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Section 1
Introduction
The proposed project consists of the establishment of a Planned Development zoning district with 206
new multi-family residential units on two adjacent parcels located within the City of Pasadena (City).
The project site is located to the north of Interstate 210 (I-210), and the surrounding streets consist of
Fair Oaks Avenue to the west, Raymond Avenue to the east, Villa Street to the north, and Maple Street
to the south. The larger of the two parcels is located within the Fair Oaks/Orange Grove Specific Plan
area.
This Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) is a public document that assesses the
environmental effects of the proposed project, as required by the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). The IS/MND contained herein has been prepared in accordance with CEQA (Public Resources
Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, California Code of Regulations,
Section 5000 et seq.). It serves as an environmental document to be used in the local planning and
decision-making process. As the CEQA lead agency for the proposed project, the City will consider
whether to adopt the MND and whether to approve the project.

1.1 Document Format

This IS is organized into four sections as follows:

Section 1, Introduction: This introduction provides an overview of the CEQA environmental
documentation process.
Section 2, Proposed Project: Section 2 provides a description of the project location and setting, project
components, and proposed construction.

Section 3, Environmental Issues: Section 3 identifies the environmental factors potentially affected,
presents the completed Checklist for all impact areas, and addresses mandatory findings of significance.
The section includes discussion of the impact evaluation and identifies applicable mitigation measures.
Section 4, Acronyms: Section 4 provides the definition of acronyms used in this document.

Section 5, List of Preparers and Contributors: List preparers and contributors who were involved in
preparation of this document.
Section 6, References: List of references used in preparation of this document.

1-1

444 N. Fair Oaks and 425 N. Raymond Planned Development
Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study

Section 1 • Introduction

This page intentionally left blank

1-2

444 N. Fair Oaks and 425 N. Raymond Planned Development
Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study

Section 2
Project Description
2.1 Project Title
444 N. Fair Oaks and 425 N. Raymond Planned Development (PD)

2.2 Lead Agency Name & Address

City of Pasadena Planning & Community Development Department
175 North Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, California 91101

2.3 Contact Name & Information
Beilin Yu
Senior Planner
(626) 744-6726

2.4 Project Location
Parcel A - 444 N. Fair Oaks Ave, Pasadena, California 91103
Parcel B - 425 N. Raymond Ave, Pasadena, California 91103

The project site is approximately 90,888 square feet (2.09 acres) and consists of two adjacent
rectangular parcels, located east of Fair Oaks Avenue, south of Villa Street, west of Raymond Avenue,
and north of Maple Street, just north of the I-210 Freeway. Parcel A (Assessor Parcel Number [APN]
5725-003-058) is approximately 1.86 acres (80,988 square feet) and Parcel B (APN 5725-005-031) is
0.23 acre (9,900 square feet).

2.5 Project Applicant’s Name and Information
Summerhill Apartment Communities Investments, LLC
300 Executive Parkway, Suite 450
San Ramon, CA 94583

2.6 General Plan Designation
Parcel A - Medium Mixed Use
Parcel B - Low-Medium Density, Residential

2.7 Zoning

Parcel A – FGSP-C-3B, Fair Oaks/Orange Grove Specific Plan - Limited Commercial District 3, Subdistrict
"b."
Parcel B - RM-12, Multi-Family Residential, Two Units Per Lot.
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2.8 Description of Project
Project Summary
The 444 N. Fair Oaks and 425 N. Raymond Planned Development Project (hereafter referred to as
“proposed project”), would involve the establishment of a Planned Development zoning district
consisting of 206 new multi-family residential units located on two adjacent parcels located within the
City. The parcels, referred to herein as Parcel A and Parcel B, are located at 444 N. Fair Oaks Avenue and
425 N. Raymond Avenue, respectively. The proposed project site is 90,888 square feet (2.09 acres). The
proposed project includes two buildings types, Building Type 1 and Building Type 2, totaling
213,826 square feet. Building Type 1 consists of two, three- to five-story buildings with 199 units on
Parcel A; and Building Type 2 consists of three, two- to three-story buildings with a total of seven
courtyard units on Parcel B. Parking for Parcel A and Parcel B would be in a two-level underground
parking garage at Parcel A that would be accessed from Villa Street. Parcel A of the project site is
currently occupied by an existing commercial hardware center and building materials supply company
and Parcel B is occupied by a three-story multi-family residential building. All of the existing
improvements on both parcels would be removed.
As shown on Figure 1, the project site is located to the north of I-210 in the City of Pasadena. As shown
on Figure 2, the surrounding streets consist of Fair Oaks Avenue to the west, Raymond Avenue to the
east, Villa Street to the north, and Maple Street to the south. Parcel A is located within the Fair
Oaks/Orange Grove Specific Plan area. Parcel B is not located within a Specific Plan area.

Existing Site Conditions
The project site is approximately 2.09 acres and composed of Parcel A and Parcel B, as shown on
Figure 2. Parcel A is the largest parcel, consisting of approximately 1.86 acres, and is currently
developed with the George L. Throop Co. hardware center and building materials supply company,
which was built in 1975. The site consists of a retail building, administrative offices, maintenance
buildings, vehicle and equipment storage, maintenance and refueling areas, and building material
storage areas. There are also a cellular tower and two associated equipment enclosures located at Parcel
A. The cellular equipment is owned and operated by Crown Castle.
There are two driveways into the site on Fair Oaks Avenue and one driveway on Villa Street. The site is
surrounded by chainlink fencing. Landscaping on the site consists primarily of turf grass, bushes, and
five American sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua) trees and one black walnut (Liquidambar
styraciflua) tree. Four public street trees, consisting of kurrajong trees (Brachychiton populneus), are
located on Fair Oaks Drive near Villa Street.
Parcel B is 0.23 acre and currently developed with a three-story, seven-unit multi-family residence that
was built in 1947 and totals 5,712 square feet. The building is set back approximately 100 feet from
Raymond Avenue, and there is a ten-stall asphalt parking lot located at the front of the property with
access from Raymond Avenue. The site is landscaped with turf grass and two carrotwood
(Cupaniopsis anacardioides) trees.
Under the proposed project, all existing buildings, cellular equipment, and landscaping on Parcels A and
B would be removed. The four public street trees would be removed and relocated.
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Proposed Development
The proposed project would include the construction and operation of 206 multi-family residential
units, consisting of higher density development along Fair Oaks Avenue and lower density development
along Raymond Avenue. The units would be located in two residential building types, Building Type 1
and Building Type 2, totaling 213,826 square feet as shown on Figure 3. Of the 206 residential units
proposed, 23 units would be very low income units and 10 units would be moderate income units. Site
density on the PD Plan is proposed to be 73 dwelling units per acre. For the 90,888 square-foot site, a
total of 153 base units would be allowed. In order to develop the site with additional residential units,
a density bonus is being requested. By designating 23 units (or 15 percent of the base units) as very low
income units, and 10 units (or 6 percent of the base units) as moderate income units, a 35 percent
density bonus (or 54 units) would be permitted, for a total of up to 207 units.
Building Type 1 would be located on Parcel A and consist of 199 dwelling units in two three- to fivestory apartment buildings connected by walkways on each floor. Each of the two building include an
open walkway on the ground floor with apartment units located on the floors above. The primary
pedestrian entrance, leading to the main lobby and leasing office, would be located off Fair Oaks Avenue,
near Villa Street. Several others pedestrian entrances would be located on Fair Oaks Avenue and
Villa Street.
The Building Type 1 development would total 204,137 square feet with a floor area ratio (FAR) of 2.52.
The maximum building height would be 67 feet with architectural details that extend to 72 feet. The
Building Type 1 unit mix would consist of 23 junior one-bedroom units (studio apartment with wall
dividing the bedroom and living area), 138 one-bedroom units, and 38 two-bedroom units. Amenities
available to the residents would include an internal courtyard with a pool and firepit, barbeques, and
other facilities such as a fitness room and patio, indoor and outdoor lounges, amenity deck, and roof
decks.
As shown on Figure 3, the design of Parcel A would consist of Building Type 1 arranged around an
internal courtyard that faces east. The site design would reduce building massing along the eastern side
of the site, located nearest to Raymond Avenue. Additionally, the building height would step down
towards Raymond Avenue to reduce massing. Figure 4 shows the relative building massing and
Figures 5 and 6 show elevations of Building Type 1.
Building Type 2 would be located on Parcel B and consist of seven townhouse units in three, two- and
three-story buildings located along a central walkway. The Type 2 Buildings would total 9,689 square
feet with a FAR of 0.98 and include six two-bedroom units and one three-bedroom unit. A pedestrian
entrance would be located on Raymond Avenue. A pedestrian walkway would be provided to connect
Parcel A and Parcel B. The building height would be 25 to 35 feet. Figure 7 shows elevations of Building
Type 2.
The massing and details of Building Type 2 were designed to complement the traditional architectural
styles along Raymond Avenue, such as the use of timber breezeblock and large columns, and simple
window articulation in a stucco façade, which are a reference to the Herkimer Arms, a multi-family
residential building that is a City-designated historic resource located on Raymond Avenue, two parcels
to the south of Parcel B.
Parking for all units, including Building Type 1 and Building Type 2, would be located in a two-level
subterranean parking garage on Parcel A consisting of 255 parking stalls. Entrance to the garage would
be from Villa Street.
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As shown on Figure 8, the perimeter of the site would be landscaped with trees and other plantings.
The existing landscaping, including eight existing trees located within the project site and four street
trees located on Fair Oaks Avenue, would be removed. The four street trees would be relocated. The
existing cellular equipment at Parcel A would be relocated to roof on Building Type 1, along Fair Oaks
Avenue near Maple Street, and would be shielded by architectural screening.

There are existing utilities at and surrounding the project site; new connections, including sewer, water,
gas, electric, and telecommunications, would be installed onsite. There are no public storm drains in
front of the project site. In compliance with Los Angeles County Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
(MS4) permit requirements for water quality, a new on-site storm drain system would be installed to
retain storm flows on-site either via infiltration or storage and treatment. This is expected to involve a
new on-site storm drain system to capture and route runoff through a biofiltration system that may
include bio-swales, bio-filtration planter boxes, and/or manufactured bio-filtration systems such as
manufactured wetlands and tree wells. The runoff from the bio-filtration systems would be routed
off-site through other piping or by surface flow. If additional capacity is needed to meet requirements,
a storage system would be installed that that consists of manufactured tanks, structures, or other
holding vessels. When the capacity of the storage system is reached, a bypass would be installed that
allows further stormwater volume to be released from the site through under-sidewalk drains to avoid
flooding.

Construction

Project construction is estimated to last for approximately 30 months, from third quarter 2022 to first
quarter 2025. The construction phases consist of demolition occurring over approximately 7 weeks;
site preparation, grading, excavation, and trenching activities occurring over approximately 19 weeks;
exterior building construction occurring over approximately 82 weeks; and building interior buildout,
architectural coating, and paving activities occurring over 17 weeks. In accordance with the City of
Pasadena Municipal Code for Noise Restrictions (Chapter 9.36), construction would be conducted
Monday through Friday between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM. If required, work on Saturdays
would occur between the hours of 8:00 AM and 5:00 PM. Approximately 66,000 cubic yards of soil
would be excavated, with approximately 5,000 cubic yards retained on site for fill, and 61,000 cubic
yards exported off site for disposal/reuse.

2.9 City of Pasadena Required Permits and Approvals

The proposed Project site is located in the FGSP-C-3B (Fair Oaks Orange Grove Specific Plan - Limited
Commercial District 3, Subdistrict "b), and RM-12 (Multi-Family Residential, 0-2 units per lot) Zoning
Districts of the City of Pasadena. The Project Applicant requests the reclassification of the project site
from FGSP-3-3B and RM-12 to a Planned Development zoning district, and adoption of a PD Plan that
prescribes the development standards and allowed or conditionally allowed uses in the Planned
Development. The City’s process for reviewing the reclassification to a Planned Development zoning
district and PD Plan requires the following reviews and approvals:
a.

Planned Development – Design Commission: The Design Commission shall advise the Planning
Commission and the Council as to whether the architectural design of the proposed PD is
contextual and of high quality. This review is required because the density on Parcel B would
exceed the density on the City’s approved Land Use Diagram. The residential density of a PD shall
not exceed the residential density allowed on the Land Use Diagram for the project site unless
approved by the City Council, but may only be as high as 87 dwelling units per acre.
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b. Planned Development – Planning Commission: The Planning Commission shall consider the
application for a Zone Map Amendment for reclassification of the site from FGSP-C-3b and RM-12
to PD zoning district and shall, at the same time, consider the proposed PD plan accompanying
the application. The Commission shall make a written recommendation to the Council whether
to approve, approve in modified form, or disapprove the proposed reclassification to a PD zoning
district and the PD Plan.

c.

Planned Development – City Council: Planned Developments are heard by the City Council. Upon
receipt of the Commission's recommendation, the Council shall, approve, approve in modified
form, or disapprove the proposed reclassification to a PD zoning district and the PD Plan.

d. Design Review: Design Commission will review the project’s consistency with the design-related
policies in the Land Use Element of the General Plan, the design guidelines in the Fair OaksOrange Grove Specific Plan, and the Design Guidelines for Neighborhood Commercial & MultiFamily Residential Projects.

The applicant is also requesting approval of a tentative parcel map to consolidate the project site, a
private Tree Removal Application to remove a 20.5-inch diameter at breast height (DBH) Liquidambar
styraciflua (American sweetgum) located on-site, and all other discretionary and ministerial permits
needed to implement the project.

2.10 Surrounding Land Uses

As shown on Figure 2, the existing uses along Fair Oaks Avenue to west, north, and south of the project
site consist of offices, commercial businesses, and Pacific Oak College. The surrounding buildings on
Fair Oaks Avenue vary from one to three stories. The buildings along Raymond Avenue to the east and
south of the project site consist of single-family and multi-family residential development, and to the
north are residential development and a church. The surrounding buildings along Raymond Avenue are
typically two-stories, which the exception of a four-story, multi-family residential building adjacent to
Parcel A at the northwest corner of Raymond Avenue and Villa Park. The single-family residences
located across from Parcel B along the eastern side of Raymond Avenue are part of the RaymondSummit Historic District, which is listed on the National Register of Historic Places.

The project site is located in the vicinity of several transit facilities. Specifically, the nearest bus stop is
a Pasadena Transit (PT) and Metro bus stop located at the northeast corner of Fair Oaks Avenue and
Villa Street, approximately 50 feet from the project site. Additionally, the project site is approximately
0.35 mile north of the Metro Gold Line Memorial Park Train Station (0.5 mile walking distance).

2.11 Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required

This document covers all approvals by government agencies that may be needed to construct,
implement, and/or operate the proposed project. The City is the lead agency with responsibility for
approving the proposed project. At this time, no discretionary approvals from public agencies other
than the City are known or expected to be required for the project.
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Section 3
Environmental Issues
This section presents the Environmental Checklist, evaluates the potential impacts of the project
relative to 20 environmental issue areas, and presents mandatory findings of significance required
under CEQA. The analysis begins with a summary delineation of the environmental factors (issue areas)
addressed in the checklist and whether any potentially significant impacts have been identified in the
analysis, followed by an explanation of the environmental factors potentially affected, including an
evaluation of, and significance findings for construction and operation of the proposed project.

The proposed project is evaluated in the context of the existing regulatory and environmental setting.
Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines defines a significant effect on the environment as “a substantial,
or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the
project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic
significance. A social or economic change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the
environment. A social or economic change related to a physical change may be considered in determining
whether the physical change is significant.”
Impacts are separated into the following categories:







No Impact. This category applies when a project would not create an impact in the specific
environmental issue area. A “No Impact” finding does not require an explanation when the finding
is adequately supported by the cited information sources (e.g., exposure to a tsunami is clearly
not a risk for projects not near the coast). A finding of “No Impact” is explained where the finding
is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose
sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).
Less Than Significant Impact. This category is identified when the project would result in impacts
below the threshold of significance, and would therefore be less than significant.

Less Than Significant After Mitigation. This category applies where the incorporation of
mitigation measures would reduce a “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant
Impact.” The mitigation measures are described along with a brief explanation of how they would
reduce the effect to a less than significant level.

Potentially Significant Impact. This category is applicable if there is substantial evidence that a
significant adverse effect might occur, and no feasible mitigation measures were identified to
reduce impacts to a less than significant level. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant
Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required. There are no such impacts
for the proposed project.
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3.1 Environmental Factors Potentially Affected:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by the proposed project,
involving at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on
the following pages.
Agriculture Resources and
Forestry Resources

 Aesthetics



 Biological Resources

 Cultural Resources

 Energy

 Geology /Soils

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions



 Hydrology / Water Quality

 Land Use / Planning

 Mineral Resources

 Noise

 Population / Housing

 Public Services

 Recreation

 Transportation

 Tribal Cultural Resources

 Utilities / Service Systems

 Wildfire
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3.2 Determination (To be completed by the Lead Agency):
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,
and a Negative Declaration will be prepared.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has
been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed
upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

10/20/2021
Prepared By

Date

10/20/2021
Reviewed By

Robin Ijams

Luis Rocha

Printed Name

Printed Name

Date

Negative Declaration/Mitigated Negative Declaration adopted on:

Adoption attested to by:
Signature

Date

Printed name
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3.3 Environmental Factors (Issue Areas):
Potentially
Significant
Impact
I.

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

AESTHETICS: Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect
on a scenic vista?









b) Substantially damage scenic
resources, including, but not limited
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state
scenic highway?

























c) In non-urbanized areas,
substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of public
views of the site and its
surroundings? (Public views are
those that are experienced from
publicly accessible vantage point). If
the project is in an urbanized area,
would the project conflict with
applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic
quality?
d) Create a new source of substantial
light or glare which would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the
area?

Discussion:
Per CEQA Section 21099(d)(1), aesthetic impacts of residential, mixed-use residential, and employment
center projects on infill sites within Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) cannot be considered significant. A
TPA is defined as an area within one-half mile of a major transit stop that is existing or planned. A “major
transit stop" is described as a site containing an existing rail transit or bus rapid transit station, a ferry
terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus
routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak
commute periods. The proposed project is a residential development located within one-half mile of the
intersection of several major bus lines with service intervals of 15 minutes or less during peak commute
periods as well as within one-half mile of the Memorial Park Station of the LA Metro Gold Line with
frequency intervals of 15 minutes or less. Therefore, the proposed project is within a TPA and aesthetics
impacts cannot be considered significant. The following analysis of aesthetic impacts is provided for
informational purposes only.
a)

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
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A scenic vista is generally defined as a vantage point with a broad and expansive view of a significant
landscape feature (e.g., a mountain range, lake, or coastline) or of a significant historic or architectural
feature (e.g., views of a historic tower). The Pasadena General Plan EIR identifies views of the San
Gabriel Mountains, San Rafael Hills, the Arroyo Seco corridor, and Eaton Canyon, as the most prominent
scenic vistas in the City (City of Pasadena 2015a). Parcel A of the project site is located within the Fair
Oaks/Orange Grove Specific Plan area, which does not have any officially designated scenic views or
vistas.
The project site and area surrounding the project site are highly urbanized with commercial,
institutional, and/or residential uses. Existing views are limited due to the flat topography of the site as
well as surrounding development and mature landscaping. However, there are limited views of the San
Gabriel Mountains to the north from Fair Oaks Avenue. Views of the San Gabriel Mountains along Villa
Street and Raymond Avenue are obscured by development and mature trees. Views of the San Gabriel
Mountains from Maple Street south of the project site are limited to small glimpses between buildings.

