffic on Dayton Street. As indicated above, the
intersection impacts analyses in the Draft EIR, including the intersection of Fair Oaks Avenue and
Dayton Street, are not affected by the correction to the characterization of total daily trips on
Dayton Street.

Response 8-20
Please see Response to Comment 8-14 above.

Response 8-21
Please see Responses to Comments 8-8, 8-9, 8-10, and 8-13 above.

Response 8-22
Please see Response to Comment 8-8 above.

Response 8-23
Please see Response to Comment 8-9 above regarding why the formulation and analysis of an
“Alternative 3” is unwarranted, and Response to Comment 8-15 regarding the infeasibility of
mitigation measures for the traffic impact on Dayton Street.

Response 8-24
As indicated in Response to Comment 3-23, there are no feasible mitigation measures to address the
significant traffic impact on Dayton Street, and the only way to reduce the impact below a level of
significance is to reduce the number of trips along this segment. The Smaller Scale Alternative was
formulated for that very reason and while the Draft EIR indicated that a reduced scale alternative with
no more than 13 units would avoid the significant impact, the correction to the characterization of
total daily trips on Dayton Street provided the basis for having to reduce the Smaller Scale Alternative
to only six units in order to avoid the significant impact. See Response to comment 8-9 regarding
financial infeasibility information

Response 8-25
Section 4.4.1 of the Draft EIR addresses the Alternative Access Alternative, which proposes access to
and from the Project’s parking garage would be via Fair Oaks Avenue, and explains the basis for why
that alternative access is infeasible. Response to Comment 3-87 provides additional discussion
regarding the infeasibility of that alternative.

Response 8-26
As indicated in the introduction of Section 4.4.4 of the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR, the intent
of the Smaller Scale Alternative would be to build a project that would result in less than significant
traffic impacts to the Dayton Street segment between Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond Avenue. The
intent of formulating such an alternative is completely consistent with the CEQA requirement to
consider alternatives that could avoid significant impacts. The Draft EIR also includes Alternative 2,
the Reduced Height Alternative, which would reduce, but not avoid, that same significant impact,
which is also consistent with CEQA requirements relative to considering a reasonable range of
alternatives that could reduce or avoid significant impacts. The fact that the Smaller Scale Alternative
could only include six units in order to avoid the significant traffic impact and such an alternative is
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infeasible is not, in any way, “a waste to consider” but rather meets the very purpose of CEQA to
disclose to the public and decision makers what it would take to avoid the significant traffic impact on
Dayton Street. As indicated in Response to Comment 3-23, there are no feasible mitigation measures
to address the significant traffic impact on Dayton Street.

Response 8-27
Contrary to the commenter’s claim, Section 4.4 of the Recirculated Draft EIR does not say “that the
R-DEIR again considered three other rejected alternatives: ‘Alternative Access Alternative,’ ‘Off-Site
Parking Alternative,’ and ‘Alternative Site Alternative’.” Section 1.3 of the Recirculated Draft EIR
describes the format of the document, noting that it “focuses on updates to the transportation and
traffic analysis (Section 3.6) that was presented in the Draft EIR as well as related corrections within
Section 4, Alternatives…” and then goes on to explain how changes to the Draft EIR are indicated
(i.e., underlining for new text and strike-out for deleted text). The three subject alternatives were
carried into the Recirculated Draft EIR because they are part and parcel of Section 4 of the Draft EIR,
and the fact that the Recirculated Draft EIR shows no changes to the discussion of those alternative
reflects the fact that the correction to the characterization of total daily trips on Dayton Street does
not affect those alternatives in any way.

Response 8-28
Response to Comment 8-25 above notes the fact that the Alternate Access Alternative was addressed
in the Draft EIR and further discussed in Response to Comment 3-87, and Response to Comment 8-27
immediately above notes that the correction to the characterization of total daily trips on
Dayton Street does not affect the analysis of that alternative in any way. Notwithstanding, the first
paragraph in Section 2.2 of the Project Description in the Draft EIR has been revised to acknowledge
that access to the project site currently exists on Dayton Street and Fair Oaks Avenue, as presented
below and also included in Section 2, Corrections and Additions, of the Final EIR:
The project site is located within the City of Pasadena (the City), which is located
approximately 10 miles northeast of the City of Los Angeles in the County of Los Angeles
(Figure 2-1, Regional Location). Regional access to the City is provided by State Route 134
(SR 134), Interstate 210 (I-210 or Foothill Freeway), State Route 110 (SR 110), and Interstate
710 (I-710). The project site is located at 86 South Fair Oaks Avenue, at the northeast corner
of Fair Oaks Avenue at Dayton Street. Vehicle access points at the project site currently exist
on Dayton Street and South Fair Oaks Avenue. The project site is bordered by a one-story
commercial building and the existing Green Hotel Apartments on the north, Castle Green on
the east, Dayton Street on the south, and South Fair Oaks Avenue on the west, as shown in
Figure 2-2, Local Vicinity and Figure 2-3, Aerial Overview.