The proposed project would not change the topography of the project site and surrounding area but
would introduce new three-to five-story buildings along Fair Oaks Avenue and Villa Street and three,
two- to three-story buildings on Raymond Avenue. The existing limited north-facing views of the San
Gabriel Mountains available from Fair Oaks Avenue would be further obstructed for pedestrians along
Fair Oaks Avenue adjacent and immediately to the south of project site. However, in general, views of
the San Gabriel Mountains are currently limited and glimpses would remain available looking north on
Fair Oaks Avenue. The only other surrounding streets with some views of the San Gabriel Mountains is
Maple Street, however, the views are extremely limited and would not be substantially affected.
Therefore, the proposed project would not adversely obstruct views of the San Gabriel Mountains from
streets surrounding the project site; the proposed project would have a less than significant impact.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
b)

Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

The only designated state scenic highway in the City is the Angeles Crest Highway (State Highway 2)
(California Department of Transportation 2019), which is located north of Arroyo Seco Canyon in the
northwest portion of the City. The project site is not within the viewshed of the State Highway 2 and not
located along any scenic roadway corridors identified in the City’s General Plan. Therefore, the
proposed project would result in no damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway; the proposed project would have no
impact.
Finding of Significance: No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are necessary.
c)

Would the project, in non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are
experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would
the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?

As described under Issue I(a) above, the project site is located in an urbanized area of the City. The
visual character includes a range of land uses (i.e., commercial, institutional, residential, and office uses)
and architectural styles that represent a variety of building types, styles, construction years, and
building materials. The surroundings include primarily non-residential uses along Fair Oaks Avenue
and single and multi-family residential uses along Raymond Avenue. The existing uses at the site consist
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of a hardware center and building materials supply company at Parcel A and an existing multi-family
residential building at Parcel B.
The new buildings would be designed to be visually compatible with the surrounding area by being built
to a similar scale and using materials, character, and color similar to the other buildings within the
surrounding area. For example, the massing and scale of Building Type 1 would be designed to have
greater massing on Fair Oaks Avenue similar in scale to the non-residential buildings along that portion
of the roadway, and would step down to a lower massing on the eastern side of the buildings to be more
comparable in scale with the residential development along Raymond Avenue.
The proposed building materials and details of Building Type 2 were designed to conform with the
prevailing architectural styles found along Raymond Avenue and elsewhere in Pasadena, including a
traditional courtyard style. This includes design references to the historic Herkimer Arms located south
of the project on Raymond Avenue, such as the incorporation of timber, breezeblock, large columns, and
simple window articulation in a stucco facade.
Parking for both Parcel A and B would be located in a subterranean parking garage, thereby allowing
the building design on Parcel A to provide a pedestrian-scale street frontage that incorporates elements
such as awnings, glass entryways, and visual openings to the interior courtyard.

Additionally, Section 17.61.0, Design Review, of the City’s municipal code, sets forth ordinances
governing the design of new construction to ensure it meets the City’s design goals and policies found
in the City’s general plan or specific plans. The City’s Design Commission would review the project’s
consistency with the design-related policies in the Land Use Element of the General Plan, the design
guidelines in the Fair Oaks-Orange Grove Specific Plan, and the Design Guidelines for Neighborhood
Commercial & Multi-Family Residential Projects. Adherence to design review requirements would
ensure the proposed project would not conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing
scenic quality; the proposed project would have a less than significant impact.
Finding of Significance: No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are necessary.
d)

Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area?

Light impacts are typically associated with the use of artificial light during the evening and nighttime
hours. Glare may be a daytime occurrence caused by the reflection of sunlight or artificial light from
highly polished surfaces, such as window glass and reflective cladding materials, and may interfere with
the safe operation of motor vehicles on adjacent streets. Daytime glare generation can occur in urban
areas and is typically associated with mid-to high-rise buildings with exterior façades largely or entirely
comprised of highly reflective glass or mirror-like materials. Nighttime glare is primarily associated
with bright point source lighting that contrasts with existing low ambient light conditions.

The proposed project is located in an urban area with existing sources of lighting, including building
lighting, street lights, and traffic. There is some existing lighting associated with existing uses at the
project site. The new development would include new interior and exterior lighting from Building Type
1 and Building Type 2 that would exhibit moderate levels of nighttime illumination, primarily for
visibility, safety and security, parking, architectural accents, and landscaping. This would be consistent
with the existing lighting sources in the area and would not result in a substantial chance in the levels
of ambient lighting the area.
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No highly reflective materials that could be source of glare are proposed for the proposed project that
could affect day or nighttime views. The proposed project would not contribute to increased levels of
ambient lighting and glare near the site or create a substantial change in the existing lighting conditions.
Additionally, the proposed project would adhere to the City’s lighting standards outlined in the City’s
Municipal Code, Section 17.40.080. Requirements of Section 17.40.080 include exterior lighting to be
energy efficient, limited to moderate intensity and scale, and directed away from adjoining properties
or public rights-of-way. This would limit the lighting intensity and spillover on to adjacent properties
and surrounding streets and sidewalks. The proposed project would have a less than significant impact.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) regarding the state’s inventory of forest
land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and
forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air
Resources Board. Would the project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared




pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural




use, or a Williamson Act contract?
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)),
timberland (as defined by Public Resources
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))?
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion
of forest land to non-forest use?
e) Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
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Discussion:
a)

Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

The City is a developed urban area that is classified as “urban built-up land” by the California Important
Farmland Finder from the California Department of Conservation (California Department of
Conservation 2020). Urban Built-Up Land is defined as having a “building density of at least 1 unit to
1.5 acres, or approximately 6 structures to a 10-acre parcel.” The City contains no prime farmland,
unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance, as shown on the California Important Farmland
Finder. No impacts to Farmland would occur as a result of the proposed project.

Finding of Significance: No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are necessary.
b)

Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract?

The City has no land zoned for agricultural use other than commercial growing areas. Commercial
Growing is permitted in the CG (General Commercial), CL (Limited Commercial), and IG (General
Industrial) zones and conditionally in the RS (Residential Single-Family), and RM (Residential MultiFamily) districts. Commercial Growing is also permitted within certain specific plan areas. Parcel A of
the proposed project is located in a developed urban area, zoned FGSP-C-3B (Fair Oaks-Orange Grove
Specific Plan Limited Commercial District 3, Subdistrict "b."), which does not permit commercial
growing. Parcel B is located in RM-12, which allows commercial growing areas. Parcel B is currently
occupied by a multi-family residential uses which is consistent with the zoning classification and it is
not used for commercial growing. No conflict with the existing zoning would occur. As previously
described, there are no agricultural uses within the project site or surrounding area and there is no land
subject to a Williamson Act contact; therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with existing
zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. No impact would occur.
Finding of Significance: No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are necessary.
c)

Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined
in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code
section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(g))?

The proposed project is located in a developed area in an urbanized part of the City. The project site is
not zoned as forest land or timberland and would not result in any changes that would affect zoning for
forest land or timberland, or otherwise result in the conversion of forest land or timberland to
non-forest land/timberland use. No impacts would occur to forest land or timberland resources and no
mitigation measures are necessary.
Finding of Significance: No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are necessary.
d)

Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

As discussed under issue II, (c) above, the proposed project is located in a developed area in an
urbanized part of the City. No impacts would occur to forest land.
Finding of Significance: No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are necessary.
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e)

Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location
or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

As discussed under issue II, (a, c) above, the proposed project is located in a developed area in an
urbanized part of the City. No impacts would occur to Farmland or forest land.

Finding of Significance: No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are necessary.
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

III. AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.
Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?
b) Result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutant
for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality
standard?
c) Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations?
d) Result in other emissions (such as
those leading to odors) adversely
affecting a substantial number of
people?

































Discussion:
a)

Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plans?

The project site is within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB or Basin), a 6,600-square mile basin
encompassing all of Orange County, and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San
Bernardino Counties, which is under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD). The basis for project air quality review in California is evaluating consistency with the
SCAQMD regulations, which are designed to bring the Basin into attainment with all National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). SCAQMD is
responsible for administering the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), which is a comprehensive air
pollution control program for attaining federal and state ambient air quality standards. The current
2016 AQMP was adopted by SCAQMD and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) on March 3, 2017
and was approved by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) in 2019
(CARB 2017).

SCAQMD has established the following criteria for evaluating a project’s consistency with the currently
applicable AQMP (SCAQMD 1993):
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Whether the project would result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality
violations, cause or contribute to new violations, or delay timely attainment of the ambient air
quality standards or interim emission reductions in the AQMP.

Whether the project would exceed the assumptions in the AQMP or increments based on the year
of project buildout and phase.

Addressing the first criterion, a quantitative analysis of criteria air pollutants was conducted to
determine whether the project construction or subsequent operations would result in emissions that
could result in an exceedance of the NAAQS or CAAQS, or contribute to existing nonattainment of
ambient air quality standards. Criteria pollutants include ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen
dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal
to 10 microns (PM10), particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to
2.5 microns (PM2.5), and lead (Pb). The SCAB is designated as a federal nonattainment area for O3, PM2.5,
and Pb, and a state nonattainment area for O3, PM10, and PM2.5 (CARB 2019; USEPA 2020). As presented
in Issue III (b) below, the proposed project would not violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. Appendix A includes detailed supporting
calculations and results of this analysis.

With respect to the SCAQMD’s second AQMP consistency criterion, a project’s consistency can be
assessed by evaluating the project’s land use designations and its potential to generate population
growth. Typically, a project is considered consistent with, and not obstructive to the implementation of,
an AQMP if the growth in socioeconomic factors is consistent with the underlying regional plans used
in development of the AQMP. SCAQMD uses demographic growth forecasts for socioeconomic
categories including population, housing, and employment by industry, which are developed by the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) for its Regional Transportation/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). The Final 2016 AQMP was approved by SCAQMD on March 3, 2017
and an additional consistency measure to plan for the attainment of the 1997 8-Hour Ozone Standard
in the SCAB was adopted on December 6, 2019. The growth forecast used throughout the 2016 AQMP
was SCAG’s 2016-2040 RTP/SCS, finalized and adopted in April 2016. Growth projections in the
2016-2040 RTP/SCS incorporate assumptions based on the General Plans of cities, including the city of
Pasadena, and counties throughout the SCAB (SCAG 2020). The current 2020-2045 RTP/SCS, known as
Connect SoCal and approved by SCAG on September 3, 2020, further builds upon the regional growth
projections and transportation needs of the SCAB..

The City of Pasadena General Plan and the Fair Oaks/Orange Grove Specific Plan include growth and
land use recommendations and assumptions applicable to the proposed development. The Specific Plan
includes recommendations to broadly encourage the development of “livable communities” with retail,
residential, employment, and transit within walking distance of one another; affordable housing
opportunities; and the preservation of the historic character of the community. Furthermore, the
Specific Plan, in its land use recommendations, proposes that the portion of the Renaissance
Commercial District within the City of Pasadena, which includes Parcel A, be developed for
neighborhood commercial, mixed-use, or medium-density multi-family residential housing
(Pasadena 2002). The General Plan includes the Housing Element and Land Use Element, which guide
the community’s vision for the development of Pasadena. The applicable goals of these elements include
the preservation of neighborhood character, increased availability of affordable housing, strategic
residential growth of livable communities with walking-distance access to public transit such as the
Metro L (Gold) Line, and community involvement in the development process. Furthermore, the
proposed project includes design and implementation features consistent with the goals set out in the
General Plan and Fair Oaks/Orange Grove Specific Plan, including features intended to:
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preserve neighborhood character , such as through the design and development of the
lower-density townhouse-style dwellings on Parcel B;
increase the availability of affordable housing;

include walking-distance access to a variety of general and neighborhood commercial and retail
businesses and employment opportunities; and

by means of the project’s half-mile proximity to the LA Metro Gold Line Memorial Park Station,
improve residential access to public transportation.

Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the goals and recommendations of local and
regional growth and development plans and would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
AQMP.

Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
b)

Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the region is non-attainment (PM10, PM2.5, and O3 precursors [NOX and VOC]) under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?

The SCAQMD has developed regional air quality significance thresholds that establish quantitative
emission thresholds for both construction and operations below which a project would not have a
significant project-level or cumulative impact on regional ambient air quality (SCAQMD 2019).
Table III-1 summarizes the SCAQMD’s regional thresholds.
Table III-1: SCAQMD Regional Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Mass Daily Emission Threshold (lb/day)
Air Pollutant

a

NOx
VOC
PM10
PM2.5
SOx
CO

Construction

Operation

100
75
150
55
150
550

55
55
150
55
150
550

Key: CO = carbon monoxide; lb/day = pounds per day; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = directly emitted particulate matter
with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 microns; PM2.5 = directly emitted particulate matter with an
aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 2.5 microns; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District; SOX =
oxides of sulfur; VOC = volatile organic compounds.
Note:
a. SCAQMD also provides mass daily emission thresholds for lead of 3 lb/day for both construction and operation.
However, lead is not a pollutant of concern in this study because the proposed Project would not produce substantial
lead emissions.
Source: SCAQMD. South Coast AQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds. http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/defaultsource/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf. April 2019.

Regional emissions include those generated from all onsite and offsite activities. Regional significance
thresholds have been established by the SCAQMD because emissions from projects in the air basin can
potentially contribute to the existing emission burden and possibly affect the attainment and
maintenance of ambient air quality standards. Projects within the SCAB with regional emissions in
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excess of any of the mass daily thresholds for construction or operation are considered to have a
significant regional air quality impact.

Cumulative impacts may result from the collective emissions of multiple individually less than
significant projects. The CEQA Guidelines Section 15355 defines cumulative impacts as “two or more
individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase
other environmental impacts.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(4) also states that “the mere
existence of cumulative impacts caused by other projects alone shall not constitute substantial evidence
that the proposed project’s incremental effects are cumulatively considerable.”
SCAQMD has developed a policy to address the cumulative impacts of CEQA projects wherein the
cumulative thresholds for mass daily emissions are the same as the project-level thresholds (SCAQMD
2003). Therefore, a project’s impacts are cumulatively considerable if they exceed the project-specific
regional air quality significance thresholds (shown in Table III-1).

Construction

Construction of the proposed project would result in temporary emissions of criteria pollutants from a
variety of construction activities. Sources include motor vehicle exhaust resulting from the operation of
heavy-duty on-site equipment (bulldozers, backhoes, excavators, etc.) and off-site vehicles (delivery
and haul trucks, and worker vehicles). Additional fugitive emission sources include dust from earth
disturbance and soil handling, and from tire wear, brake wear, and reentrained paved road dust from
vehicle trips; and fugitive volatile organic compounds (VOCs) associated with paving, striping, and
architectural coating activities.

The need for, and intensity of, construction activities can vary substantially throughout buildout of a
project. Construction of the project is projected to commence in the third quarter of 2022 with the
clearing of existing structures on the project site and continue through the first quarter of 2025 (project
buildout). The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2016.3.2, was used to
quantify peak daily emissions associated with the various phases of construction activity. CalEEMod is
approved by the SCAQMD and is a model well suited to estimating the emissions of typical land
development projects. Appendix A includes detailed supporting calculations and model inputs and
outputs. The following key inputs were determined based on project-specific details and construction
assumptions:






The demolition phase is estimated to begin in August of 2022 and last approximately 7 weeks.
Following the demolition phase, site preparation, grading, excavation, and trenching activities
would occur over the course of approximately 19 weeks. Exterior building construction would
continue thereafter for approximately 82 weeks, and building interior buildout, architectural
coating, and paving activities would comprise the final 17 weeks of construction, ending in the
first quarter of 2025.
The construction equipment fleet mix for each phase was based on CalEEMod default equipment
with project-specific adjustments provided by the construction team. Table III-2 and Appendix A
present calculation details.

Default assumptions on the number of construction workers, number of vendor truck trips, and
trip lengths were estimated by CalEEMod for the project land use and size. Table III-2 and
Appendix A present calculation details.
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Approximately 61,000 cubic yards of material would be excavated and hauled off-site during the
construction of the subterranean parking area and approximately 1,500 tons of demolished
materials would be hauled off-site during the demolition and site clearing phases.

As detailed in the project description, two residential mid-rise apartment structures comprising
199 dwelling units and three townhouse structures comprising 9 dwelling units would be
constructed on the project site. A 255-space subterranean garage would also be constructed on
the project site.

As required by the City of Pasadena Municipal Code for Noise Restrictions (Chapter 9.36),
construction would be conducted Monday through Friday between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00
PM. If required, work on Saturdays would occur between the hours of 8:00 AM and 5:00 PM.

The project would include watering of active sites two times per day, consistent with SCAQMD
Rule 403 for fugitive dust control and architectural coatings would be compliant with SCAQMD
Rule 1113.

Table III-2: Vehicle Trips & Equipment by Construction Phase

Construction
Phase
Demolition at 425
N. Raymond Ave.
Demolition at 444
N. Fair Oaks Ave.

Site Preparation

Grading and
Excavation

Trenching
Building (Exterior)

Building (Interior
and Architectural
Coating)

One-way Vehicle Trips
Daily
Daily
Total
Worker
Vendor
Haul
Trips
Trips
Trips
16
0
40

23

0

146

Construction Equipment

Quantity

Hours/
Day

Concrete/Industrial Saws

1

2

Excavators

1

8

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

1

6

Concrete/Industrial Saws

1

2

2

8

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

1

6

Rubber Tired Dozers

1

8

Graders

1

8

Rubber Tire Dozers

2

8

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

1

6

Bore/Drill Rigs

1

8

Excavators

1

8

Rubber Tire Dozers

1

8

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

1

6

Excavators

2

7

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2

7

Cranes

1

8

Forklifts

1

4

Generator Sets

1

7

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

1

4

Welders

1

6

Aerial Lifts

2

8

Air Compressors

2

8

Equipment Type

Excavators

20

20

20
382

76

0

0

0

7,618

0

0

78

0

0

0
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Construction
Phase
Paving

One-way Vehicle Trips
Daily
Daily
Total
Worker
Vendor
Haul
Trips
Trips
Trips
20
0
0

Construction Equipment

Quantity

Hours/
Day

Cement and Mortar Mixers

1

2

Paving Equipment

1

7

Rollers

1

6

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

1

7

Equipment Type

Source: Summerhill Apartment Communities.

Table III-3 presents the peak daily regional emissions associated with project construction. As shown,
all criteria pollutant emissions would be below the significance thresholds without the application of
mitigation. Therefore, construction activities would not result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard (i.e., O3, PM10, PM2.5, and Pb).

Table III-3: Peak Daily Regional Construction Emissions

Peak Daily Regional Construction Emissions (lb/day)a,b
Construction Year
2022
2023
2024
2025
Peak Daily Emissions
SCAQMD Significance Threshold
Significant Regional Impact?

VOC

NOX

CO

SOX

PM10

PM2.5

2.5
2.5
17.2
17.1
17.2
75
No

45.9
33.6
11.0
7.6
45.9
100
No

22.6
25.4
14.8
14.0
25.4
550
No

0.1
0.1
<0.1
<0.1
0.1
150
No

8.2
6.9
2.7
0.9
8.2
150
No

3.4
3.0
1.0
0.4
3.4
55
No

Key: CO = carbon monoxide; lb/day = pounds per day; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = directly emitted particulate
matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 microns; PM2.5 = directly emitted particulate matter with
an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 2.5 microns; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District;
SOX = oxides of sulfur; VOC = volatile organic compounds
Notes:
a. Emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 assume twice-daily watering for fugitive dust control per SCAQMD Rule 403.
b. Although lead paint abatement in existing structures may occur prior to proposed project construction and
demolition, regional air emissions of lead from abatement are anticipated to be negligible, and the proposed project
would not generate substantial lead emissions.
Source: CDM Smith, 2021.

Operations
Operation of the proposed project would result in the long-term emissions of criteria pollutants from
the maintenance and management activities of staff and activities of residents at the multi-family
residential project site, including support facilities and underground parking spaces. These activities
would result in emissions of criteria pollutants from mobile sources, consumer products, architectural
coating reapplication, landscaping, and other energy-related sources, such as combustion of fuels for
space and water heating and cooking appliances.
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CalEEMod default factors for area operations, energy consumption, and mobile sources were used to
calculate operational emissions based on the project’s residential land-use category. Table III-4
presents daily operational emissions by category. As shown, all pollutant emissions would be below the
significance thresholds without the application of mitigation. Therefore, operational activities would
not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (i.e., O3, PM10,
PM2.5, and Pb).
Table III-4: Daily Regional Operational Emissions

Peak Daily Operational Emissions (lb/day)a
Operations Category
Area
Energy
Mobile
Total Daily Emissions
SCAQMD Significance Threshold
Significant Regional Impact?

VOC
5.2
0.1
2.8
8.1
55
No

NOX
0.5
0.6
8.5
9.6
55
No

CO
17.2
0.2
27.9
45.3
550
No

SOX
<0.1
<0.1
0.1
0.1
150
No

PM10
0.1
<0.1
9.2
9.3
150
No

PM2.5
0.1
0.0
2.5
2.7
55
No

Key: CO = carbon monoxide; lb/day = pounds per day; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = directly emitted particulate
matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 microns; PM2.5 = directly emitted particulate matter with
an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 2.5 microns; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District;
SOX = oxides of sulfur; VOC = volatile organic compounds
Note:
a. Operation of the proposed project would not result in the generation of substantial lead air emissions.Source: CDM Smith,
2021.

Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
c)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

SCAQMD developed CEQA significance thresholds for ambient criteria pollutant and toxic air
contaminant (TAC) concentrations. These thresholds represent pollutant concentrations and
concentration increments, below which the NAAQS and CAAQS would not be violated. Table III-5
presents SCAQMD’s ambient air quality significance thresholds.

To assist lead agencies in analyzing the localized air quality impacts from relatively small projects
without the need for dispersion modeling and direct comparison to the thresholds in Table III-5,
SCAQMD has developed a screening methodology. This methodology establishes localized significance
thresholds (LSTs), a series of mass emission rate limits, which are based on the size of a project site, the
site location, and the distance to the nearest sensitive receptor. If a project’s maximum daily local (onsite) emissions of a given pollutant would be less than its respective LST, then the project is considered
to not violate, or substantially contribute to an existing or projected violation of, the respective air
quality standard and would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
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Table III-5: SCAQMD’s Ambient Air Quality Significance Thresholds
Air Pollutanta
NO2
1-hour average
Annual average
PM10
24-hour average
24-hour average
Annual average
PM2.5
24-hour average
24-hour average
SO2
1-hour average
24-hour average
CO
1-hour average
8-hour average
TAC (including carcinogens and
non-carcinogens)

Ambient Concentration Threshold
0.18 ppm (339 μg/m3) (state)
0.03 ppm (57 μg/m3) (state)
10.4 μg/m3 (construction)
2.5 μg/m3 (operation)
1.0 μg/m3
10.4 μg/m3 (construction)
2.5 μg/m3 (operation)
0.25 ppm (state) & 0.075 ppm (federal – 99th percentile)
0.04 ppm (state)
20 ppm (23,000 μg/m3) (state) and 35 ppm (federal)
9.0 ppm (10,000 μg/m3) (state/federal)
Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) Thresholds
Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk ≥ 10 in 1 million
Cancer Burden > 0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas ≥ 1 in 1 million)
Chronic & Acute Hazard Index ≥ 1.0 (project increment)

Key: CO = carbon monoxide; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; PM10 = directly emitted particulate matter with an aerodynamic
diameter less than or equal to 10 microns; PM2.5 = directly emitted particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter
less than or equal to 2.5 microns; ppm = parts per million; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District; SO2
= sulfur dioxide; TAC = toxic air contaminant; μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
Note:
a. SCAQMD also provides ambient concentration thresholds for sulfates and lead. However, the project would not
produce substantial emissions of those pollutants; therefore, sulfates and lead are not pollutants of concern in this
study.
Source: SCAQMD. 2019. South Coast AQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds. http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/defaultsource/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf.

The following assumptions were used in the LST analysis:



The project site is located in Source-Receptor Area 8 (West San Gabriel Valley), as defined in the
SCAQMD’s Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology (SCAQMD 2008a).

The LSTs for PM10 and PM2.5 are based on 24-hour averaging times; therefore, the appropriate
LST receptor distance is the distance to the nearest sensitive receptor (such as a residence,
hospital, school, daycare facility, or convalescent facility) where an individual could be present
for at least 24 consecutive hours (SCAQMD 2008b). The closest sensitive receptors that meet this
criterion are the homes along North Raymond Avenue, within 25 meters of the project site
boundary. Therefore, the minimum LST receptor distance of 25 meters was used for PM10 and
PM2.5 (SCAQMD 2008b).
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The LSTs for NOX are based on 1-hour averaging times. The LSTs for CO are based on 1-hour and
8-hour averaging times. Therefore, the appropriate receptor distance is the distance to the
nearest sensitive or worker receptor where an individual could present for periods of one to eight
hours (SCAQMD 2008b). The closest sensitive receptors that meet these criteria are the homes
along North Raymond Avenue, within 25 meters of the project site boundary. Therefore, the
minimum available receptor distance of 25 meters in the LST lookup tables was used for NOX and
CO (SCAQMD 2008b).

The SCAQMD’s Fact Sheet for Applying CalEEMod to Localized Significance Thresholds
recommends an LST site acreage based on the amount of earth disturbance on the peak emissions
day during construction (SCAQMD 2011). The peak daily soil disturbance activities would use
one
tractor/loader/backhoe
and
two
rubber-tired
dozers.
Assuming
each
tractor/loader/backhoe and rubber-tired dozer would disturb 0.5 acres per day (consistent with
the Fact Sheet), the appropriate site acreage for the construction LST analysis is 1.5 acres. Due to
the nature of project construction, it is anticipated that the entire 2-acre project site would be
active throughout construction; therefore, the LST 2-acre lookup was used for construction and
operations.
Consistent with SCAQMD guidance, on-site project-related emissions were compared against
LSTs for construction and operations (SCAQMD 2008a).

Table III-6 presents the maximum daily on-site construction emissions compared against SCAQMD’s
relevant LST screening thresholds. As shown, the project would not result in exceedance of any of the
construction LST screening thresholds. Therefore, construction of the project would not be expected to
expose sensitive receptors to substantial criteria pollutant concentrations.
Table III-6: Construction Localized Significance Thresholds Analysis

Peak Daily On-Site Construction Emissions (lb/day)a
Operations Category

NOX

CO

PM10

PM2.5

On-Site Construction Emissions
SCAQMD Construction LST Screening Thresholdb
LST Screening Threshold Exceeded?

14.3
98
No

17.7
812
No

3.4
6
No

2.1
4
No

Key: CO = carbon monoxide; lb/day = pounds per day; LST = localized significance threshold; NOX = oxides of nitrogen;
PM10 = directly emitted particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 microns; PM2.5 =
directly emitted particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 2.5 microns; SCAQMD = South
Coast Air Quality Management District
Notes:
a. Emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 assume twice-daily watering for fugitive dust control per SCAQMD Rule 403.
b. LSTs are based on a 2-acre project site with 25 meters to the nearest receptor for the West San Gabriel Valley source
receptor area.
Source: CDM Smith, 2021.

Table III-7 presents the maximum daily on-site operational emissions compared against SCAQMD’s
relevant LST screening thresholds. As shown, the project would not result in exceedance of any of the
operations LST screening thresholds. Therefore, operation of the project would not be expected to
expose sensitive receptors to substantial criteria pollutant concentrations.
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Table III-7: Operations Localized Significance Thresholds Analysis
Daily On-Site Operational Emissions (lb/day)a
Operations Category

NOX

CO

PM10

PM2.5

On-Site Operational Emissions
SCAQMD Operations LST Screening Thresholdb
LST Screening Threshold Exceeded?

1.1
98
No

17.4
812
No

0.2
2
No

0.2
1
No

Key: CO = carbon monoxide; lb/day = pounds per day; LST = localized significance threshold; NOx = oxides of nitrogen;
PM10 = directly emitted particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 microns; PM2.5 =
directly emitted particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 2.5 microns; SCAQMD = South
Coast Air Quality Management District
Notes:
a. Emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 assume twice-daily watering for fugitive dust control per SCAQMD Rule 403.
b. LSTs are based on a 2-acre project site with 25 meters to the nearest receptor for the West San Gabriel Valley source
receptor area.
Source: CDM Smith, 2021.

The TAC of concern with the greatest potential for human health impacts associated with construction
activities would be diesel particulate matter (DPM). DPM is emitted from the combustion of diesel fuel
used in the operation of diesel engines, such as those used by backhoes, cranes, bulldozers, and other
heavy-duty on-site equipment. As described in the LST analysis, local concentration increments
associated with project related emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 would be minimal and would not result in
a significant impact on local residents. While LSTs do not include a specific threshold for DPM, DPM
represents a subset of those project-related PM10 and PM2.5 emissions and, thus, would similarly be
minimal. Furthermore, the health effects of DPM are chronic and carcinogenic in nature and are
associated with long-term exposure. The California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
(OEHHA) guidance recommends that exposure of sensitive receptors to carcinogenic risk should be
based on a 30-year exposure period, representing the maximally exposed resident (OEHHA 2015).
Construction would occur over a period of just over three years, constituting a fraction of the
recommended 30-year exposure period. Due to the short-term nature of project construction and
relatively minimal particulate emissions from the project site, construction of the project would not be
expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial TAC concentrations.

Project operations would not include the use of diesel backup generators, nor would they be expected
to result in an increase in diesel-fueled delivery vehicle trips to the project site over baseline conditions.
Thus, operation of the project would not be expected to result in substantial local emissions of TAC and
similarly would not be expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial TAC concentrations.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
d)

Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial
number of people?

Project-related construction activities would result in temporary emissions of pollutants with the
potential to result in odors that some individuals may find objectionable in nature. Potential sources of
odor associated with the project construction include the combustion of diesel fuel, short-term paving
activities, short-term welding activities, and application of architectural coatings. It is anticipated that
these odors would disperse rapidly from the project site and, due to the relatively low amount of heavyduty on-site equipment in use during any given phase of construction, would occur at magnitudes which
would not affect a substantial number of people.
3-18

444 N. Fair Oaks and 425 N. Raymond Planned Development
Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study

Section 3 • Environmental Issues

It is not anticipated that project operations would result in other emissions (such as those leading to
odors) that would adversely affect a substantial number of people, including future residents at the
project site.

Finding of Significance: Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact









b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or
US Fish and Wildlife Service?









c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or
federally protected wetlands (including, but
not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal,
etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?









d) Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

























IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by
the California Department of Fish and Game
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?
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Discussion:
a)

Would the project have a substantial adverse impact, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

As shown in the figure titled “City of Pasadena Vegetation Zones” in the Pasadena General Plan Open
Space and Conservation Element Appendix 3, the project site is not located within or proximate to an
open space area or vegetation zone. The Plant Species and Communities figure in the Pasadena General
Plan Open Space and Conservation Element Appendix 3 identifies that the plant species mesa horkelia
(Horkelia cuneata var. puberula) could be located within the project area (City of Pasadena 2012).
However, this is a perennial herb that occurs in sandy or gravelly substrate in maritime chaparral,
cismontane woodland, and coastal scrub habitat. There is no suitable habitat that could support measa
horkelia at the project site. The project site is developed and located in a highly urbanized area of the
City. Parcel A is currently developed with a hardware center and building materials supply company
and is surrounded by commercial and residential uses. Vegetation currently on-site consists of
turfgrass, ornamental (non-native) landscaping, five American sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua)
trees, one black walnut (Liquidambar styraciflua) tree, and four public street trees along Fair Oaks Drive.
Parcel B is currently developed with a multi-family residence landscaped with turf grass and two
carrotwood (Cupaniopsis anacardioides) trees.

Although ornamental trees are present on the project site, no known candidate, sensitive, or special
status species exist on or near the site. Additionally, the project site and urbanized 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.

Wildlife at the project site is limited to species adapted to urban settings with a moderate level of human
activity including noise, foot traffic, moderate vehicle traffic, or other anthropogenic disturbances. Bird
species that utilize the trees at and near the project site are likely to include species such as the
American crow, house finch, and house sparrow. Migratory birds, including the house finch and other
common species that may utilize the trees and other vegetation at the site for nesting, are federally
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The project site contains eight trees on-site and four public
street trees along Fair Oaks Drive near Villa Street that would be removed and replaced. In the event
that nesting migratory birds are present in the trees to be removed, a significant impact could occur.
Additionally, nesting birds could be indirectly impacted by temporary construction activities from the
generation of dust, noise, and vibration. All of the construction activities would be subject to the
requirements of local tree trimming and tree removal ordinances, as well as federal and state
regulations related to the protection of migratory birds, including avoiding the direct destruction of
active nests and avoiding disturbance of nesting birds due to noise, vibration, lighting, or human activity
in proximity to active nests, which would ensure that impacts to migratory birds would be less than
significant during tree removal.
Finding of Significance: Impacts would be less than significant.
b)

Would the project have a substantial adverse impact on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
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See Issue IV (a) above. The project site is developed and located in an urbanized area within the City.
Vegetation present on-site includes ornamental landscaping and trees. The project site is not located
within an area that has sensitive biological resources and no riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
communities are present at the project site or in the project vicinity. Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in any impacts on riparian habitat or other sensitive communities and no mitigation
measures are necessary.
Finding of Significance: No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are necessary.
c)

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands
(including, but not limited to, marshes, vernal pools, coastal wetlands, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

See Issue IV (a) above. The project site is in an urbanized area and does not include any drainage
courses, inundated areas, wetland vegetation, or hydric soils, and thus does not include state or
federally protected wetlands. Therefore, the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse
effect on state or federally protected wetlands through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means. No impacts to wetlands would occur as a result of the proposed project.
Finding of Significance: No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are necessary.
d)

Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species, or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of wildlife nursery sites?

See Issue IV (a) above. The project site does not contain any natural areas or water features. The project
site is previously developed and located in a highly urbanized area. No native resident, migratory fish,
or wildlife species or established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors are present on-site or
in the project vicinity, nor is the site a wildlife nursery site. Although no established or potential wildlife
movement corridors occur within the proposed project area, wildlife could use the area as part of a
corridor. However, given the urban setting and lack of vegetation at the site, the use is expected to be
minimal. The proposed project would not result in a barrier to wildlife migration or movement.
Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on wildlife movement or impede use of wildlife
nursery sites.

As discussed under Issue III (a) above, trees located at and in vicinity of the project site may support
nesting birds. Compliance with the requirements of local tree trimming and tree removal ordinances,
as well as federal and state regulations related to the protection of migratory birds, would ensure that
impacts on nesting birds would be less than significant. Therefore, the proposed project would not
substantially affect the movement of resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, wildlife corridors, or
wildlife nursery sites and impacts would be less than significant.
Finding of Significance: Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.

e)

Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

The City of Pasadena’s Ordinance No. 6896, City Trees and Tree Protection Ordinance, as amended by
Ordinance No. 7184 and codified in Chapter 8.52 of the Pasadena Municipal Code, aims to protect the
tree canopy in the City. Specifically, the ordinance protects six different types of trees: public, landmark,
landmark eligible, specimen, mature, and native trees. The project site contains eight trees on-site and
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four public street trees along Fair Oaks Drive near Villa Street. The four street trees would not be
removed, and the eight on-site trees would be removed. One of the trees to be removed, a 20.5-inch DBH
Liquidambar styraciflua (American sweetgum) is a mature tree that is protected under the City’s
ordinance (City of Pasadena no date). The proposed tree removal would be subject to City Manager
approval to ensure that the removal meets the requirements of the City’s Tree Protection Ordinance.
Adherence to the City’s tree preservation regulations and tree removal permit process would ensure
that the project would not conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.
Impacts would be less than significant with compliance with the City’s Tree Protection Ordinance.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
f)

Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural
communities’ conservation plan, or any other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

There are no adopted Habitat Conservation or Natural Community Conservation Plans or approved
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans within the City. Therefore, the proposed project
would not conflict with the provisions of adopted habitat conservation plan, natural communities
conservation plan, or any other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. No impact
would occur as a result of the proposed project.
Finding of Significance: No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are necessary.
Less Than
Significant with
Potentially
Mitigation
Significant Impact Incorporation

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a

historical resource pursuant to
Section §15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of an

archaeological resource pursuant
to §15064.5?
c) Disturb any human remains,

including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact



















Discussion:
a)

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in significance of a historical resource
pursuant to §15064.5?

Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines defines a historical resource as (1) a resource that is listed in
or determined to be eligible by the State Historic Resources Commission for listing in, the California
Register of Historical Resources; (2) a resource listed in a local register of historical resources or
identified as significant in a historical resource survey meeting certain state guidelines; or (3) an object,
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building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency determines to be
significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social,
political, military, or cultural annals of California.

The CEQA Guidelines indicate that a project would have a significant impact on historical resources if it
would result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource. A substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historic resource means demolition, destruction, relocation, or
alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of a historical
resource would be materially impaired (CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(b)(1)). The Guidelines go on
to state that “[t]he significance of an historic resource is materially impaired when a project…
[d]emolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical
resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion
in the California Register of Historical Resources… local register of historic resources… or its
identification in a historic resources survey” CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(b)(2)).

Historic Resources Identification

A historic resources report (444 North Fair Oaks and 425 North Raymond Avenue Planned
Development Historical Resources Technical Report) was prepared for the proposed project by
Historic Resources Group in August 2021 (Appendix B). The purpose of the report is to determine if
historical resources (as defined by California PRC, Section 21084.1) are present on and/or in the Project
Vicinity and, if so, to identify potential impacts to historical resources that may be caused by the
proposed project. The Project Vicinity is defined as including all parcels on the block where the project
site is located, as well as all parcels located directly across the street from this block, an area containing
a total of 27 properties (not including the two properties comprising the project site). Figure 9 shows
the Project Vicinity and Table V-1 identifies these properties as described in the historic resources
report.
A records search of the California Historical Resources Inventory Database (CHRID) for the City of
Pasadena was conducted for the proposed project and surrounding area. The records search included
a review of all previous cultural resources studies and previously documented historic architectural
resources on, and/or immediately adjacent to, the project site. Other sources searched included the
California State Historical Resources Inventory (HRI) for Los Angeles County.

Field examinations were conducted to review and confirm previous findings and to identify previously
unevaluated properties that may be potentially eligible within the area where potential direct or
indirect impacts could occur. All properties were examined from the public right-of-way. In general,
previous findings of historic significance were carried forward for the purposes of the report and those
properties are treated as historical resources for the purposes of CEQA.
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Table V-1: Summary of Properties in Project Vicinity
APN

Address

Name

Type

Year
Built

Evaluation

5725003025

400 N. Fair Oaks
Avenue

Mobil

Gas station

1999

No previous evaluation. Less
than 50 years old. Does not
appear eligible for historic
listing or designation. Not a
historical resource under
CEQA.

5726017044

401 N. Fair Oaks
Avenue

Smart &
Final

1-story commercial
retail

1973

No previous evaluation. Less
than 50 years old. Does not
appear eligible for historic
listing or designation. Not a
historical resource under
CEQA.

5726017043

409 N. Fair Oaks
Avenue

True Value
Hardware
and Paint

1-story commercial
retail

1953

No previous evaluation. Does
not appear eligible for
historic listing or designation.
Not a historical resource
under CEQA.

5725003024

418 N. Fair Oaks
Avenue

3-story commercial
office

2006

No previous evaluation. Less
than 50 years old. Does not
appear eligible for historic
listing or designation. Not a
historical resource under
CEQA.

5726017027,
5726017039,
5726017041

425-455 N. Fair
Oaks Avenue

Pacific Oaks
College

2-story commercial
office and parking
lot

19601964

No previous evaluation. Does
not appear eligible for
historic listing or designation.
Not a historical resource
under CEQA.

5725003058

444 N. Fair Oaks
Avenue (Project
Site Parcel A)

George L.
Throop Co.

1-story commercial/ 1974
industrial

No previous evaluation. Less
than 50 years old. Does not
appear eligible for historic
listing or designation. Not a
historical resource under
CEQA.

5726017031

467 N. Fair Oaks
Avenue

1-story commercial
retail

1947

No previous evaluation. Does
not appear eligible for
historic listing or designation.
Not a historical resource
under CEQA.

5726017029

473 N. Fair Oaks
Pasadena
2-story commercial
Avenue/2 W. Villa Skin Cancer mixed-use (now
Street
Center, et al. office)

1910

Previous evaluated as 6Z.
Does not appear eligible for
historic listing or designation.
Not a historical resource
under CEQA.
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APN

Address

5726015905

489 N. Fair Oaks
Avenue

5725016035

396 N. Raymond
Avenue

5725003039

399 N. Raymond
Avenue

5725016019

406 N. Raymond
Avenue

5725003051,
5725003052,
5725003053,
5725003054

5725016020

Name
U.S.P.S.

Type

Year
Built

Evaluation

1-story postal facility c.1985

No previous evaluation. Less
than 50 years old. Does not
appear eligible for historic
listing or designation. Not a
historical resource under
CEQA.

2-story American
1904
Colonial Revival
single-family
residence, designed
by architect William
B. Edwards

Previously evaluated as 6L.
Not a historical resource
under CEQA.

Meeker
House

1 1/2-story
1912
Craftsman singlefamily residence,
designed by
architect C.W.
Buchanan (moved to
this location)

Previously evaluated as 7N.
Re-evaluated below.

P.C.
Casterline
House

2-story American
1897
Foursquare singlefamily residence
(now multi-family),
designed by
architect Charles W.
Buchanan

Previously evaluated as 1D.
Contributor to the RaymondSummit Historic District. A
historical resource under
CEQA.

411-415 N.
Herkimer
Raymond Avenue Arms (multifamily
residence)

1.5-story
Transitional singlefamily residence
(now multi-family);
2-story multi-family
residence (Herkimer
Arms), designed by
architects Greene &
Greene; garage with
residential unit
above. (SFR and MFR
moved to this
location)

1894
(SFR);
1911
(MFR);
2012
(garage)

Designated City of Pasadena
Landmark (Herkimer Arms). A
historical resource under
CEQA.

414 N. Raymond
Avenue

2-story Spanish
Colonial Revival
single-family
residence

1936

Previously evaluated as 6X.
Non-contributor to the
Raymond-Summit Historic
District. Does not appear
eligible for historic listing or
designation. Not a historical
resource under CEQA.
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APN

Address

Name

Type

Year
Built

Evaluation

5725003033

419 N. Raymond
Avenue

1-story Craftsman
single-family
residence

1916

Previously evaluated as 3D,
but subsequently excluded
from the Raymond-Summit
Historic District. Does not
appear eligible for historic
listing or designation. Not a
historical resource under
CEQA.

5725016037

422 N. Raymond
Avenue

2-story multi-family
residence

1989

Previously evaluated as 6X.
Less than 50 years old. Noncontributor to the RaymondSummit Historic District. Does
not appear eligible for
historic listing or designation.
Not a historical resource
under CEQA.

5725003031

425-427 N.
Raymond Avenue
(Project Site Parcel
B)

2- and 3-story multi- 1947
family residence

Previous evaluated as 7R.
Does not appear eligible for
historic listing or designation.
Not a historical resource
under CEQA.

5725003030

431-435 N.
Charles Prisk 1.5-story Craftsman
Raymond Avenue House
single-family
residence (now
multi-family),
designed by
architect Joseph J.
Blick

1913

Previously evaluated as 7N.
Re-evaluated below.

5725016022

436 N. Raymond
Avenue

1902

Previously evaluated as 1D.
Contributor to the RaymondSummit Historic District. A
historical resource under
CEQA.

5725003044

443-447 N.
Mary J. Gally 1.5-story vernacular 1888
Raymond Avenue House; J.R. single-family
Greer House residence (now
multi-family),
designed by
architect Frederick L.
Roehrig

Previously evaluated as 3S.
Appears individually eligible
for listing in the National
Register. A historical resource
under CEQA.

Ida R. Luton 2-story American
House;
Foursquare singlePeters House family residence,
designed by
architect C.R.
Bradshaw
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APN

Address

Name

Type

Year
Built

Evaluation

5725016023

446-450 N.
Raymond Avenue

2-story Shingle-style 1897
single-family
residence (now
multi-family),
designed by
architects Greene &
Greene

Designated City of Pasadena
Landmark. Previously
evaluated as 3B and 1D.
Appears individually eligible
for listing in the National
Register. Contributor to the
Raymond-Summit Historic
District. A historical resource
under CEQA.

5725003026,
5725003028

455 N. Raymond Villa
Avenue/40 E. Villa Raymond
Street
Apartments

4-story Spanish
1928
Colonial Revival
multi-family
residence and
parking lot, designed
by architect Meyer
Radon

Previously evaluated as 3S.
Appears individually eligible
for listing in the National
Register. A historical resource
under CEQA.

5725016024

460 N. Raymond
Avenue

Dr. W.D.
Turner
House;
Wong House

2-story Queen Anne 1893
single-family
residence, designed
by architects Cross,
Pierce & Bishop

Previously evaluated as 1D.
Contributor to the RaymondSummit Historic District. A
historical resource under
CEQA.

5725016029

464 N. Raymond
Avenue

S.S.
Sherwood
House

2-story American
Foursquare multifamily residence

1903

Previously evaluated as 1D.
Contributor to the RaymondSummit Historic District. A
historical resource under
CEQA.

5725016030

472 N. Raymond
Avenue

2-story Craftsman
1905
single-family
residence, designed
by architect Charles
W. Buchanan

Previously evaluated as 1D.
Contributor to the RaymondSummit Historic District. A
historical resource under
CEQA.

5725006023

485 N. Raymond
Avenue

1-story
neighborhood
church

1886

Previously evaluated as 3B.
Appears individually eligible
for listing in the National
Register. A historical resource
under CEQA.

5725007023

488 N. Raymond
Avenue

2-story multi-family
residence

1989

Previously evaluated as 7R.
Less than 50 years old. Does
not appear eligible for
historic listing or designation.
Not a historical resource
under CEQA.

Holy
Assembly
Church of
God in
Christ; First
Friends
Church
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APN

Address

5725006008

21 E. Villa Street

5725006009

35 E. Villa Street

Name

Type

Year
Built

M.A. Rogers 1-story commercial/ 1920
Pasadena
industrial
Builders, Inc.

2-story commercial
office

1985

Evaluation
Previously evaluated as 7R.
Does not appear eligible for
historic listing or designation.
Not a historical resource
under CEQA.
No previous evaluation. Less
than 50 years old. Does not
appear eligible for historic
listing or designation. Not a
historical resource under
CEQA.

Notes:
California Historical Resource Status Codes
1D: Contributor to a multi-component resource like a district listed in the NR by the Keeper; listed in the CR.
3B: Appears eligible for NR both individually and as a contributor to a NR eligible multi-component resource like a district
through survey evaluation.
3D: Appears eligible for NR as a contributor to a NR eligible multi-component resource through survey evaluation.
3S: Appears eligible for NR individually through survey evaluation.
6L: Determined ineligible for local listing or designation through local government review process; may warrant special
consideration in local planning.
6X: Determined ineligible for NR by the State Historical Resources Commission or the Keeper.
6Z: Found ineligible for NR, CR or local designation through survey evaluation.
7N: Needs to be reevaluated - formerly coded as may become NR eligible with specific conditions.
7R: Identified in Reconnaissance Level Survey or in an Area of Potential Effect (APE); Not evaluated.
Source: Appendix B of this Initial Study.

Project Site
The property at 444 N. Fair Oaks Avenue (Parcel A) is currently developed with the George L. Throop
Co., a hardware center and building materials supply company, constructed in 1974. The site consists
of an office/retail store, four large open-air warehouse structures, vehicle and equipment storage,
maintenance and refueling areas, and a cellular tower and two associated equipment enclosures. The
George L. Throop Co. is a longtime business in Pasadena, established in 1921, and is considered one of
the oldest building materials suppliers in Southern California. While the business has been in
continuous operation at this location for close to five decades, this is not the business’s original or
founding location, or even its first location in Pasadena. No information was found to suggest that this
property has any association with an important historic event or trend, or with the lives of an important
person, that has made a significant contribution to local, state, or national history.

The site is developed with one office/store building and several warehouse structures, all of which are
vernacular and utilitarian in their design and materials. The office/store is a simple, flat-roofed building
constructed of concrete block with few decorative elements and displaying no particular architectural
style. No architect is identified with this building. The warehouse structures are essentially large openair storage sheds, constructed of metal framing and standing-seam sheathing. The site as currently
developed is less than 50 years of age and is not of exceptional importance.

For these reasons, the property at 444 N. Fair Oaks Avenue (Parcel A) is not eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places or the California Register of Historical Resources, or for designation
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as a City of Pasadena Historic Monument or Landmark. Therefore, this property is not a historical
resource for the purposes of CEQA.

The property at 425-427 N. Raymond Avenue (Parcel B) is currently developed with a two-and-threestory multi-family residence, constructed in 1947. The site consists of a seven-unit apartment building
set back approximately 100 feet behind a surface parking lot. The apartment building is wood frame in
construction with a rectangular plan. It has flat roofs sheathed in rolled asphalt, with overhanging
closed eaves and horizontal fascia boards. The exterior has stucco wall cladding. Individual units have
wide recessed porches or balconies, with slender wood post supports and simple wood railings
enclosed with wood panels. Fenestration consists of divided-light fixed and casement steel-frame
windows throughout. Entrances include solid wood and glazed wood-frame doors, some with screen
doors. The rear three-story volume features a trio of full-height vertical wood slats. Other site features
include an asphalt-paved parking lot at the front of the site, with a low concrete-block wall and shallow
lawn.

The apartment building displays some elements of the Mid-Century Modern style, such as its simple,
boxy form and massing and absence of exterior decoration. However, it is not an excellent, rare, or
unique example of its type, style, period, or method of construction. No architect is identified with this
building, and it does not appear to be the work of a master. Constructed in the postwar period, it does
not contribute to the larger grouping of surrounding residential development, which dates from the
late-19th to the early-20th century. No information was found to suggest that this property has any
association with an important historic event or trend, or with the life of an important person, that has
made a significant contribution to local, state or national history.
For these reasons, the property at 425-427 N. Raymond Avenue (Parcel B) is not eligible for listing in
the National Register of Historic Places or the California Register of Historical Resources, or for
designation as a City of Pasadena Historic Monument or Landmark. Therefore, this property is not a
historical resource for the purposes of CEQA.

Other Properties in the Project Vicinity

Of the 27 properties in the Project Vicinity, ten have previous evaluations of eligibility for historic listing
or designation. Two additional properties have been re-evaluated as part of this process. One of these
was found eligible for historic listing or designation; the other was found ineligible due to a lack of
integrity. Thus, a total of eleven properties in the Project Vicinity are treated herein as historical
resources for the purposes of CEQA. These include two City of Pasadena Landmarks, five properties
which appear individually eligible for listing in the National Register, and six contributors to the
Raymond-Summit Historic District. 1 As described above, neither of the properties comprising the
project site is considered a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA. The results of these findings
are presented in Table V-2 below and shown in Figure 10. Refer to Appendix B for more details on the
eligibility determinations of the properties in the Project Vicinity.

1

One of the properties falls into all three categories.
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Table V-2: Identified Historical Resources within Project Vicinity
APN

Address

Year
Built

Name

Evaluation

5725003039

399 N. Raymond Avenue

Meeker House

1912

Newly evaluated as appearing
individually eligible for listing in the
National Register.

5725016019

406 N. Raymond Avenue

P.C. Casterline
House

1897

Contributor to the Raymond-Summit
Historic District.

5725003051, 411-415 N. Raymond
5725003052, Avenue
5725003053,
5725003054

Herkimer Arms

1911

Designated City of Pasadena
Landmark.

5725016022

436 N. Raymond Avenue

Ida R. Luton House; 1902
Peters House

Contributor to the Raymond-Summit
Historic District.

5725003044

443-447 N. Raymond
Avenue

Mary J. Gally House; 1888
J.R. Greer House

Appears individually eligible for
listing in the National Register.

5725016023

446-450 N. Raymond
Avenue

1897

Designated City of Pasadena
Landmark. Previously evaluated as
3B and 1D. Appears individually
eligible for listing in the National
Register. Contributor to the
Raymond-Summit Historic District.

1928

Appears individually eligible for
listing in the National Register.

5725003028, 455 N. Raymond
5725003026 Avenue/40 E. Villa Street

Villa Raymond
Apartments

5725016024

460 N. Raymond Avenue

Dr. W.D. Turner
1893
House; Wong House

Contributor to the Raymond-Summit
Historic District.

5725016029

464 N. Raymond Avenue

S.S. Sherwood
House

1903

Contributor to the Raymond-Summit
Historic District.

5725016030

472 N. Raymond Avenue

1905

Contributor to the Raymond-Summit
Historic District.

5725006023

485 N. Raymond Avenue

1886

Appears individually eligible for
listing in the National Register.

Holy Assembly
Church of God in
Christ

Source: Appendix B of this Initial Study.

Potential Direct Impacts
The proposed project would include new construction on two parcels currently occupied by a
commercial hardware and building materials company (Parcel A) and a two-story apartment building
(Parcel B). To clear the site for new development, all existing buildings and structures located on both
Parcel A and Parcel B would be removed.

As described above, none of the existing buildings and structures located on Parcel A or Parcel B have
been listed or designated as a historic resource, nor do Parcel A or Parcel B contain any building,
structure, or site considered to be eligible for historic listing. No building or structure located on either
parcel has been previously identified as a historic resource. Associations with important historical
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events or trends that have made a significant contribution to social, historic, or cultural heritage at the
national, state, or local level were not identified for either parcel. Individuals or groups important to
national, state, or local history were not found to have any associations with the parcels.

Based on available information, there is no evidence that any buildings or structures located on Parcel
A or Parcel B were designed by an important or influential architect, nor are they a distinguished or
representative example of a particular architectural style or meaningful example of a property type.
Developed in 1975, the George L. Throop Company property (Parcel A) contains very modest vernacular
buildings and shed structures with much of the property left open for storage and servicing areas. The
property is typical of businesses catering to the building trades where pragmatic efficiency is
emphasized over building design and site planning. Similarly, the apartment building at 435 N Raymond
Avenue (Parcel B) is a modest example of two-story, wood frame multi-family residential infill
development synonymous with the postwar growth and development in Pasadena and throughout
Southern California. The building is a simple rectangular plan with units arranged on two floors and is
not a distinguished or innovative example of a multi-family residential design.

The proposed project would not demolish or alter any historic building on the project site or in the near
vicinity of the project site. All of the demolition associated with the project would be confined to Parcel
A and Parcel B. Therefore, the proposed demolition would not result in a direct significant impact to
historic resources.