Response 8-29
Response to Comment 8-27 immediately above notes that the correction to the characterization of
total daily trips on Dayton Street does not affect the analysis of that Off-Site Parking Alternative in any
way. It should also be noted that Castle Green’s reliance on off-site parking stems from the fact that it
was built before parking requirements were established. No further response is required.

Response 8-30
Response to Comment 8-27 immediately above notes that the correction to the characterization of
total daily trips on Dayton Street does not affect the analysis of that Alternative Site Alternative in any
way. No further response is required.
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Response 8-31
The deletion of the words “to this intersection” simply corrects an inadvertent reference to the word
“intersection” when it is clear from the entirety of the paragraph, and the remainder of the specific
sentence itself, that the only subject at hand is the segment of Dayton Street between Fair Oaks
Avenue and Raymond Avenue. Notwithstanding, replacement of the words “to this intersection” with
the words “to this segment” is hereby incorporated into the Final EIR, as reflected in Section 2,
Corrections and Additions, of the Final EIR.

Response 8-32
The last sentence of the first paragraph on page 3.6-1 of the Recirculated Draft EIR clearly indicates
that: The complete Traffic Impact Study for the Proposed Green Hotel Apartments Mixed-Use
Development (2013), with the aforementioned correction made in a manner similar to the format of
this section of the Recirculated Draft EIR (i.e., deletions indicated in strikethrough text and additions
shown as underlined text) can be found in Appendix H of this Recirculated EIR.” The fact that there are
very few changes shown in the Traffic Impact Study contained in Appendix H of the Recirculated Draft
EIR reflects the fact that the correction to the characterization of total daily trips on Dayton Street has
absolutely no material effect on the overall traffic analysis and conclusions, other than the change in
the way the volume of project trips on Dayton Street is portrayed. Similarly, the numerical correction
does not affect the content of the Traffic Impact Study report cover letter of June 11, 2013.

Response 8-33
The nature of, and basis for, the correction to the characterization of total daily trips on Dayton Street
are clearly explained in Section 1, Introduction to the Recirculated Draft EIR, and in the Summary of
Revisions as the introduction to Section 3.6, Recirculated Transportation and Circulation, of the
Recirculated Draft EIR. The revised Traffic Impact Study, with the changes noted by the commenter,
was included as an integral part of the Recirculated Draft EIR, and, as noted in Response to
Comment 8-32 above, the nature of the changes made to the Traffic Impact Study is clearly explained
on page 3.6-1 of the Recirculated Draft EIR. As explained above in Response to Comment 8-8, and
reiterated in several responses thereafter, the subject correction affects only the characterization of
total daily trips on Dayton Street as related to the proposed Project, Alternative 2, and the Smaller
Scale Alternative; it does not affect other any data or analyses in the Draft EIR.

Response 8-34
Please see Response to Comment 8-28 above.

Response 8-35
Please see Response to Comment 8-8 and 3-25 above.

Response 8-36
Please see Response to Comment 8-19 and 3-42 above.

Response 8-37
Please see Response to Comment 8-8 above, which notes the fact that the daily trip generation
associated with the proposed Project was always indicated as 626 (see, in particular, Table 3.6-7 and
the associated narrative discussion in the section), and that trip generation number did not change in
the Recirculated Draft EIR. The commenter’s observance that Table 8 in the Traffic Impact Analysis
had the correct number and did not change as part of the Recirculated Draft EIR comports with that
fact.
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Response 8-38
The PEQI analysis and the BEQI analysis are addressed in Sections 9 and 10, respectively, of the Traffic
Impact Analysis. Figure 23 of the Traffic Impact Analysis pertains to vehicle queuing conditions, as
indicated by the figure title, which does not pertain to the PEQI and BEQI. The correction to the
characterization of total daily trips on Dayton Street does not affect PEQI, BEQI, and vehicle queuing.

Response 8-39
Green Street is described in Section 3.6.2.1, Existing Street System, of the Draft EIR, and is unaffected
by the correction to the characterization of total daily trips on Dayton Street, as evidenced by the
absence of any revisions to that description in Section 3.6.2.1 of the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Response 8-40
The City may consider economic, social, environmental, legal and technological factors when
determining the feasibility of alternatives and mitigation measures. There is no requirement that any
economic consideration take place in the EIR, and it may take place elsewhere in the administrative
record.

Response 8-41
This comment does not pertain to the Recirculated Draft EIR; consequently, no response is required.

Response 8-42
This comment does not pertain to the Recirculated Draft EIR, and in the case of Reasons 2, 3 and 4 in
the comment, does not pertain to environmental issues (i.e., pertains to design and code compliance);
consequently, no response is required. Notwithstanding, the types of environmental concerns raised
in Reason 1 of the comment are generally similar to those previously submitted by the commenter on
the Draft EIR, which have been responded to elsewhere in the Final EIR. In particular, please see
Topical Response TR-CR-1 regarding potential impacts to historic and cultural resources.

Response 8-43
As explained above in Response to Comment 8-8, and reiterated in several responses thereafter, the
subject correction affects only the characterization of total daily trips on Dayton Street as related to
the proposed Project, Alternative 2, and the Smaller Scale Alternative; it does not affect other any data
or analyses in the Draft EIR. As such, it does not warrant any additional analysis of the Areas of Known
Controversy presented in page ES-5 of the Draft EIR.