Potential Indirect Impacts

As the proposed project would construct new 3- to 5-story multi-family residential buildings on parcels
currently developed with low-rise commercial buildings (Parcel A) and a 2- to 3-story apartment
building (Parcel B), the immediate surroundings of the adjacent historic resources discussed in Table V2 would be altered. For this alteration to be considered a substantial adverse change, it must be shown
that the integrity and/or significance of the historic resources would be materially impaired by the
proposed alteration. The significance of an historical resource can be materially impaired when the
changes to its surroundings involve the removal or obscuring of setting features critical to
understanding the significance of a historical resource or substantially impair or obscure the ability of
the resource to convey its historical significance such that it would no longer be eligible for listing in the
National or California Registers or by the City of Pasadena. Historical resources located outside of, but
immediately adjacent to, the project site have the potential to be adversely impacted because they
border the affected area. Resources physically separated from the project site by other buildings,
streets, or distance are less likely to be adversely impacted due to the spatial separation from the project
site.
The historical resources noted above in Table V-2 that could be subject to indirect impacts are those
that are located physically adjacent to the project site and are listed below. Refer to Appendix B for a
more detailed discussion of each of these properties.


The multi-family Herkimer Arms at 411-415 N. Raymond Avenue was constructed in 1912 and is
a City Designated Historic Landmark. The one-and-a-half-story single-family residence (now
multi-family), which was constructed in 1894 and moved to this site in 2010, may also be
eligible for historic listing or designation and is, therefore, considered to be a historical
resource for the purposes of this evaluation. The property is located just north of the
northwestern corner of Raymond Avenue and Maple Street.
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The vernacular gabled cottage at 443-447 N. Raymond Avenue was constructed in 1888 and is
individually eligible for listing in the National Register. It is located immediately south of the Villa
Raymond Apartments facing Raymond Avenue.

Villa Raymond Apartments at 455 N. Raymond Avenue, constructed in 1927, is individually
eligible for listing in the National Register. It is located at the northwest corner of Raymond
Avenue and Villa Street.

The buildings on Parcel A would comprise the majority of the project and would be arranged around
interior courtyards with public facades oriented to the west and north. Because the Parcel A buildings
would be located on the western portion of the block, and the adjacent historic resources are located on
the eastern portion of the block facing Raymond Avenue, Parcel A buildings would be located at the rear
of any historic resource. The courtyard building to be constructed on Parcel B would occupy one parcel
on the west side of Raymond Avenue. It would be constructed on a street containing several historic
buildings, including a single-family residence located immediately to the north, and would face the
Raymond-Summit Historic District, a portion of which fronts the east side of Raymond Avenue.

Potential Construction Impacts

The proposed project would demolish all existing buildings and structures on the project site. None of
these buildings or structures have any historical relationship to any of the identified historical
resources in the Project Vicinity. All of the historical resources in the Project Vicinity are residential
buildings dating from the late-19th to the early-20th century, 2 and thus substantially pre-date the
development of the buildings and structures on the project site. Thus, the demolition that would occur
under the proposed project would not affect the understanding of the significance of any of the
identified historical resources in the Project Vicinity.
The design of Parcel A would arrange the buildings around an internal courtyard that faces east,
toward rear of the properties along Raymond Avenue. Because the buildings on Parcel A would be
located on the western portion of the block, and adjacent historical resources are located on the
eastern portion of the block facing Raymond Avenue, the Parcel A buildings would effectively be
located to the rear of any historical resource. The site design would reduce building massing along the
eastern side of the site, located nearest to Raymond Avenue. Additionally, overall building heights
would step down towards Raymond Avenue to reduce massing. This would reduce the visual
prominence of the proposed structure from the historic properties and, thus, would not adversely
affect the character.

On Parcel B, the proposed project would involve the construction of three two- to three-story multifamily residential buildings containing seven townhouse units, oriented onto a central walkway with a
pedestrian entrance on Raymond Avenue. These courtyard buildings would occupy a single residential
parcel on the west side of Raymond Avenue. New construction would occur on an existing residential
block which includes several historical resources, and faces a portion of the National Register-listed
Raymond-Summit Historic District along the east side of Raymond Avenue.
The design of the proposed buildings on Parcel B would display massing and details intended to
complement the traditional architectural styles along Raymond Avenue, such as the use of timber,
breezeblock and large columns, and simple window articulation in a stucco façade, a reference to the

2

The oldest of the twelve historical resources was built in 1888; the most recent of these resources was constructed in 1928.
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Herkimer Arms, a City of Pasadena Landmark. The perimeter of the site would be landscaped with
trees and other plantings to soften the edges of the property in a manner similar to the residential
properties on Raymond Avenue.

The proposed project does not include the demolition, relocation, rehabilitation, alteration, or
conversion of any historical resources in the Project Vicinity. The proposed project would not affect
the integrity of location, design, materials, or workmanship of any of the identified historical
resources. After implementation of the proposed project, all of these historical resources would
remain unchanged and in their current locations. Integrity of feeling and association would also
remain unaffected because all of the existing physical elements that convey all the historical resources
their significance would be unchanged. All of the historical resources would continue to reflect their
building type, architectural style, period of development, and historic association with an important
event or person, if applicable.

The only aspect of integrity that could potentially be affected by the proposed project is integrity of
setting. Because the proposed project would demolish existing buildings and structures, and construct
new buildings in the immediate surroundings of these historical resources, the proposed project would
therefore alter their setting. However, based on a review of the historic properties’ visual/spatial
relationships between each resource and the surroundings in context of the design of the proposed
project, the setting of the historic resources would remain intact and would not be impaired by the
proposed project.
Therefore, potential indirect impacts due to alteration of the surrounds of historical resources would
be less than significant. A detailed discussion of each of the historic resource properties is included in
Appendix B.

Construction activities have the potential to generate vibrations that could impact nearby historic
resources; however, for reasons discussed under Issue XIII Noise, with the implementation of mitigation
measures, the proposed project would not be anticipated to cause damage from construction equipment
vibration. Therefore, with implementation of mitigation measures, potential indirect impacts due to
construction vibration on surrounding historical resources would be less than significant.

Finding of Significance: With implementation of Mitigation Measure MM NOI-1, as discussed under
Issue XIII Noise, impacts would be less than significant.
b)

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to State CEQA §15064.5?

Section 15064.5(a)(3)(D) of the CEQA Guidelines generally defines archaeological resources as any
resource that “has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.”

The City’s General Plan EIR identifies five known archaeological sites within the City documented in the
records maintained by the South Central Coastal Information Center – three are prehistoric sites,
including a millingstone site, prehistoric village, and a trail – and two are historical archaeological sites.
The project site is not located in the vicinity of any of these five known archaeological sites.

The Project site is a developed area in an urbanized environment and has been previously graded and
disturbed. Therefore, no surface archaeological resources are expected to be present. The project site
has been subject to extensive ground disturbance due to previous development of the site and
surrounding areas.
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The proposed project would require excavation to construct subterranean parking, and, therefore, there
is the potential that construction of the project could encounter previously undiscovered archaeological
resources. Disturbance of previously undiscovered archaeological resources would be a significant
impact.

Mitigation Measures

The following standard mitigation measure shall be incorporated within the construction contract to
address the potential for the proposed project to significantly impact archaeological resources.

MM CULT-1: Archaeological Resources. If archaeological resources are encountered during
project construction, all construction activities in the vicinity of the find shall halt until an
archaeologist certified by the Society of Professional Archaeologists examines the site, identifies
the archaeological significance of the find, and recommends a course of action. Construction
shall not resume until the site archaeologist states in writing that the proposed construction
activities will not significantly damage archaeological resources. If archaeological materials or
subsurface deposits discovered during construction are identified by the qualified
archaeologist as Native American in origin, the City shall notify a tribal representative of a tribe
identified by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) as being culturally affiliated
with the geographic area, and the treatment plan shall be developed and implemented in
consultation with the tribal representatives.

Finding of Significance: With implementation of Mitigation Measure MM CULT-1, impacts would be
less than significant.
c)

Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

The Project site is a developed area in an urbanized environment and has been previously graded and
disturbed. There are no known cemeteries or burial sites nearby, or other known known archaeological
sites as identified above in Issue V (b). Therefore, no human remains are expected to be present. The
project site is not part of a formal cemetery and is not known to have been used for disposal or burial
of historic or prehistoric human remains. Thus, human remains are not expected to be encountered
during construction of the proposed project. In the unlikely event that human remains are encountered
during project construction, California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires construction to
halt until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to the origin and disposition of the
remains pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. If the remains are determined to be of
Native American descent, the coroner would have 24 hours to notify the NAHC. The NAHC would
identify the person(s) thought to be the Most Likely Descendent, who would then help determine the
appropriate course of action. Compliance with these regulations would ensure the proposed project
would not result in significant impacts due to disturbing human remains. Impacts would be less than
significant and no mitigation measures are necessary.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
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VI. Energy: Would the project:
a) Result in potentially significant
environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption
of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local
plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

















Discussion:
a)

Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or
operation?

The proposed Project would not use energy resources in a wasteful or inefficient manner during
construction or operation. The proposed project would require the use of small amounts of nonrenewable energy resources, primarily in the form of diesel and gasoline fuels to operate equipment,
delivery and hauling trucks, and worker vehicles during construction. Energy would be required during
operations to provide heating and cooling, electricity, operation of equipment, and fuel for resident and
employee automobiles. Energy use is described in greater detail below.

During construction, diesel fuel would be used to operate on-site construction equipment and off-site
delivery and hauling vehicles. Gasoline and/or diesel fuel would be used to operate worker automobiles.
The proposed project would not result in substantial waste or inefficient use of energy, because the
construction contractor would be contracted to conform with state and federal efficiency standards for
cars, trucks, medium- and heavy-duty engines and construction equipment, as well as idling limits for
construction equipment required by CARB regulations for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets.
Electricity would be used during construction, primarily for lighting and electric construction
equipment and tools. These energy expenditures would be relatively small and temporary in nature,
lasting only the duration of project construction. Further, the use of electric construction equipment in
lieu of fossil fueled variants, such as with the aerial lifts to be used during interior project buildout,
would result in more efficient use of energy resources. Additionally, construction activities would be
scheduled to occur during daylight hours, minimizing the need for electric lighting at the project site.
Table VI-1 presents the energy demands associated with proposed Project construction.
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Table VI-1: Energy Demand Associated with proposed Project Construction
CO2 Emissionsb
(metric ton)
Energy Demand Categorya
Construction Equipment Fuel
Consumption
Hauling and Delivery Truck Fuel
Consumption
Worker Vehicle Fuel Consumption
Total Energy Demand

Diesel

Gasoline

454.4

--

475.8

--

-930.2

377.1
377.1

kg CO2 per
gallon of fuelc
Diesel

Gasoline

10.21

8.78

Total Fuel Demand
(gallons)
Diesel

Gasoline

44,502

--

46,601

--

-91,103

42,945
42,945

Key: CO2 = carbon dioxide; kg = kilogram
Notes:
a. Energy demand from electricity use would also be required in small amounts throughout construction of the
proposed Project. It is anticipated that construction energy demand from electricity would be minimal as compared
to the energy demand of gasoline and diesel fueled vehicles and equipment.
b. Emissions reflect total CO2 emissions throughout all phases of proposed Project construction.
c. Fuel-burn to CO2 ratio based on USEPA Center for Corporate Climate Leadership Emission Factors for Greenhouse
Gas Inventories, last updated March 2020. Available: https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/202004/documents/ghg-emission-factors-hub.pdf.
Source: CDM Smith, 2021.

Energy use associated with operation of the proposed project would include the combustion of fuels by
resident vehicles and as well as on-site electricity and natural gas demand within the residential units
and for common amenities, such as for the pool and outdoor fire pits. Construction of the project would
comply with the California Title 24 Building Code requirements and so it is not anticipated that
operational electrical and natural gas demand would result in the wasteful or inefficient use of energy.
Additionally, the project site is located within one-half mile of the Metro Gold Line Memorial Park
Station, which would provide alternative transit access for future residents, thereby reducing the
combustion of fuels by resident vehicles. Table VI-2 presents the energy demands associated with
proposed project operations.
Table VI-2: Energy Demand Associated with proposed Project Operations
CO2 Emissions
(metric ton per
year)
Energy Demand Category
Indoor Heating/Cooling
Natural Gas Demand
Outdoor Fire Pit Natural Gas
Demand
Resident Electrical Demand
Resident Vehicle Fuel
Combustion
Water & Wastewater
Treatment Electrical Demand
Total Energy Demand

Key: CO2 = carbon dioxide; kg = kilogram
Note:

kg CO2 per
gallon of
fuela

Fuel Demand
(gallons per
year)

Gasoline

Electrical
Demand
(kWh/yr)

Natural
Gas
Demand
(kBTU/yr)

122

--

--

--

2,249,711

75

--

--

--

1,381,874

775

--

--

1,427,383

--

419

8.78

47,727

--

--

149

--

--

274,735

--

1,540

--

47,727

1,702,118

3,631,585
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a. Fuel-burn to CO2 ratio based on USEPA Center for Corporate Climate Leadership Emission Factors for Greenhouse
Gas Inventories, last updated March 2020. Available: https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/202004/documents/ghg-emission-factors-hub.pdf.
Source: CDM Smith, 2021.

For the reasons described above, the proposed Project would not result in a potentially significant
environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources
during project construction or operation.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
b)

Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

The proposed project would comply with California Title 24 regulations for energy efficiency, including
California’s Building Energy Efficiency Standards and the California Green Building Standards Code
(CALGreen). The California’s Building Energy Efficiency Standards were first established in 1978 and
serve to establish and enhance the energy efficiency requirements with which the construction of new
residential and nonresidential buildings must comply. The standards are updated every three years,
with the current standards being the 2019 energy efficiency standards which were adopted by the
California Energy Commissions (CEC) in 2018. The 2022 energy efficiency standards were adopted in
August 2021 with an effective date of January 1, 2023. These updates consider and incorporate the
accessibility of new efficiency technologies and design methodologies. CALGreen, under the
administration of the California Building Standards Commission (CBSC), establishes green building
standards with the purpose of meeting the targets set forth in AB32. CALGreen’s 2019 California Green
Building Standards Code was adopted in 2019 and was effective as of January 1, 2020. The construction
and subsequent operation of the proposed project would be consistent with the energy efficiency
standards established under these regulations.
The 2020 RTP/SCS, known as Connect SoCal, is a regional growth-management strategy developed by
SCAG which focuses on per-capita sustainability targets associated with transit in Southern California.
Connect SoCal is based in part on city and county general plans and evaluates local land use projections
and circulation networks throughout Southern California. A primary goal of Connect SoCal is to increase
ridership of local mass transit options as a means of reducing single-rider vehicle miles traveled (SCAG
2020). The project site, located within one-half mile of the Metro Gold Line Memorial Park light rail
transit station as well as major bus lines, provides residents with accessible alternative transit options
to single occupancy vehicles and is consistent with that goal.
On March 5, 2018, the City of Pasadena adopted a City of Pasadena Climate Action Plan (CAP) for the
purposes of accounting for and controlling GHG emissions under their jurisdiction (City of Pasadena
2018). The CAP includes a variety of measures which would, in addition to reducing GHG emissions,
reduce energy consumption and improve energy efficiency in the Pasadena. As detailed in Issue VIII,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the proposed project would be consistent with the City of Pasadena CAP.
The proposed project would meet all applicable state, regional, and local energy standards and follow
all applicable regulations at the time of project construction. As such, the proposed project would not
conflict with or obstruct any state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency.

Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
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result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or
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VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS: Would the project:
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential
substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault,
as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for
the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial direct or
indirect risks to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?
f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?
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Discussion:
A geotechnical report (Geology and Geotechnical Hazards Report for 444 North Fair Oaks Avenue)
was prepared for the proposed project by Group Delta on October 22, 2020 (Appendix C).
a)

Would the directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:
(i.)

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the state geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42.

The project site is located within a seismically active area of Southern California; anywhere in Southern
California there is a potential for fault rupture hazard due to an earthquake from local and regional
faults. The potential impact of fault rupture hazard is considered to be greater on and near earthquake
faults. The Alquist‐Priolo Act, as well as the City of Pasadena Fault Hazard Management Zone, are
intended to identify areas with higher potential for fault rupture hazard and mitigate this hazard by
restricting new development for human occupancy on or near known earthquake faults. The project
site is not situated within an identified Alquist‐Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (California Department of
Conservation 2021) nor a City of Pasadena Fault Hazard Management Zone (Pasadena General Plan,
Safety Element 2002). A fault that is considered to be seismically active is one that has ruptured in the
last approximate 11,700 years (Holocene). There are no known Holocene‐active faults mapped across
the project site or trending directly toward the project site. The closest significant fault to the project
site is the Verdugo‐Eagle Rock fault, oriented northwest to southeast, located approximately 1.5 miles
south of the project site. The Raymond fault, Sierra Madre fault zones (B and C), and Elysian Park fault
are located between 2 and 6 miles from the project site. (Appendix C). The Raymond fault zone, located
along the City’s southernmost boundary, is identified on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map. The City’s Safety Element in the General Plan also identifies the Eagle Rock Hazard Management
Zone and the Sierra Madre Fault Hazard Management Zone as additional zones of potential fault rupture
(Pasadena General Plan, Safety Element 2002).

Despite being located in a strongly seismically active region, the project site is not located on or in close
proximity to an active fault and is neither located within an identified Alquist‐Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zone nor a Pasadena Fault Hazard Management Zone. Therefore, impacts related to rupture of a known
earthquake fault line would be less than significant.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
(ii.)

Strong seismic ground shaking?

As discussed in Issue VII (a)(i), the project site is located within a seismically active area of Southern
California and there is a high potential for the project site to experience strong seismic ground shaking
or earthquakes from local and regional faults. Despite being located in a strongly seismically active
region, the project site is not located on or in close proximity to an active fault and is neither located
within an identified Alquist‐Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone nor a Pasadena Fault Hazard Management
Zone. Further, the risk of earthquake damage from strong seismic ground shaking would be minimized
because new structures would be built according to the current building codes that prescribe seismic
safety requirements to address seismic ground motion, such as the Uniform Building Code, California
Building Code (CBC) Seismic Zone 4 requirements (design requirements based on the highest seismic
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risk category), and other applicable codes. Additionally, implementation of the proposed project would
be required to comply with the recommendations detailed in the approved project-specific geotechnical
evaluation and engineering analysis that would occur during the project’s engineering phase to address
construction criteria and specified seismic parameters, including recommendations for proper
foundation design. Compliance with up-to-date building code requirements and recommendations
identified in the project-specific geotechnical evaluation and engineering analysis would reduce the risk
of building collapse and major injuries during a seismic event to the extent feasible. Additionally,
structures and practices would be inspected during construction, which would help ensure compliance
with these engineering and safety standards. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in
substantial adverse effects involving strong seismic ground shaking and impacts would be less than
significant.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
(iii.)

Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Liquefaction involves sudden loss in strength of a saturated, cohesionless soil caused by the build‐up of
pore water pressure during cyclic loading, such as that produced by an earthquake. This increase in
pore water pressure can temporarily transform the soil into a fluid mass, resulting in differential
settlements and ground deformations. Typically, liquefaction occurs in areas where there are loose soils
and the depth to groundwater is less than 50 feet from the surface. Seismic shaking can also cause
ground settlement without liquefaction occurring, including settlement of dry sands above the water
table. According to the California Earthquake Hazards Zone Application (a California Department of
Conservation online map that identifies mapped earthquake hazard zones in California referred to as
EQ Zapp available at https://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geohazards/eq-zapp), the project site is
not located within an Earthquake Zone of Required Investigation for liquefaction (California
Department of Conservation 2021). Moreover, the highest historical groundwater level at the project
site is deeper than 50 feet from the surface. As identified in Appendix C, the subsurface soils consist
predominantly of medium dense to very dense clayey sands and poorly graded sands with silt and
gravel and very stiff sandy clays, which are not susceptible to liquefaction or significant seismic
settlements. Open slopes and waterways can often lead to lateral spreading, which is a significant
contributing factor to ground failure; however, there are no open slopes or waterways near the project
site. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in substantial adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death, from seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
(iv.)

Landslides?

The proposed project site and its surrounding areas are generally flat and highly urbanized. There are
no mapped landslide zones on the project site, nor is the site within an Earthquake Zone of Required
Investigation for landslides (California Department of Conservation 2021). The proposed project is not
within an area that is subject to landslides and, therefore, the proposed project would not result in
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death, from landslides.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
b)

Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
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Soil erosion has the greatest potential to occur in areas adjacent to slopes/small gradients where
disturbed or loosely pack topsoil is exposed to surface water or wind. The site is currently covered with
structures, paving, and landscaping within little to no exposed soil. However, during construction, soils
would be temporarily exposed. Existing regulations and best management practices (BMPs) for
construction processes would be used to ensure that wind or water erosion is minimized to the extent
feasible during construction. Construction of the proposed project would be subject to the requirements
of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Construction General Permit (Order No.
2010-0014-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002), which requires construction projects with coverage under
the permit to implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). One of the permit
requirements relative to construction is that the SWPPP be designed to address pollutants, including
sources of sediment and site erosion. The SWPPP would identify BMPs, such as watering during active
grading and covering soil stockpiles on site or in haul trucks (City of Pasadena Building and Safety
Division 2018), which would prevent substantial soil erosion. Similarly, soil erosion from surface water
would be minimized during construction by BMPs that would require covering excavated soil during
rain and installing temporary berms to prevent flooding. Soil that would be displaced through cut and
fill would be handled through compliance with standards for grading and excavation in the CBC. The
proposed project would also be required to submit an erosion and sediment grading plan since the
proposed project would involve the removal of more than 250 cubic yards of soil export. The plan would
be reviewed and approved by the City’s Public Works Department and Building official before building
permits are issued.
At completion, the proposed project would be built-out with structures, landscaping, courtyards, and
paved surfaces, with only minimal landscaping area where soil may be exposed and susceptible to
surface water and wind. Soil erosion during project operations would be controlled by implementation
of an approved landscape and irrigation plan that would be submitted to the City for review and
approval prior to the issuance of building permits for the proposed project.
With compliance with existing local and state requirements pertaining to construction activities and
landscaping, the proposed project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil
during construction and operation, and impacts would be less than significant.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
c)

Is the project located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable
as a result of the project, and potentially result in onsite or offsite landslides, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

The project site is located on a triangular alluvial valley bound on the northeast by the San Gabriel
Mountains, the west by the Verdugo and Repetto Mountains, and the south by the San Gabriel Valley.
The sedimentation of the alluvial valley beneath the project site is extremely thick, due to the proximity
of the San Gabriel Mountains and Verdugo Mountains, and the valley is considered relatively flat and
stable. Therefore, the project site is not considered to be located on a geologic unit that is unstable. As
discussed in Appendix C and Issue VII (a[i],[ii]), the proposed project consists predominantly of medium
dense to very dense clayey sands and poorly graded sands with silt and gravel and very stiff sandy clays.
This type of soil is not susceptible to liquefaction, significant seismic settlements, or collapse due to soil
bridging and/or hydro collapse. Additionally, the soil is not anticipated to be significantly affected by
moisture either through shrinking or swelling. Best engineering practices, proper design, and
compliance with the current CBC and site-specific geotechnical requirements would reduce any adverse
effects caused by unstable geologic units or soils (CBC 2019a; City of Pasadena Building and Safety
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2018). Therefore, the proposed project would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable,
or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in onsite or offsite
landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. The impact would be less than
significant.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
d)

Is the project located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

As discussed in Issue VII(a, b, c), the project site is located on a triangular valley with extremely thick
sedimentation due to the proximity to the San Gabriel Mountains and Verdugo Mountains. The soils
consist predominantly of medium dense to very dense clayey sands and poorly graded sands with silt
and gravel and very stiff sandy clay, which are in the low range for expansion potential. Upon initial
investigation of the site, no expansive soil was encountered and the soils on site are not expected to
have potential shrink and swell with changes in moisture content. Should expansive soils be
encountered, best engineering practices, proper design, and compliance with existing CBC and sitespecific geotechnical requirements would reduce any adverse effects associated with expansive soil
(CBC 2019d). The proposed project would not be located on expansive soil that would create substantial
direct or indirect risks to life or property; impacts associated with expansive soils would be less than
significant.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
e)

Would the project have soils that are incapable of supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?

The proposed project would connect to the City sewer system for wastewater disposal and no use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems would occur. No impact would occur.

Finding of Significance: No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are necessary.
f)

Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?

The project site is currently developed with commercial and residential uses in a highly developed,
urbanized area in the region. There is no significant natural landscape remaining at or in the vicinity of
the proposed project, and the potential hazard of destroying a unique geological feature is minimal.

The project site is not known or expected to contain paleontological resources. As shown on Pasadena
General Plan EIR Figure 5.4-2, Paleontological Sensitivity, the project site is within an area of “No
Sensitivity” for paleontological resources (City of Pasadena 2015a).

Plate 2-1 of the Technical Background Report to the Safety Element of the General Plan identifies the
geologic unit underlying the project area as being Pleistocene alluvial fan gravel and sand derived from
the San Gabriel Mountains. The General Plan EIR (City of Pasadena 2015a), identifies that, although
Quaternary old alluvial deposits (such as those underlying the project area) generally have the potential
to yield fossils, the paleontological sensitivity in these areas of the City is considered low due to their
proximity to the mountains to the north; since the older Quaternary alluvial sediments are close to the
sediment source, the uppermost layers of these deposits are likely too coarse grained to preserve fossils.
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Therefore, construction of the proposed project is not expected to encounter unique paleontological
resources and the proposed project would not have a significant impact.
Finding of Significance: The impact would less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
Potentially
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a) Generate greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions, either directly or
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purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?









Discussion:
a)

Would the project generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, either directly or indirectly,
that may have a significant impact on the environment?

The construction and subsequent operation of the proposed project would result in the short-term and
ongoing emissions of GHGs. As described previously, the project would include the demolition of
existing structures on the project site; the excavation and construction of a subterranean garage; the
construction of several multilevel apartment buildings and three townhouse style apartment buildings;
and the subsequent operation of each of these facilities and daily activities of facility residents and
employees. The combustion of fuel to power construction equipment, delivery and hauling vehicles, and
resident vehicles, and the generation of electricity consumed by the facility and its residents would be
the primary sources of GHG emissions associated with the project. Other smaller sources, such as the
combustion of natural gas for heating of the buildings, are also accounted for in this analysis. GHG
emissions associated with project construction and operation were calculated in a manner consistent
with the criteria pollutant emissions described in Issue III, Air Quality.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b) sets forth the factors that shall be considered by a lead agency
when determining the significance of impacts from GHG emissions on the environment. These factors
include:



The extent to which a project may increase or reduce GHG emissions compared with the existing
environmental setting;

Whether project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency determines
applicable to a project; and
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The extent to which a project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement
a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions. Such
requirements must be adopted by the relevant public agency through a public review process
and must reduce or mitigate the project’s incremental contribution of GHG emissions.

The guidelines do not specify significance thresholds and allow the lead agencies discretion in how to
address and evaluate significance based on these criteria.

The project site is within the SCAB, a 6,600-square mile basin which encompasses all of Orange County
and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties, and which is under
the jurisdiction of SCAQMD. In 2008, SCAQMD formed a GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Stakeholder
Working Group for the purpose of developing acceptable interim thresholds of significance for projectlevel GHG emissions while the CARB developed statewide guidance (SCAQMD 2008c). In October 2008,
SCAQMD proposed for adoption interim significance thresholds for stationary sources based on the
proposed land use. In December 2008, SCAQMD officially adopted a 10,000-metric ton (MT) carbon
dioxide equivalent (CO2e) per year screening level threshold for stationary source/industrial projects
for which SCAQMD is the lead agency (SCAQMD 2008d). SCAQMD has not adopted any thresholds at
this time for evaluating the impacts of residential project-level GHG emissions relative to CEQA within
their jurisdiction.
On March 5, 2018, the Pasadena City Council adopted the City of Pasadena CAP, a strategic framework
for measuring, planning, and reducing the City’s share of GHG emissions. The CAP establishes GHG
reduction strategies for community-wide and municipal activities to complement statewide GHG
reduction targets established under Executive Order (EO) S-3-05, Assembly Bill (AB) 32, and Senate Bill
(SB) 32 and is a qualified GHG emissions reduction plan in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section
15183.5. The City of Pasadena CAP establishes goals that meet or exceed these state reduction targets.
To support the implementation and monitoring of reduction strategies, the City of Pasadena CAP
includes a CAP Consistency Checklist for applicable projects. As detailed in Appendix D to the City of
Pasadena CAP “…[p]rojects that meet the requirements of this Checklist will be deemed to be consistent
with Pasadena’s CAP and will be found to have a less than significant contribution to cumulative GHG
(i.e. the project’s incremental contribution to cumulative GHG effects is not cumulatively considerable),
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3), 15130(d), and 15183(b)” (City of Pasadena 2017a).”

The CAP Consistency Checklist includes three options for demonstrating consistency with CAP GHG
targets. Option A, Sustainable Development Actions, requires that a proposed project incorporate
applicable actions intended to ensure that the project contributes its fair share to the City’s cumulative
GHG reduction goals. This option includes the evaluation of project features against the City of Pasadena
CAP GHG reduction strategy measures, implementation of certain mandatory actions, and selection of
other actions from lists of measures pertaining to energy efficiency and conservation, sustainable
mobility and land use, water conservation, waste reduction, and urban greening. Option B, GHG
Efficiency, establishes per-service population GHG efficiency thresholds which vary by project buildout
year. Option C, Net Zero, establishes a total project emission threshold of no net increase in GHG
emissions (City of Pasadena 2017a).

Section 15064.7(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states that “[w]hen adopting thresholds of significance, a
lead agency may consider thresholds of significance previously adopted or recommended by other
public agencies, or recommended by experts, provided the decision of the lead agency was to adopt such
thresholds is supported by substantial evidence.” The guidelines do not establish specific thresholds of
significance, mandate specific mitigation measure, or promulgate specific methodologies for
significance assessment. Instead, CEQA leaves determination of the precise methodologies to the
3-46

444 N. Fair Oaks and 425 N. Raymond Planned Development
Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study

Section 3 • Environmental Issues

discretion of lead agencies. To determine the project’s potential to generate GHG emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment, the project GHG emissions
were compared to the per-service population thresholds established under Option B of the CAP
Checklist for the City of Pasadena CAP. For 2025, the buildout year for the proposed project, the GHG
efficiency threshold in the CAP is 4.56 CO2e. Consistent with SCAQMD guidance, construction GHG
emissions were amortized over the operational life of the project (assumed to be 30 years) and added
to the yearly operational emissions for comparison against the thresholds (SCAQMD 2008e).

Construction

Construction of the project would result in GHG emissions primarily from the combustion of fuel by offroad construction equipment and on-road delivery and hauling vehicles throughout construction. Table
VIII-1 presents construction-related GHG emissions.
Table VIII-1: Construction Related GHG Emissions

Construction Related GHG Emissions (metric tons)
Year

CO2

2022
202
2023
646
2024
444
2025
16
b
Total
1,308
Amortized over Project Life (presumed to be 30 years)

CH4

N2O

CO2ea

0.031
0.066
0.044
<0.001
0.143

<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001

203
648
445
16
1,311
44

Key: CO2 = carbon dioxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalents; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide
Notes:
a. CO2e is calculated as the sum of each analyzed GHG multiplied by its respective global warming potential (GWP).
GWPs are 1 for CO2, 25 for CH4, and 298 for N2O based on the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Fourth
Assessment Report (AR4). Source: IPCC, Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change, 2007.
b. Totals may not add exactly because of rounding.
Source: CDM Smith, 2021.

Operations
Operation of the project would result in GHG emissions primarily from the combustion of fuel by
resident vehicles and indirect emissions associated with electricity generation. Under CEQA, emissions
impacts are analyzed as the change in emissions under the proposed project as compared to existing
conditions. With implementation of the proposed project, the 5,712-square-foot multi-family housing
structure on Parcel B would be demolished. The existing facilities associated with the ongoing George
L. Throop building materials company on Parcel A would also be demolished. However, the operations
are planned to move to a location outside of the City of Pasadena; therefore, GHG emissions associated
with these operations would not cease. Operational emissions associated with this existing land use was
calculated using CalEEMod. Table VIII-2 presents operations related GHG emissions.
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Table VIII-2: Operations Related GHG Emissions
GHG Emissions (metric tons)
Year

CO2

Project Operations
1,563
Project Construction (Amortized)
Total Project Related GHG Emissions
425 N Raymond Ave. Existing Development
39
444 N Fair Oaks Ave. Existing Developmentb
-Total Existing Development GHG Emissions to be Eliminated
Project Incrementc
Service Populationd
Emissions per Service Population
Thresholde
Exceeds Threshold?

CH4

N2O

CO2ea

1.688

0.019

0.059
--

0.001
--

1,610
44
1,654
41
-41
1,613
515
3.13
4.56
No

Key: CO2 = carbon dioxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalents; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide
Notes:
a. CO2e is calculated as the sum product of analyzed GHGs and their respective global warming potentials (GWP). GWPs are
1 for CO2, 25 for CH4, and 298 for N2O based on the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Fourth Assessment
Report (AR4). Source: IPCC, Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2007.
b. 444 N Fair Oaks Avenue existing development (the George L Throop building materials company) is moving and its
operational GHG emissions would not be eliminated as a result of the project; thus, emissions from operations of this
existing development were not subtracted from the future estimated project emissions to determine the project’s GHG
increment.
c. The project increment is the future estimated project GHG emissions minus the existing emissions that would be
eliminated as part of the project.
d. Service population estimates based on CalEEMod default population for project land use and size.
e. Threshold from City of Pasadena CAP, Appendix D. CAP Consistency Checklist for operational years starting from 2021 to
2025.
Source: CalEEMod v.2016.3.2.

As shown in Table VIII-2, project per-service population GHG emissions would not exceed the City of
Pasadena CAP Checklist threshold. Therefore, the project is consistent with the City of Pasadena CAP
and would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact
on the environment.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation is necessary.
b)

Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of GHGs?

As noted previously, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b) establishes that “[t]he extent to which a
project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local
plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions” be a considering factor when determining the
significance of GHG emissions on the environment in the context of CEQA.

In recent years, state, regional, and local plans have been adopted that set goals for the reduction of GHG
emissions through the anticipated project life. The State of California has established legislative targets
for the reduction of GHG emissions, relative to key benchmarks (typically 1990 levels). SB 32 establishes
the goal of reducing state-wide emission levels back to 1990 levels by 2020, and to 40% below 1990
levels by 2030. AB 32 establishes an additional goal of 80% below 1990 levels by 2050.
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In 2008, CARB developed a Scoping Plan, designed to provide a framework for action to reduce
California’s GHG emissions. The plan was updated in 2014 and again in 2017, and establishes state-level
regulatory directives, calling upon other state agencies to adopt initiatives and requirements that would
reduce GHGs. The Scoping Plan includes several state regulatory measures that identify and target key
area sources of GHGs, including energy usage, high-GWP GHGs in consumer products, and passenger
vehicles that combust fossil fuels. While the Scoping Plan is not applicable to project-level evaluations,
the project would be consistent with the implementation requirements of state, local, and regionally
adopted Scoping Plan measures.

SCAG develops regional growth-management strategies and projections for their periodic RTP/SCS
updates. The 2016 RTP/SCS, upon which SCAQMD’s current 2016 AQMP growth projections are based,
is a comprehensive plan promoting sustainability, mobility, and a high quality of life in the SCAB. A core
principal of the 2016 RTP/SCS, carried through in the current 2020 RTP/SCS update known as Connect
SoCal, is a focus on per-capita GHG reductions primarily through the enhancement of mass transit in
Southern California. Both Connect SoCal and the 2016 RTP/SCS are based in part on city and county
general plans and evaluate local land use projections and circulation networks throughout Southern
California. One of the primary goals of the 2016 and 2020 RTP/SCSs is to expand public transportation
such as bus and rail service and to increase ridership of local mass transit options, reducing single-rider
vehicle miles traveled (SCAG 2020). The project site, located within one-half mile of the Metro Gold Line
Memorial Park light rail transit station, provides residents with accessible alternative transit options to
single occupancy vehicles and is consistent with that goal.
The City of Pasadena CAP, adopted in 2018, forecasts and evaluates the City’s GHG emissions with
respect to state reduction targets and develops a strategy and specific measures for achieving those
targets by specified dates. The City of Pasadena CAP’s strategy is centered on five key avenues of
potential reductions, with 96-97 percent of future emission reductions focused on energy efficiency and
conservation and sustainable mobility and land use measures (City of Pasadena 2017b). As presented
in Issue VIII(a), the project meets the criteria outlined in the City of Pasadena CAP (i.e., Appendix D, CAP
Consistency Checklist Option B) and would therefore be consistent with the City of Pasadena CAP.

Although the project would contribute relatively little to local or regional GHG emissions, it is not
possible to determine whether these local and regional plans will meet the targets discussed above.
Meeting these targets will depend upon the establishment, and enforcement, of future regulations or
requirements that may be adopted, future technologies that have not been identified or developed at
this time, and other GHG reduction strategies by state and local agencies. The project would, however,
be consistent with local requirements established to facilitate the achievement of the regional, state,
and local reduction targets. Thus, the project would not conflict with applicable plans, policies or
regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact
IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the routine

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through reasonably

foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment?
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,

substances, or waste within one-quarter mile
of an existing or proposed school?
d) Be located on a site which is included on a
list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section

65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the
environment?
e) For an action located within an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport

or public use airport, would the project
result in a safety hazard or excessive noise
for people residing or working in the project
area?
f) Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency

response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?
g) Expose people or structures, either directly
or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires.