Response 8-44
This comment does not pertain to the Recirculated Draft EIR; consequently, no response is required.
Notwithstanding, the nature and content of the comment are similar to those of other comments
previously submitted by the commenter on the Draft EIR, which have been responded to elsewhere in
the Final EIR, including but not limited to Responses to Comments TR-CR-1 and 3-11.

Response 8-45
This comment does not pertain to the Recirculated Draft EIR; consequently, no response is required.
Notwithstanding, the nature and content of the comment are similar to those of other comments
previously submitted by the commenter on the Draft EIR, which have been responded to elsewhere in
the Final EIR, including but not limited to Responses to Comments TR-CR-1, 3-44, and 5-11.
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Response 8-46
Please see Response to Comment 8-45 above.

Response 8-47
Please see Responses to Comment 3-87, 8-25, and 8-28 above.

Response 8-48
The increase in vehicle trips on Dayton Street was disclosed in several locations in the Recirculated
Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment 8-19 above regarding Fire Department emergency access.

Response 8-49
Please see Response to Comment 8-14 above.

Response 8-50
Please see Response to Comment 8-8 above regarding the fact that the correction to the
characterization of total daily trips on Dayton Street does not affect the intersection analysis
presented in the Draft EIR. No significant impacts would occur to the intersection of Dayton Street and
Fair Oaks Avenue; hence, no improvements to, or mitigation for, that intersection are warranted.
Please also see Response to Comment 3-42 regarding the Fire Signal.

Response 8-51
Please see Response to Comment 8-8 above regarding the fact that the correction to the
characterization of total daily trips on Dayton Street does not affect the intersection analysis
presented in the Draft EIR. No significant impacts would occur to the intersection of Dayton Street and
Raymond Avenue; hence, no improvements to, or mitigation for, that intersection are warranted.

Response 8-52
Please see Response to Comment 8-8 above regarding the fact that the correction to the
characterization of total daily trips on Dayton Street does not affect the intersection analysis
presented in the Draft EIR. No significant impacts would occur to the intersections of Green Street and
Fair Oaks Avenue and Green Street and Raymond Avenue; hence, no improvements to, or mitigation
for, those intersections are warranted. Please also see Response to Comment 3-25 for discussion of the
specific intersections cited in this comment.

Response 8-53
The correction to the characterization of total daily trips on Dayton Street does not affect the Draft EIR
analysis of traffic on Fair Oaks Avenue; consequently no further analysis of traffic on Fair Oaks Avenue
is warranted. Please also see Response to Comment 3-42 for discussion of the segment of Fair Oaks
Avenue south of Dayton Street.

Response 8-54
As indicated above in Responses to Comments 8-8 and 8-38, the correction to the characterization of
total daily trips on Dayton Street is, indeed, numerical only and does not affect the PEQI and BEQI
analyses completed for the Draft EIR.

Response 8-55
Please see Response to Comment 8-44 and TR-AES-1 above.
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Response 8-56
Please see Response to Comment 8-44, 3-6 and 3-7 above.

Response 8-57
Comment noted.

Response 8-58
The presence of the existing driveway on Fair Oaks Avenue is the focus of the Alternative Access
Alternative addressed in Section 4.4.1 of the Draft EIR. Please also see Response to Comment 8-28
above.

3.3.5 Comments Received at the Public Hearing on the Recirculated Draft EIR
The following summarizes comments on environmental topics that were received from the public and
the City of Pasadena Design Commission at the public hearing held on the Recirculated Draft EIR on
Tuesday, February 24, 2015 and provides responses to these comments. Comments are paraphrased
and not written verbatim. In one case, public comments expressed during oral testimony were read
from, or otherwise reflected by, the written comments submitted by the speaker. Comments
expressed at the hearing that were not submitted in writing are responded to immediately below,
whereas comments expressed at the hearing that were also submitted in writing are responded to
above in the responses to individual comment letters received on the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Public Comments
Mike Salazar on behalf of Castle Green Homeowners Association
The comments presented in the oral testimony from Mr. Salazar are included in the written comments
that he subsequently submitted to the City. Please see Comment Letter No. 8 above and the associated
written responses.
Dianne Patrizzi
Comment No. 1: Ms. Patrizzi expressed concern that development of the proposed project would
block the view of Castle Green from Dayton Street.
Response: View impacts associated with the proposed Project are addressed in Section 3.1,
Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, and further discussed in Topical Response TR-AES-1. The analysis
concluded that existing views will be impacted by development of the Project; however, the
impacts would be less than significant.
Comment No. 3: Ms. Patrizzi expressed concern about constructing two levels of subterranean
parking beneath “a crumbling building.”
Response: As shown in Figures 2-6 and 2-7 of the Draft EIR, the proposed subterranean
parking garage for the Project would not extend beneath any existing structures, such as the
existing Hotel Green Apartments or Castle Green, and would be well removed/distant from
those buildings. In addition, MM-NOISE-4 and MM-NOISE-5 provide measures to ensure that
vibration associated with construction of the project would not affect the adjacent historic
buildings and that any damage that may occur be repaired by the project applicant.
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Comment No. 3: Habitat loss from the removal or relocation of existing trees was not addressed in the
Draft EIR.
Response: As indicated in Section II.6 of the Initial Study completed for the EIR, contained in
Appendix A of the Draft EIR, the project is currently used as a surface parking lot and located
in a highly developed urbanized area of the City. The project site is surrounded by commercial,
retail, and high-density residential land uses, along with Central Park to the south. Although
trees are present on the project site, no known candidate, sensitive, or special status species
exist on or in the immediate vicinity of the site, per the CDDB database. In addition, the project
site and surrounding area do not provide suitable habitat for sensitive species and the project
would not directly affect or modify the habitat of any identified sensitive species. As such, the
issue of habitat impacts associated with the loss/relocation of on-site trees did not require
further evaluation in the Draft EIR.

City of Pasadena Design Commission Comments on the Recirculated DEIR
Commissioner Maitless: Was off-site parking considered for the project?
Response: Explanation of the Off-Site Parking Alternative is provided in Section 4.4.2 of the
Draft EIR.
Commissioner Rawlings: Are there measures that could reduce the traffic impacts on Dayton Street,
even if they don’t completely eliminate the significant impact?
Response: Appendix H to the Draft EIR includes a Traffic Impact Study – Acceptance Letter
dated June 12, 2013 and includes recommended conditions of approval to incorporate into the
project that would assist in reducing but not eliminating the identified significant traffic
impact on Dayton Street. Also see Response to Comment 8-14 above.
Commissioner Rawlings: Relative to the infeasibility of the alternatives, was a “pro forma” done on
all the alternatives?
Response: See Response to Comment 8-9 for information about provision of financial
feasibility information.
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A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) describes the procedures that will be
followed to implement the mitigation measures adopted in connection with the approval of the
proposed project and the methods for monitoring such actions. The MMRP has been prepared in
conformance with Section 21081.6 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The intent of
the program is to (1) verify satisfaction of the required mitigation measures of the EIR; (2) provide a
methodology to document implementation of the required mitigation; (3) provide a record of the
monitoring program; (4) identify monitoring responsibility; (5) establish administrative procedures
for the clearance of mitigation measures; (6) establish the frequency and duration of monitoring; and
(7) utilize existing review processes wherever feasible. A MMRP is necessary only for impacts which
would be significant if not mitigated. The following table consists of the mitigation measures
associated with the proposed project, as well as specific conditions of approval identified for the
purpose of addressing significant impacts, and provides and entry for each measure that notes the
timing of the measure, the responsible entity for mitigation monitoring, an entry to record when the
mitigation measure was completed, and the measures effectiveness.
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Table 4-1 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Mitigation Measure

Responsible
Implementation
Party

Monitoring
Period

Monitor/
Reporter/
Monitoring Agency

Documentation of Compliance
Action/Reports

Effectiveness

Sign-off/Date

Air Quality
MM AQ-1: Construction Equipment Engine
Requirements. The construction contractor shall ensure
that off-road construction equipment be equipped with
engines that meet the model year 2007 or Tier 3
emission standards for off-road compression-ignition
(diesel) engines (13 CCR 2420-2425.1). Older model
year engine may also be used if they are retrofit with a
diesel particulate filter to reduce PM emissions to the
applicable emission standards.
MM AQ-2: Construction Equipment Limitations. The
construction contractor shall ensure that the cumulative
hours of operation for all off-road diesel equipment do
not exceed 60 hours per day.

Construction
Contractor

During
construction

Department of
Planning and
Development,
Building & Safety
Division

Construction
Contractor

During
construction

Department of
Planning and
Development,
Building & Safety
Division

Construction
Contractor

Prior to start of
construction

Department of
Planning and
Development,
Building & Safety
Division

Noise and Vibration
COA NOISE-1: Noise Barriers. Before the start of
pavement demolition, the contractor shall erect a 20foot-high temporary noise barrier, such as a curtain of
durable flexible composite material with soundabsorptive material on one or both sides and solid wall
5
composed of /8-inch plywood or heavier, on the
northern and eastern sides of the project site. The noise
barrier shall be installed without any gaps and with the
sound absorptive side facing the construction activity
area. The barrier shall be maintained and any damage
that may occur be promptly repaired. The barrier shall
remain in place until the completion of outdoor
construction requiring use of diesel-powered
equipment.
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Mitigation Measure
COA NOISE-2: Noise Reduction Measures. Prior to
approval of grading plans and/or prior to issuance of
demolition, grading and building permits, the following
noise-reduction measures shall be included in the
construction plans or specifications:
 The construction contractor shall equip all
construction equipment, fixed or mobile, with
properly operating and maintained mufflers,
consistent with manufacturers’ standards.
 The construction contractor shall place all stationary
construction equipment so that the equipment is as
far as reasonably feasible from noise-sensitive
receptors and so emitted noise is directed away from
noise-sensitive receptors.
 The construction contractor shall locate equipment
staging in areas that will create the greatest distance
between staging area noise sources and noisesensitive receptors.
COA NOISE-3: Adherence to Noise Restrictions
Ordinance. The project shall adhere to all applicable
requirements of the Noise Restrictions Ordinance
during project construction and operation. A
Construction Related Noise Plan is required as part of
the Construction Staging Plan and must be reviewed by
the Building Division and the Department of
Transportation and approved prior to the issuance of a
grading permit. This plan should show the location of
any construction equipment and how the noise from
this equipment will be mitigated by such methods as:
temporary noise attenuation barriers; preferential
location of equipment; and use of current technology
and noise suppression equipment.
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Responsible
Implementation
Party