Less Than
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Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact











































Discussion:
a)

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Construction

As previously noted, the proposed project would involve the construction of 206 multi-family
residential units located on two adjacent parcels, Parcel A and Parcel B, as well as subterranean parking
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at Parcel A. The project site is currently occupied by an existing commercial hardware center and
building materials supply company (Parcel A) and a two- to three-story multi-family residential
building (Parcel B), both of which would be demolished as part of the proposed project. Construction
activities, including demolition of the existing uses, excavation, and building construction, would
include the use of limited quantities of hazardous substances such as petroleum-based fuels,
hydrocarbons, and hydraulic fluid, and their derivatives (e.g., gasoline, diesel, oils, and lubricants).
These types of materials are not acutely hazardous. The use of these substances would be short-term
and in quantities that are typical of the construction industry. Further, transport, storage, use, and
disposal of hazardous materials used during construction would occur in accordance with state and
local regulations and manufacturers’ instructions. Construction of the proposed project would involve
the implementation of BMPs and standard construction controls to ensure that if any hazardous
materials are released, they are controlled in accordance with local, state, and federal laws and
regulations.

Construction of the proposed project would include the excavation of approximately 66,000 cubic yards
of soil, with 5,000 cubic yards retained on site for fill, and 61,000 cubic yards exported off site for
disposal/reuse. Any soil removed from the proposed project site would be evaluated against criteria
that determine whether the soil is suitable for export.

A Phase I conducted for the project site by Arcadis in May 2019 (Appendix D) identified the following
site conditions at Parcel A: specialty concrete mixing activities, a water sump used in conjunction with
a rock screen and tumbler, vehicle and equipment maintenance activities associated with a stormwater
clarifier and hazardous chemicals, and evidence of leakage and spillage in areas of chemical and waste
storage over compromised concrete surfaces, and poor overall housekeeping practices and dense
storage of supplies, equipment, and debris. Dark staining was identified in areas throughout the
concrete pavement, which is in aged and worn condition.

The following recognized environmental conditions (RECs) associated with Parcel A were identified in
connection with the site:






The historical use of the site as an automobile repair and painting facility
The historical use of the site as a metal products manufacturing facility

The historical presence of two USTs and a lack of documentation regarding their removal and
related sampling
Dark, oily staining in secondary containment vessels and concrete areas throughout the site
Observed oil spills and poor housekeeping practices

A limited Phase II was conducted by Arcadis in July 2019 (Appendix D) to collect of soil and soil gas
samples to determine if constituents of potential concern (COPCs) and soil vapor are present at the site,
associated with the site’s present and past uses (Appendix D). The testing locations are identified on
Figure 11. Lead and mercury were detected above the residential regional screening levels (RSL) in
three soil samples. Specifically, lead was detected in a soil sample collected in the east/southeastern
portion of Parcel A (SB11) at the 1-foot depth; the Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration (STLC) lead
for this sample was detected at 10.5 milligram per liter (mg/L), which exceeds the STLC for lead of 5
mg/L. Mercury was detected above the residential RSL in soil samples collected in the
east/northeastern portion of Parcel A (SB6) and in the west/northwestern portion (SB2) at the 10-foot
depth.
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The top 13 to 15 feet of soil at the project site would be removed as part of the soil excavation, which
would include the contaminated soils. The removal, handling, storage, transport, and
treatment/disposal of contaminated soil would be subject to state and federal requirements related to
removal, transport, and disposal of hazardous waste, such as the federal Hazardous Materials
Transportation Act, the Occupational Safety and Health Act, and the state Hazardous Waste Control Law.
Compliance with these requirements and routine precautions would reduce the potential for hazards
to the public or the environment through the routine transport and disposal of contaminated soils.
Contaminated soils would be disposed of at licensed facilities authorized to handle such materials.

Existing buildings and structures located on the project site were constructed prior to the regulatory
ban on using asbestos-containing building materials (ACBMs) in construction materials and the ban on
using lead-based paints (LBPs). A Phase I environmental site assessment conducted at existing
buildings at Parcel A by Arcadis in 2019 (Appendix D) identified the presence of ACBMs, LBPs, and
universal wastes in the building used as retail office space and an additional office space at Parcel A. The
universal wastes identified include polychlorinated biphenyl-containing light ballasts and equipment,
mercury-containing sources such as fluorescent light tubes and thermostats with mercury capsules, and
lead acid batteries.

The demolition of structures containing such hazardous building materials could release LBP particles
and/or asbestos fibers to the air, creating a significant hazard to the public and workers. Such materials
would be handled and abated in compliance with applicable state and local regulations that address
issues such as preparing the worksite to prevent the release of contaminants and limiting worker and
environmental risks. These regulations include SCAQMD’s Rule 1403, which specifies work practice
requirements to limit asbestos emissions from building demolition and renovation activities, and
CalOSHA’s Lead in Construction Standard (8CCR 1532.1), which addresses disturbances to paints with
any measurable lead. Compliance with existing federal, state, and local regulations and routine
precautions would reduce the potential for hazards to the public or the environment through the
routine transport and disposal of hazardous building materials. Disposal of hazardous building
materials would occur in accordance with applicable requirements, which could include at landfills
permitted to accept such wastes.
Notwithstanding the existing federal, state, and local regulatory programs that generally serve to
minimize risks involving the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, there are certain
known or potential areas of soil contamination and hazardous building materials identified in the
Hazardous Building Materials Survey that could create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. This would be a
significant impact.

Construction Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures are recommended to address the potential for significant impacts
related to hazardous materials:

MM HAZ-1: Soils Management Plan. A soils management plan shall be prepared that includes
segregating, stockpiling, and sampling soils prior to disposal. The plan shall include provisions
for worker safety including monitoring the air in the excavation area, and wearing protective
clothing to avoid contact with the soils.

MM HAZ-2: Testing and Disposal of Contaminated or Toxic Materials. Any suspected
contaminated soil, and/or toxic materials encountered and removed during construction
activities shall be evaluated using appropriate collection and sampling techniques. If an area of
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contamination is identified, soils shall be tested to determine the appropriate disposal and
treatment options. Soils classified as hazardous per the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA) and California Code of Regulations Title 22 shall be disposed of at a Class I or other
appropriate treatment and recycling facility.
Work shall cease if soil, groundwater, or other environmental medium with suspected
contamination is encountered unexpectedly during construction activities (e.g., identified by
odor or visual staining, or if any underground storage tanks, abandoned drums, or other
hazardous materials or wastes are encountered), in the vicinity of the suspect material. The
area shall be secured as necessary and all appropriate measures taken to protect human health
and the environment, including notification of regulatory agencies and identification of the
nature and extent of contamination. Work shall remain stopped in the areas affected until the
measures have been implemented consistent with the provisions of the Government Code
Section 65962.5, Occupational Safety and Health Code of 1970; the Response Conservation, and
Recovery Act; the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act;
the Hazardous Materials Release and Cleanup Act; the Uniform Building Code, and County and
City building standards; and all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations
governing hazardous waste sites, as applicable and feasible.
MM HAZ-3: Underground Storage Tank Survey. Prior to site grading, an underground
storage tank (UST) survey shall be performed in the central eastern portion of Parcel A. If USTs
are identified in the geophysical survey, they shall be removed by the Applicant during
construction in accordance with City of Pasadena Fire Department requirements.

MM HAZ-4: Hazardous Building Materials Abatement. Prior to building demolition, the
following activities shall be implemented:








The project proponent shall retain a State of California-licensed asbestos/lead abatement
contractor to perform abatement of asbestos containing material (ACM), asbestoscontaining construction material (ACCM), lead-based paint (LBP), or lead-containing paint
(LCP) that could potentially be disturbed. All abatement work shall be done in accordance
with federal, state, and local regulations, including those of the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Occupational Safety and Health Administration, California
Occupational Safety and Health Administration, and the South Coast Air Quality
Management District.

The asbestos/lead abatement contractor shall provide written notification to the local
CalOSHA district office regarding its “Intent to Conduct Asbestos Related Work” and/or
“Intent to Conduct Lead-Related Work.” These notifications should be submitted at least
24 hours in advance of performing the respective asbestos-related or lead-related work.

Other potentially hazardous building materials, including and mercury-containing
equipment, polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)-containing equipment, lead-containing
batteries, chlorofluorocarbon (CFC)-containing equipment, and Universal Wastes (e.g.,
fluorescent light tubes), shall be segregated and may require further testing and analysis
to determine whether they meet the definition of a hazardous waste in California and can
be managed under the Universal Waste Rules. Hazardous wastes shall only be handled by
properly trained workers.
Notification shall be provided to contractor and subcontractor personnel as to the
presence of ACMs, ACCMs, LBPs, LCPs, and other hazardous building materials at the site.
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Operation
The proposed project is a residential project and there would be no substantial use of hazardous
materials during operations. The use of hazardous materials and substances would involve minimal
amounts of cleaning and degreasing solvents, fertilizers, pesticides, and other materials used in the
regular maintenance of buildings and landscaping. Transport, use, and disposal of these hazardous
substances would occur according to instructions provided by the product manufacturer and be subject
to federal, state, and local health and safety regulations involving storage, transport, use, and disposal.
Therefore, the operation of proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.

Finding of Significance: With implementation of Mitigation Measures MM HAZ-1, MM HAZ-2, MM HAZ3, and HAZ-4, impacts would be less than significant.

b)

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the likely release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

Construction

As described under Issue IX(a) above, construction activities would include the use of limited quantities
of hazardous substances such as petroleum-based fuels, hydrocarbons, and hydraulic fluid, and their
derivatives (e.g., gasoline, diesel, oils, and lubricants) used for construction equipment; however, the
amount of these substances that would be used for construction for the proposed project would be
considered minimal and short-term. Construction vehicles onsite may require refueling or maintenance
that could result in minor releases of oil, diesel fuel, transmission fluid, or other materials. Accidental
spills, leaks, fires, explosions, or pressure releases involving hazardous materials represent a potential
threat to human health and the environment if not properly treated. Accident prevention and
containment would be the responsibility of the construction contractors, and provisions to properly
manage hazardous substances and wastes are typically included in construction specifications.
Additionally, the limited quantities of hazardous materials that would be associated with proposed
construction would not represent a significant hazard to the public or environment in the case of an
accidental release.

As also described under Issue IX(a) above, contaminated soils and hazardous building materials are
located on-site. Compliance with existing regulations, including implementation of BMPs and
coordination with regulatory agencies on remediation activities, would limit both the frequency and
severity of potential releases of hazardous materials associated with clean-up and abatement.
Nevertheless, due to the presence of contaminated soil and hazardous building materials, the proposed
project has the potential to create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the likely release of hazardous
materials into the environment. Absent mitigation, this would be a potentially significant impact.

Construction Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measures MM HAZ-1, MM HAZ-2, MM HAZ-3 and MM HAZ-4 identified above would reduce
impacts associated with an upset or accident involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment. With implementation of these measures, the impact of the proposed project with respect
to upset and accident conditions would be less than significant.
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Operation
The proposed project is a residential project. The use of hazardous materials and substances during
operations would involve minimal amounts of commercially available and household cleaning and
degreasing solvents, fertilizers, pesticides, and other materials used in the regular maintenance of
buildings and landscaping. The use and storage of these materials would be in accordance with
instructions provided by the product manufacturer and would be subject to federal, state, and local
health and safety regulations. Therefore, the operation of proposed project would not create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the likely release of hazardous materials into the environment.

Finding of Significance: With implementation of Mitigation Measures MM HAZ-1, MM HAZ-2, MM HAZ3, and MM HAZ-4 impacts would be less than significant.
c)

Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school?

The proposed project would be located approximately 0.2 miles north of the St. Andrew Elementary
School, located at 42 Chestnut Street. As described under Issue IX(a, b) above, construction and
operation of the proposed would not emit hazardous emissions or involve the handling of acutely
hazardous materials that could pose health risks. Further, any storage, transportation, use or disposal
of hazardous materials during construction or operation of the proposed project would be in
compliance with federal, state and local standards. Although the proposed project is located within a
quarter mile of a school, it would not pose a health risk due to the handling of the materials involved
with project construction and operations. Impacts on schools from hazardous emissions, hazardous
materials, or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste would be less than significant.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
d)

Is the project located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous material sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment?

The proposed project formerly contained two underground storage tanks and an associated pump
island used to store and dispense gasoline. In addition, a manufacturing facility for metal aircraft parts
and a garage were formerly located in the southwest corner of Parcel A.

A Phase I Site Assessment conducted by Arcadis U.S., Inc. (Appendix D) included a public records search
of government databases that was performed electronically by Environmental Data Resources, Inc.
(EDR). This search determined that there are no records of known contamination for the proposed
project addresses on sources including the Geotracker database, which is maintained by the California
State Water Resources Control Board (RWQCB), or the Envirostar database, which is maintained by the
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). However, the EDR report identified 444 N. Fair Oaks
Avenue on the HAZNET, SWEEPS UST, Los Angeles County HMS, and FINDS databases3 related to the
generation of hazardous materials and the presence of underground storage tanks. In addition, former
addresses that may be associated with Parcel A are also listed on EDR’s Historical Auto database due to

3 HAZNET is a DTSC database that records hazardous materials shipments, as required by RCRA; all businesses that use and
dispose of hazardous materials are entered into the database. SWEEPS UST is the Statewide Environmental Evaluation and
Planning System UST list. Los Angeles County maintains a database called the Hazardous Materials System (HMS). FINDS stands
for “Facility Index System,” a central and common inventory of facilities monitored or regulated by the USEPA.
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the historical presence of automobile garages/repair facilities on the property in the 1920s through
1940s.

Records were also requested from the Los Angeles County Fire Department, Site Mitigation Unit
(LACFD), which reported no record of any Hazardous Materials Incident Reports; the Pasadena
Department of Building and Safety, which did not have record of any permits regarding hazardous
materials but did have records of used batteries, oily rags, and other items at the apartment complex;
and the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (DWP), which did not have any records related
to industrial waste, underground storage tanks (USTs), or stormwater for the project site. The City of
Pasadena Fire Department, Fire Prevention found a number of records of violations for lack of training
records, storing of hazardous materials, lack of labeling on drums, etc., identified during Fire
Department inspection, however, the violations were noted as being corrected. The City’s Fire
Department records also included permits issued for the removed of two USTs located on the site. The
USTs were reportedly removed from the central eastern portion of the site in the early 1980s, however,
records regarding the UST removal and sampling were not found as part of the Phase I Site Assessment.
Therefore, there would be a potential need for UST removal during project construction.
The Division of Oil, Gas & Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) reported that there were no oil or gas wells
onsite or within a 1,500-foot radius of the site.

The proposed project is located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous material sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Past uses on the site have resulted in soil contamination.
The presence of contaminated materials on the project site could create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment. This would be a significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measures MM HAZ-1, MM HAZ-2, MM HAZ-3, and MM HAZ-4 identified above would reduce
impacts associated with past uses of the project site that led to its listing on hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. With implementation of these measures, the
impact of the proposed project with respect to its listing on these sites would be less than significant.

Finding of Significance: With implementation of Mitigation Measures MM HAZ-1, MM HAZ-2, MM HAZ3 and MM HAZ-4, impacts would be less than significant.
e)

For an action located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard
or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area?

The project site is not within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport or public
use airport. The nearest public use airport is the San Gabriel Valley Airport, located approximately 8
miles southeast of the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a safety hazard
or excessive noise for people residing or working in the vicinity of an airport and would have no impact.

Finding of Significance: No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are necessary.
f)

Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

No permanent lane closures or obstructions that could impede emergency response to or from the
project site from surrounding streets would occur with implementation of the proposed project.
Roadways surrounding the project site (Fair Oaks Avenue, Villa Street, and Raymond Avenue) are not
identified as disaster routes within the City and thus the proposed project would not interfere with the
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implementation of an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan (County of Los
Angeles Department of Public Works 2008). The proposed project would be developed on existing
parcels that were previously developed and would not pose any physical barriers on public streets.
During construction, there may be temporary lane closures on the roads surrounding the project site,
including Fair Oaks Avenue, Raymond Avenue, Villa Street, and Maple Street. These partial lane closures
would be temporary in nature and would not occur on any streets designated as evacuation routes by
the County of Los Angeles. The closures would also occur in coordination with the Pasadena Fire
Department and the Pasadena Police Department, which would ensure proper advanced coordination
with emergency service providers and planning of detours and emergency access routes, if needed, to
maintain emergency access. Therefore, the proposed project would not impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, and the
impact of the proposed project would be less than significant.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
g)

Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving wildland fires?

The project site is not near wildlands and is outside any of the Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones
(VHFHSZ) in the City’s Local Responsibility Area (LRA) (CAL FIRE, 2011). Therefore, the proposed
project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving
wildland fires, and the project would have no impacts.
Finding of Significance: No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are necessary.
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X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements or

otherwise substantially degrade surface
or ground water quality?
b) Substantially decrease groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the

project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin?
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river or through the addition
of impervious surfaces, in a manner
which would:
i. Result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site?
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ii. Substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding on- or
offsite?









iii. Create or contribute runoff water
which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?









iv. Impede or redirect flood flows?









d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche
zones, risk release of pollutants due to
project inundation?









e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management
plan?









Discussion:
a)

Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?

The City of Pasadena is within the greater Los Angeles River watershed and, thus, within the jurisdiction
of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB). A significant impact may occur if
the proposed project would discharge water that does not meet the quality standards of LARWQCB and
other agencies that regulate surface water quality and water discharge.

Construction activities, including demolition, excavation, and grading, would result in the disturbance
of soil and would temporarily increase soil erosion and siltation. Additionally, construction activities
and equipment would require the onsite use and storage of fuels, lubricants, and other hydrocarbon
fluids. Storm events occurring during the construction phase and incidental runoff from worksite
cleanup activities would have the potential to carry disturbed sediments and spilled substances from
construction activities off-site to nearby receiving waters. As the project site is greater than one acre in
size, the applicant would be required to obtain coverage under the General Permit for Discharges of
Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity (referred to as the statewide Construction
Stormwater General Permit). Compliance involves filing a Notice of Intent to the LARWQCB to discharge
under the State’s Construction Permit along with other required information such as a site-specific
SWPPP to minimize pollution from construction activities, and periodic site inspections and reporting.
The SWPPP has two major objectives: (1) to help identify the sources of sediment and other pollutants
that affect the quality of stormwater discharges and (2) to describe and ensure the implementation of
BMPs to reduce or eliminate sediment and other pollutants in stormwater, as well as non-stormwater
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discharges. In addition to compliance with State and local code requirements for stormwater and
erosion control, implementation of the BMPs identified in the SWPPP would further minimize the
potential for short-term construction-related soil erosion or discharges of other construction-related
substances that could violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. Therefore,
construction of the proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements.