Monitoring
Period

Monitor/
Reporter/
Monitoring Agency

City of Pasadena
Building
Department

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

Department of
Planning and
Development,
Building & Safety
Division

Construction
Contractor

During
construction
and operation

Department of
Planning and
Development,
Building & Safety
Division

Documentation of Compliance
Action/Reports

Effectiveness

Sign-off/Date
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Mitigation Measure
MM NOISE-1: Construction Time Limits. Prior to
issuance of grading and/or building permits, contractor
specifications shall include a note indicating that noisegenerating construction activities shall be limited to
between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM Monday
through Friday and between the hours of 8:00 AM and
5:00 PM Saturday. On Sundays and Federal holidays, no
noise-generating construction activities shall be
permitted.
COA NOISE-4: HVAC Noise Levels. Prior to the issuance
of building permits, the Applicant shall provide data to
the Director of Planning and Community Development
demonstrating that the noise level from heating,
ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) units,
swimming pool equipment, and similar mechanical
equipment when measured inside any dwelling unit on
the same property or 20 feet from the outside of the
dwelling unit in which the noise source or sources may
be located would be less than 50 dBA.
COA NOISE-5: Exterior to Interior Noise Reduction.
Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant
shall present data to the Director of Planning and
Community Development demonstrating that the
exterior-to-interior noise reduction for residential units
facing Fair Oaks Avenue would be at least 24 Aweighted decibels (dBA).
COA NOISE-6: Noise Notification. Prior to the issuance
of a Certificate of Occupancy for the project, the
applicant shall present information to the Director of
Planning and Community Development demonstrating
that appropriate sale or lease transfer documents for
residential units include an advisory that the residence
is located in the Central District, an area where there is
a potential for noise from commercial and nighttime
activities. The following language is provided as an
example:
All potential buyers and/or renters of residential
property in the Green Hotel Apartments, which is in
Pasadena’s Central District Specific Plan area, are
hereby notified that they may be subject to audible

Responsible
Implementation
Party

Monitoring
Period

Monitor/
Reporter/
Monitoring Agency

City of Pasadena
Building
Department

Prior to
issuance of
grading and/or
building
permits

Department of
Planning and
Development,
Building & Safety
Division

City of Pasadena
Building
Department

Prior to
issuance of
building
permits

Department of
Planning and
Development,
Building & Safety
Division

City of Pasadena
Building
Department

Prior to
issuance of
building
permits

Department of
Planning and
Development,
Building & Safety
Division

City of Pasadena
Building
Department

Prior to
issuance of an
occupancy
permit

Department of
Planning and
Development,
Building & Safety
Division

Documentation of Compliance
Action/Reports

Effectiveness

Sign-off/Date
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Mitigation Measure
noise levels attributed to business and
entertainment-related activities common to such
areas, including amplified sound, music, delivery
vehicles, pedestrian and vehicular traffic, and other
urban noise.
MM NOISE 2: Noise Restrictions within the Common
Outdoor Area. Prior to the issuance of an occupancy
permit, the Applicant shall provide evidence to the
Director of Planning and Community Development
demonstrating that the building’s Covenants,
Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) or equivalent
regulations include a prohibition on the use of radios,
televisions, “boom boxes”, and similar devices in the
pool area and other outdoor common areas unless the
devices are used with headphones, ear buds, or similar
device and that signs with such restrictions are posted
at the pool area.
MM NOISE-3: Pool Hours of Operation. Prior to the
issuance of an occupancy permit, the Applicant shall
provide evidence to the Director of Planning and
Community Development demonstrating that the
building’s CC&Rs or equivalent regulations include a
prohibition on the use of the pool area between 10:00
p.m. and 5:00 a.m. and that signs with pool hours are
posted at the pool area.
COA NOISE-3: Adherence to Noise Restrictions
Ordinance. The project shall adhere to all applicable
requirements of the Noise Restrictions Ordinance
during project construction and operation. A
Construction Related Noise Plan is required as part of
the Construction Staging Plan and must be reviewed by
the Building Division and the Department of
Transportation and approved prior to the issuance of a
grading permit. This plan should show the location of
any construction equipment and how the noise from
this equipment will be mitigated by such methods as:
temporary noise attenuation barriers; preferential
location of equipment; and use of current technology
and noise suppression equipment.
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Responsible
Implementation
Party

Monitoring
Period

Monitor/
Reporter/
Monitoring Agency

City of Pasadena
Building
Department

Prior to
issuance of an
occupancy
permit

Department of
Planning and
Development,
Building & Safety
Division

City of Pasadena
Building
Department

Prior to
issuance of an
occupancy
permit

Department of
Planning and
Development,
Building & Safety
Division

Construction
Contractor

During
construction
and operation

Department of
Planning and
Development,
Building & Safety
Division

Documentation of Compliance
Action/Reports

Effectiveness

Sign-off/Date
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Mitigation Measure
MM NOISE-4: Consult with Structural Engineer and
Project Historical Architect. Prior to approval of grading
plans and/or prior to issuance of demolition, grading
and building permits, and to the satisfaction of the City
of Pasadena, the applicant shall retain a Professional
Structural Engineer with experience in structural
vibration analysis and monitoring for historic buildings
and a Project Historical Architect as a team to perform
the following tasks:
 Review the project plans for demolition and
construction;

Survey the project site and the existing Green
Hotel Apartment building and the 84 Fair
Oaks Avenue structure, including geological
testing, if required; and
 Prepare and submit a report to the Director of
Planning and Community Development to include,
but not be limited to, the following:
o Description of existing conditions at the
existing Green Hotel Apartment building and
the 84 Fair Oaks Avenue structure;
o Vibration level limits based on building
conditions, soil conditions, and planned
demolition and construction methods to
ensure vibration levels would be below 0.12
ppv in/sec, the potential for damage to the
existing Green Hotel Apartment building and
the 84 Fair Oaks Avenue structure;
o Specific measures to be taken during
construction to ensure the specified vibration
level limits are not exceeded; and
o A monitoring plan to be implemented during
demolition and construction that includes
post-construction and post-demolition
surveys of the existing Green Hotel Apartment
building and the 84 Fair Oaks Avenue
structure.
o Examples of measures that may be specified
for implementation during demolition or

Responsible
Implementation
Party
City of Pasadena
Building
Department

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

Monitor/
Reporter/
Monitoring Agency

Documentation of Compliance
Action/Reports

Effectiveness

Sign-off/Date

Department of
Planning and
Development,
Building & Safety
Division
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Mitigation Measure
construction include, but are not limited to
Prohibition of certain types of impact
equipment;
Requirement for lighter tracked or
wheeled equipment;
Specifying demolition by non-impact
methods, such as sawing concrete;
Phasing operations to avoid simultaneous
vibration sources; and
Installation of vibration measuring
devices to guide decision making for
subsequent activities.
MM NOISE-5: Post-Construction Survey and
Documentation. To the satisfaction of the City of
Pasadena, at the conclusion of vibration-causing
activities, in the unanticipated event of discovery of
vibration-caused damage, the Structural Engineer and
the Project Historical Architect shall document any
damage to the existing Green Hotel Apartment building
and the 84 Fair Oaks Avenue structure caused by
construction of the project and shall recommend
necessary repairs. The project applicant shall be
responsible for any repairs associated with vibrationcaused damage as a result of construction of the
project. Any repairs shall be undertaken and completed
as required to conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36
Code of Federal Regulations 68), and shall apply the
California Historical Building Code (California Code of
Regulations, Title 24, Part 8) and other applicable codes.
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Responsible
Implementation
Party

City of Pasadena
Building
Department

Monitoring
Period

At construction
completion and
prior to
issuance of
occupancy
permit

Monitor/
Reporter/
Monitoring Agency

Department of
Planning and
Development,
Building & Safety
Division

Documentation of Compliance
Action/Reports

Effectiveness

Sign-off/Date
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Mitigation Measure

Responsible
Implementation
Party

Monitoring
Period

Monitor/
Reporter/
Monitoring Agency

Documentation of Compliance
Action/Reports

Effectiveness

Sign-off/Date

Transportation and Circulation
COA TRANS-1: Regulatory Signage. Regulatory signage
shall be installed at the project driveway’s intersection
with Dayton Street to prevent motorists from blocking
the driveway. This signage shall conform to Pasadena
Police Department signage standards for signage
installed along driveways with blocked driveways
violations and any violations shall be subject to citations
by PD.
MM TRANS-1: Coordination with Metro. The
construction contractor shall contact and notify Metro
Bus Operations Control Special Events Coordinator at
213-922-4632 a minimum of 10 working days prior to
any construction activities that may impact Metro bus
lines. Additionally, the construction contractor shall
contact and include other bus services, such as ARS and
Foothill Transit, in construction outreach efforts that
may be affected by construction activities. A quarterly
compliance report submitted by the construction
contractor would satisfy Metro’s monitoring
requirements.
MM TRANS-2: Maintain Pedestrian Access.
Construction activity shall not be allowed to block or
interfere with pedestrian access to the existing transit
stop located along Fair Oaks Avenue, near the corner of
Fair Oaks Avenue and Dayton Street.

City of Pasadena
Department of
Transportation

At completion
of construction
and prior to
issuance of
occupancy
permit

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

Construction
Contractor

During
construction

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

Construction
Contractor

During
construction

Department of
Planning and
Development,
Building & Safety
Division;
Department of
Transportation
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Design Process Memorandum
Green Hotel Apartments
86 South Fair Oaks Ave., Pasadena
Prestige Homes, Inc.
August 1, 2014
The proposed Hotel Green Apartments (the “Project”) has been designed to provide an attractive project that
is compatible with the adjacent Hotel Green and Castle Green and to meet the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards. In fact, ARG undertook an extensive effort to research, design, and improve the Project to adhere
as closely as possible to Colonel Green’s original vision for the Project Site. Thus, the Project that respects
and complies with the general parameters of the historic vision, including the size, scale, and function of the
buildings and landscape. Further, the Historic Resources Technical Report for the EIR, prepared by Historic
Resources Group, thoroughly analyzed the Project and determined that it meets the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards. Provided below is a discussion of ARG’s design process for the project with respect to size,
footprint, and massing.
Background
Renderings of an addition to the hotel appeared after the turn of the 20th century, at which time the hotel
consisted of 1) the original hotel building on the east side of S. Raymond Ave. (completed in 1889) and 2) the
West Annex (1899), later known as the Castle Green, on the west side of S. Raymond Ave. along with the
connecting bridge built over the street to serve both buildings.
A third unit, now known as the Hotel Green, lies perpendicular to the Castle Green/West Annex along E.
Green St. When it was first proposed in 1902, it was conceived as an L-shaped block that would span the
Green St. as well as the Fair Oaks Ave. frontage. However, only the Green St. block was completed. The
current proposed Project would place a new apartment building in the general configuration of the unrealized
Fair Oaks block that hotel owner Colonel George Gill Green proposed in 1902. After the opening of the
Green St. block, he still intended to pursue construction of the Fair Oaks block, which would have added
more hotel rooms, a theater, and ground-floor retail, as well as the opportunity to redefine the garden in the
center of the property.
In order to adhere as closely as possible to Col. Green’s intentions, ARG had two tasks in the design process:
the first was to determine, lacking any available plans, the volume and the footprint of the wing as it was
proposed and illustrated in 1902-1903. Second was to evaluate the program for the Project and determine
how to make it complement the parameters of the 1902 building with respect to size, scale, and function of the
buildings and landscape. To determine the height, massing, design, and placement of the building, we had
three historic illustrations at our disposal as well as descriptions from newspaper articles.
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1)

Birdseye View, Annual Report of the Auditor of the City of Pasadena, 1902‐1903.

2)

Collection of Pasadena Museum of History.

3)

Board of Trade publication/illustrated souvenir pamphlet: Pasadena, California. Directors of Board of Trade. 1903.
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Size and Massing: 1902
The height of the proposed Fair Oaks block was six stories, consistent with the other blocks of the hotel and
equal to the height of the Castle Green/West Annex so as to balance it visually.1 There also appears (in Figs.
2, 3) to be an attic story in the north and south ends below the hipped roofs. The massing of the building,
which we noted mainly from Figure 1, was two larger hipped-roof pavilions at the north and south ends with a
narrower connecting segment in between. The footprint of the north pavilion is, for the most part, defined by
its hipped roof, but much of that roof over north pavilion, then, is incorporated within the Wooster Block (see
overlap of north hipped roof and mass of Wooster Block in Fig. 1).
From Fig. 3 we determined that the first floor of the building was proposed to meet the sidewalk on S. Fair
Oaks, with a small setback on Dayton St. to the south. The building is connected to the Green St. block on the
north end. Above the first floor, portions of the building are set back on the west, south, and east to create a
kind of gallery or promenade overlooking the streets and parks. An open arcade with a pavilion in the center
(recalling the bridge over S. Raymond Ave.) spans the garden, enclosing the north portion of it from Dayton
St.
We referred to Fig. 1 to determine the east-to-west width of the building. The west side is shown to be aligned
at the sidewalk but stepped back on the upper floors by a width of one bay. A newspaper article from
February, 1902 noted that the balcony was to be up to 16 feet deep in places, giving an indication of the depth
of the setback. The width of the building would have accommodated a double-loaded corridor and rooms
along each side. A south-end unit, or perhaps the end of each corridor, terminated in a recessed balcony at the
south end as seen in Fig. 3.
An article nearly a year later, on Jan. 1, 1903, noted that there would be 165 rooms in the Fair Oaks wing (and
a similar number in the Green St. wing). This translates to approximately 33 rooms per floor, but the number
of window bays in the renderings does not allow for nearly that many units (there are only nine full-size
windows facing out on each flank of the wing per floor). The rooms are noted to be 14-16 feet by 18-20 feet,
or in the range of 250 to 320 square feet, but it is unclear from the description whether this includes the
bathrooms and closets which are mentioned separately. With these discrepancies, the room count does not
align with the renderings. In addition, the volume of the theater may have occupied some portion of the upper
floors. These discrepancies seem to indicate that the design for the building may have still been in
development and not yet fully resolved.

1
Note that the massing of the Castle Green is significantly distorted in the birds eye view in Fig. 1. This is easily seen by
comparing the actual footprint of the building in Fig. 4 with its appearance in Fig. 1. It is likely that the two north-south
wings (Fair Oaks and Castle Green/West Annex) were to be similar in massing, as seen in Fig. 3.
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4)

Aerial view of the existing Castle/Hotel Green with proposed (1902) footprint indicated in orange.

5)

ARG sketch showing approximation of the volume of the Fair Oaks block as proposed by Col. Green.
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The orange dotted line in Fig. 4 above shows the approximate footprint of Col. Green’s proposed Fair Oaks
block. This outline is based mainly on Fig. 1 above. The east line is based on the alignment with the cupola
near the inside corner (i.e., the northwest corner of the garden). The west boundary is indicated at the
sidewalk, as seen in Fig. 3, and the south boundary was set back from the sidewalk, as seen in Fig. 1. Note,
however, that the articulation of the bays, fenestration patterns, and the roofline of the Green Street block
were not built as proposed in these illustrations, and the south elevation was greatly simplified. Fig. 5 is a
diagrammatical view by ARG intended to complement and clarify what is seen in the historic renderings.
ARG’s Design Response
The dimensions of the addition proposed in 1902 described above are based on the renderings circulated in
the press and some specific information from newspaper sources, as noted. The Project applicant also
commissioned a professional surveyor to determine the measurements of the existing buildings so that the
relative heights of the historic buildings and the proposed building could be accurately compared. Having
accurate figures for the size of the historic buildings was necessary so that the discussion of relative heights
could have a factual basis.
The footprint of the existing, historic buildings are based on a professional surveyor’s measurements. We
have used these surveyor’s measurements and our CAD drawings to determine the relative distances between
the proposed and historic buildings on the property. From the historic renderings shown above, we
determined that the width of the garden (i.e., the space between the West Annex and the Fair Oaks Block)
proposed in 1902 was approximately 155’-160’ based on the known dimensions of the existing buildings on
the property and the renderings of architect Frederick Roehrig’s design for the Fair Oaks Block. Leaving
room for error due to the imprecise nature of the historic renderings, ARG’s design has moved as close as
possible to adhering to the width of garden as it was proposed in 1902 by remaining comparable to the width
of the footprint that was proposed at that time.
The Project’s proposed design also had to take into account modern day constraints and protecting the historic
features of the Hotel Green itself which Col. Green’s 1902 plan would have modified. Thus, the proposed
Project does not touch or extend from the south face of the former Wooster Block and so does not form a
continuous L-shape. The proposed building is free-standing. Col. Green’s early proposal was for an L-shaped
wing to be built all at once, with the Fair Oaks and Green St. wings to be connected. Later, a small
commercial building, now a contributor to the Old Pasadena National Register District, was constructed just
south of the former Wooster Block (northwest corner of the property) on Fair Oaks.
The connection of the two buildings (historic Hotel Green and new apartment building) has not been proposed
in this Project for several reasons. First, the connection would cause physical changes to the historic features
of the Hotel Green itself, including the removal of a south-facing hanging balcony at the fifth floor. Second, it
avoids the need to demolish a contributing building to the Old Pasadena Historic District. The retention of the
space between the buildings also allowed all of the existing apartment units in the Hotel Green to remain
intact.
The provision of this buffer space between the two buildings, however, also added to the necessary volume of
the proposed building when compared to a longer, narrower (1902) building that would have reached an
additional 38 feet (approximately) to the north (see Fig. 4) to connect with the Green St. block. The north-tosouth dimension proposed today is shorter than that proposed in 1902 due to the space retained between the
Green St. and Fair Oaks blocks. The east-to-west dimension, however, is comparable to that of the 1902
proposal. This means that the currently proposed footprint is actually smaller in area than that of the 1902
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proposal. The overall volume, however, is wider above the first floor since there is no significant setback at
the 2nd floor level as Col. Green’s scheme proposed.
ARG designed the project to preserve as much as feasible of the width of the garden as a buffer between the
new building and the Castle Green, as well as to maintain light and views for the south-facing apartments in
the Hotel Green. The proposed Project was modified multiple times, with the unit count reduced from 68 to
64 units, the unit mix adjusted to further reduce the volume, and the total gross square footage reduced from
103,350 square feet (in 2008) to 75,770 square feet (in 2014).
Meeting the Standards for Rehabilitation
Adhering as closely as possible to the historically proposed volume of the Fair Oaks block was a strategy for
achieving compatible new construction on the property and meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.
Although the current project is not a treatment of a historic building, the new construction is proposed within
the historic property of the Hotel Green and, due to the historic association, the subject parcel was included
within the National Register listing for the property (though by that time it had been subdivided into three
parcels).
Through the process of analyzing the existing historic buildings as well as the information we have about the
early, unbuilt designs for the property, ARG has designed a project that successfully meets the Standards.
The Historic Resources Technical Report for the EIR made the same finding as well. The critical
measurement of the width of the building, and therefore the distance between the new building and the
historic Castle Green, appears to be consistent with what was intended with the proposed 1902 addition.
Based on historic illustrations and current measurements, the proposed Project is compatible with the adjacent
historic buildings and consistent with the historic plans for an addition to the property.
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