The proposed project consists of the development of 206 multi-family residential units on two parcels
totaling 2.09 acres in size. As an urban development, the proposed project has the potential add typical,
urban, nonpoint-source pollutants to stormwater runoff. The project would be subject to the
LARWQCB’s Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit, which governs stormwater
discharges from municipalities within its jurisdiction, including the City of Pasadena. Under the MS4
permit requirements, new development and redevelopment projects are required to comply with low
impact development (LID) requirements of the LARWQCB. Thus, applicants are required to prepare a
LID Plan for review and approval by the City that demonstrates how the project would “control
pollutants, pollutant loads, and runoff volumes that would be released from the project site by
minimizing impervious surface area and controlling runoff from impervious surfaces” (City of Pasadena
Building and Safety Division 2021). The Plan must include (1) plans showing all proposed postconstruction BMPs and calculations for each BMP, (2) a soil investigation to prove the feasibility of
infiltration, (3) a proposed operation and maintenance plan, and (4) a Master Covenant Agreement
listing the type and dimensions of each BMP.

In compliance with the MS4 permit requirements, the proposed project includes a new on-site storm
drain system that would be installed to capture and route runoff into a biofiltration system, and
potentially also into manufactured storage vessel(s) and treatment system at the project site. Overflow
would be through under-sidewalk drains rather than pipe connections into the street. In compliance
with MS4 permit requirements for water quality, the proposed project would retain storm flows on-site
either via infiltration or storage and treatment. This is expected to involve storage in tanks under the
buildings. Compliance with the MS4 permit would ensure that operation of the proposed project would
not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. Impacts would be less than
significant.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
b)

Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin?

A project would normally have a significant impact on groundwater supplies if it were to: result in a
demonstrable and sustained reduction of groundwater recharge capacity; change potable water levels
such that it would reduce the ability of a water utility to use the groundwater basin for public water
supplies or storage of imported water; reduce the yields of adjacent wells or well fields; or adversely
change the rate or direction of groundwater flow.

The proposed project would not involve installation of any groundwater wells and would not otherwise
directly withdraw any groundwater. Borings drilled to the project site in June 2019 – at a maximum
depth of 61.5 feet below ground surface (bgs) – did not encounter groundwater. As shown in Figure 4
of the geotechnical report prepared for the proposed project, the historic highest groundwater is deeper
than 50 feet bgs at the project site (Appendix C). The parking garage would be approximately 30 feet
below grade and no dewatering is anticipated. In addition, there are no known aquifer conditions at the
project site or in the surrounding area, which could be encountered during project construction or
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operation. Therefore, the proposed project would not physically interfere with any groundwater
supplies or groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin.

Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
c)

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious
surfaces, in a manner which would:
(i)

Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

The project site is relatively flat with little to no slope, and no streams, rivers, or other drainage features.
The project site is primarily developed with impervious surfaces (structures and paved areas) with
some pervious areas of turf and other landscaping, but no exposed soil.

Soils would be exposed during construction-related activities (e.g., grading and excavation for the
parking garage) which would have the potential to result temporary changes to drainage and for erosion
of exposed soils to occur. As discussed under Issue X(a) above, construction activities must comply with
the statewide Construction Stormwater General Permit, administered by the State Water Resources
Control Board, which requires the development of a SWPPP that includes BMPs to control or eliminate
construction-related pollutants in the runoff, including sediment that could result in siltation.
Implementation of the erosion control BMPs would reduce construction-related soil erosion and
siltation associated with construction activities. Impacts during construction would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
During operation, the project site would remain covered with impervious surface areas and
landscaping, with no exposed soils, similar to existing conditions. Thus, the drainage pattern would not
substantially change and no substantial erosion or siltation off-site would occur. Additionally, in
compliance with the MS4 permit, the proposed project would retain storm flows on-site either via
infiltration or storage and treatment. Compliance with the MS4 permit and LID ordinance would ensure
that the proposed project would not result in significant erosion or siltation impacts from changes to
drainage patterns. The proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. The
impact would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
(ii)

Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would
result in flooding on- or offsite?

As discussed under Issue X(c[i]) above, under the proposed project, the project site would remain
largely impervious and the site’s drainage patterns would not substantially change. Further, in
compliance with the MS4 permit requirements, a new on-site storm drain system would be installed at
the project site that would capture and route runoff into a biofiltration system, and potentially also into
manufactured storage vessel(s) and treatment system at the project site. Overflow would be through
under-sidewalk drains rather than pipe connections into the street. In compliance with MS4 permit
requirements for water quality, the proposed project would retain storm flows on-site either via
infiltration or storage and treatment; therefore, the rate and amount of surface runoff would not
substantially increase such that flooding would occur on- or off-site. Since the proposed project would
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not involve alteration of a discernible watercourse and post-development runoff discharge rates would
be required to not exceed pre-development rates, the proposed project would not have the potential to
alter drainage patterns or increase runoff that would result in flooding. Therefore, the proposed project
would not substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result
in flooding on- or offsite and impacts would be less than significant.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
(iii)

Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

As discussed above in Issue X (c[ii]), implementation of the proposed project would result in a similar
amount of permeable surfaces as under existing conditions and stormwater would be retained on-site.
Thus, no substantial increase in the amount of runoff from the project site is anticipated.

Construction would require water, as necessary, to control fugitive dust. Fugitive dust emissions at the
construction site would be controlled by water trucks equipped with spray nozzles. Construction water
needs would generate minimal quantities of discharge water, which would drain into existing storm
drains located within or adjacent to the project site. BMPs would be identified in the SWPPP developed
for the proposed project to control runoff from the project sites during construction. As discussed under
Issue XX (a) above, a new on-site storm drain system would be installed to capture and route runoff into
a biofiltration system, and potentially also into manufactured storage vessel(s) and treatment system
at the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not create runoff that would exceed the
capacity of the storm drain system and would not provide a substantial additional source of polluted
runoff. As a result, impacts would be less than significant.
Finding of Significance The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation is necessary.
(iv)

Impede or redirect flood flows?

As discussed above in Issue X(c[ii]), the proposed project would largely consist of impervious surfaces
and would be required to retain storm flows on site. Further, according to the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) flood insurance rate map (FIRM) Panel 06037C1340F, the proposed
project is located within FEMA Zone X, an area of minimal flood hazard. Therefore, the proposed project
would not impede or redirect flood flows compared to existing conditions. A less than significant impact
is anticipated from the construction and operation of the proposed project and no mitigation is
required.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
d)

In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?

The proposed project is not located in a flood hazard, tsunami or seiche zone. It is in Flood Zone X, an
area of minimal flood hazard, and not located near the Pacific Ocean or near any enclosed body of water
susceptible to seiche. Therefore, there would be no substantial risk of release of pollutants due to
project inundation by seiche, tsunami, or risk of inundation. The impact would be less than significant
and no mitigation is required.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
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e)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan?

The City of Pasadena, including the project site, is underlain by the Raymond Basin. The California
Department of Water Resources (DWR) assesses the current state and long-term sustainability of
groundwater basins throughout California through the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(SGMA) 2019 Basin Prioritization. The results of the 2019 DWR assessment are available through the
online SGMA Basin Prioritization Dashboard (Dashboard). The Dashboard classifies groundwater
basins in the state into four categories – high, medium, low, or very low-priority. High and medium
priority basins are at risk of overdraft and are subject to additional regulations, such as developing a
groundwater sustainability plan to bring over-drafted basins into balanced levels of water extraction
and recharge. According to the SGMA Basin Prioritization Dashboard, the Raymond Basin is considered
a “very low priority” basin and not at risk of overdraft (DWR 2020). As a result, the Raymond Basin is
not subject to a groundwater sustainability plan as it is considered “very low priority” basin.

As previously discussed, the LID features would reduce the proposed project’s impact on water quality
in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local requirements. Additionally, the proposed
project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements as discussed in
Issue X(a). As a result, the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a
water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. Therefore, the proposed
project’s impact would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.

Finding of Significance The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
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XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING: Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established
community?
b) Cause a significant environmental impact
due to a conflict with any land use plan,
policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

Discussion:
a)

Physically divide an established community?

The proposed project would involve the establishment of a Planned Development zoning district
consisting of 206 multi-family residential units located on two adjacent parcels, Parcel A and Parcel B,
within an established urban community. The project site is currently occupied by an existing
commercial hardware center and building materials supply company (Parcel A) and a two- to threestory multi-family residential building (Parcel B), both of which would be demolished as part of the
proposed project. The proposed project would be located within the existing lot boundaries, would be
consistent with surrounding land uses, and would not physically divide the existing community. For
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these reasons, development of the proposed project would not physically divide an established
community, and no significant impact would occur.

Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
b)

Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

The proposed project would involve the establishment of a Planned Development zoning district by a
zone change for a development consisting of 206 multi-family residential units located on two adjacent
parcels, Parcel A and Parcel B. The project site is currently occupied by an existing commercial hardware
center and building materials supply company (Parcel A) and a two- to three-story multi-family
residential building (Parcel B), both of which would be demolished as part of the proposed project.
Parcel A is designated as Medium Mixed Use, and Parcel B is designated as Low-Medium Density,
Residential in the Pasadena General Plan. Parcel A has a zoning classification of FGSP-C-3B, Fair
Oaks/Orange Grove Specific Plan - Limited Commercial District 3, Subdistrict "b" and Parcel B is zoned
as RM-12, Multi-Family Residential.
Planned Development zoning districts are intended to be established for sites where the City desires to
achieve a particular mix of uses, appearance, land use compatibility, or special sensitivity to
neighborhood character (Ordinance Number 7277 Planned Developments, 2016). The reclassification
of the project site to a PD District would include approval of a PD Plan that identifies the development
standards and allowed or conditionally allowed uses in the Planned Development zoning district.
Fifteen percent (23 units) of the base number of units (153 units) would be very low income units and
six percent (10 units) of the base number of units (153 units) would be moderate income units, which
comply with the City’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, and allow the project site to qualify for 35
percent site density bonus.

Goals and policies in the City of Pasadena General Plan Land Use Element are intended to “provide for
community conservation and strategic growth, preserving existing neighborhoods and targeting new
development to infill areas that are vacant or underutilized, and are scaled and designed to complement
existing uses.” The proposed project is consistent with the goal by providing for new residential uses
on existing lots that preserve the existing neighborhood and that complement the existing nearby
residential uses. As identified in Policy 1.3, this includes regulating building intensity consistent with
the designations established in the Land Use Diagram. Policy 1.3 identifies housing density limitations
for cumulative development occurring within specific plan areas subsequent to the adoption of the Land
Use Element (City of Pasadena 2015b). Planned developments are permitted to exceed the residential
density identified on the Land Use Diagram by up to 87 dwelling units per acre when it can be shown
that the architectural design of the PD is contextual and of a high-quality pursuant to Pasadena
Municipal Code Section 17.26.020 (c).
Parcel A, which would have 199 housing units, is located within the Fair Oaks/Orange Grove Specific
Plan. The 2015 General Plan established capacities for residential and non-residential development in
each of the Specific Plan areas. The City’s development caps do not apply to affordable housing units,
except in the Fair Oaks/Orange Grove Specific Plan. The 2015 General Plan adopted a maximum
development capacity of 325 new residential units in the Fair Oaks/Orange Grove Specific Plan.
Subsequent to adoption of the Land Use Element, there have been 42 building permits issued for
residential units in the Fair Oaks/Orange Grove Specific Plan. Therefore, the number of units on Parcel
A would not exceed the adopted development capacity.
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Parcel A is currently designated as Medium Mixed Use (0.0-2.25 FAR, 0-87 DU/acre) in the General Plan,
with an allowable density up to 87 units/acre.

Parcel A is approximately 1.86 acres and thereby, a maximum of 162 units are allowed at the site under
the existing land use designation. Additionally, the proposed project qualifies for a density bonus of 35
percent, which would allow for an additional 56 units, or a total of 218 units. The project is proposing a
total of 199 units on Parcel A, which is allowed under the existing land use designation and proposed
PD. Therefore, , the development at Parcel A would be consistent with the General Plan Land Use
Element.

Parcel B is not located within a specific plan area that is subject to a housing density limitation specified
under General Plan Policy 1.3 and would not result in any increase in units compared to the existing
uses at Parcel B (i.e., the new development on Parcel B would consist of seven housing units, which
would replace the existing seven housing units on site). However, the proposed density on Parcel B is
approximately 30 units/acre, which exceeds the density on the City’s approved Land Use Diagram of 12
units/acre. The residential density of a PD is allowed to exceed the residential density on the Land Use
Diagram if approved by the City Council, but only as high as 87 dwelling units per acre and when it can
be shown that the architectural design is contextual and of a high-quality.. Therefore, with approval by
the City Council, the development at Parcel B would be consistent with the General Plan Land Use
Element.

With the approval of a Planning Development zoning district, including a PD Plan and design review,
approval of the number of residential units at Parcel A and B, and the 35 percent site density bonus, the
proposed project would comply with the applicable regulations for planning and zoning designations.
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with applicable land use plans, policies, or
regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.

XII. MINERAL RESOURCES: Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to
the region and the residents of the state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locallyimportant mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan or other land use plan?
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Discussion:
a)

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the state?
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According to the certified Pasadena General Plan EIR (2015a), no active mining operations exist within
the City. Two areas in Pasadena may contain mineral resources – Eaton Wash, which was formerly
mined for sand and gravel, and Devils Gate Reservoir, which was formerly mined for cement concrete
aggregate. The project is not located near these areas. In addition, the project site is not located within
an area known to contain mineral deposits. Neither the project site nor surrounding areas are utilized
for mineral production. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in the loss of an
available known mineral resource with value to the region. As such, no mineral resource impacts would
occur.
Finding of Significance: No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are necessary.
b)

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

See Issue XI(a) above. As stated above, there are no active mines in the City. Furthermore, the City does
not identify mineral resource recovery sites in the City’s General Plan. The project site is in a developed
area that includes residential, commercial, and other uses, and is not an available site for mineral
extraction. The proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan.
Finding of Significance: No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are necessary.

XIII.
NOISE Would the project result in
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the vicinity of the project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?
b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration
or groundborne noise levels?
c) For a project located within the vicinity of a
private airstrip or an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?
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Discussion:
a)

Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Sound may be described in terms of level or amplitude (measured in decibels [dB]), frequency or pitch
(measured in hertz [Hz] or cycles per second), and duration (measured in seconds or minutes). The
standard unit of measurement of the amplitude of sound is the decibel. Because the human ear is not
equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies, a special frequency-dependent rating scale (A-weighted
scale) is used to relate noise to human sensitivity (dB(A)).

In order to account for the way noise conditions may persist over periods of time, dB is presented using
different descriptors. Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) is a descriptor for a 24-hour A-weighted
average noise level. DNL accounts for the increased acoustical sensitivity of people to noise during the
nighttime hours. DNL penalizes sound levels by 10 dB during the hours from 10 PM to 7 AM. Equivalent
continuous sound level (Leq) is a sound energy level averaged over a specified time period. Leq is a single
numerical value that represents the amount of variable sound energy received by a receptor during a
time period.

An environmental noise study (Appendix E) was prepared in December 2020 to evaluate the potential
noise impacts of the proposed project. The study summarizes the policies and standards applicable to
the project, presents noise data obtained from on-site acoustical measurements, and evaluates the
potential impacts resulting from the project.

Acoustical Criteria

The noise study’s acoustical criteria for considering noise impacts were based on the City of Pasadena
General Plan Noise Element (2002) and on the Pasadena Municipal Code Noise Ordinance (Chapter
9.36). Table XIII-1 below provides noise guidelines for multi-family residential units as shown in Figure
1 of the Noise Element.
Table XIII-1: Summary of Guidelines for Noise Compatible Land Use
Community Noise
Exposure (DNL)
65 dB(A) or less

60 to 70 dB(A)

70 to 75 dB(A)

75 dB(A) or higher

Residential Multi-Family Projects
Clearly Acceptable: Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that
any buildings involved are of normal conventional construction, without any special
noise insulation requirements.
Normally Acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken after
an analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation
features included in the design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows
and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning will normally suffice.
Conditionally Acceptable: If new construction or development proceeds, an analysis
of the noise reduction requirements should be made and needed noise insulation
features included in the design.
Normally Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally not be
undertaken, unless it can be demonstrated that an interior level of 45 dB(A) can be
achieved.
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Section 9.36.070 of the Pasadena Municipal Code limits construction to 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM Monday
through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM on Saturday; construction is not permitted all day on Sunday
and holidays. Section 9.36.80 limits construction equipment noise to 85 dB(A) within 100 feet of such
equipment. Lastly, Section 9.36.090 limits mechanical noise (equipment, pump, fan, air conditioning,
etc.) to no more than 5 dB(A) at the property line of any property.
The following thresholds of significance were used in this analysis:

Construction Noise

The proposed project would result in a significant impact related to construction noise if it would:


Result in construction noise levels exceeding 85 dB(A) when measured at a distance of 100 feet
from the source construction equipment.

Operational Noise

The proposed project would result in a significant impact resulting from operational noise if it would:


Result in operational noise levels causing an increase in the ambient noise level at noise-sensitive
uses of 5 dB(A) or greater at the property line.

Traffic Noise

The proposed project would result in a significant impact from construction or operational traffic noise
if it would:


Result in an increase in the ambient noise level at noise-sensitive uses by 3 dB or greater in CNEL
to or within the “normally unacceptable” category (see Table XIII-1).

Existing Conditions

The proposed project is located in an urbanized area within the City. Existing noise sources at the
project site consist of operational noises from the hardware and supply store currently occupying
Parcel A and noise from traffic along adjacent roadways. Land uses that are considered noise sensitive,
including residential uses, exist within the vicinity of the project site, and, upon build-out, the project
itself would be considered a noise-sensitive use.
As described in the noise study, three continuous multi-day noise measurements were conducted at the
site in June 2019 to measure existing ambient noise conditions. A subsequent continuous measurement
was conducted on the easterly border of Parcel A in December 2020 to determine the lowest ambient
noise level at the site. Ambient noise sources are typical of an urban environment such as vehicle traffic
and activities associated with existing uses at the project site. Table XIII-2 below summarizes measured
noise levels (see Attachment A of Appendix E for the approximate measurement locations and
measurement data, including time and date of measurements).
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Table XIII-2: Existing Noise Environment
Site
L1

L2

L3

L4

Location

Date

Measured Sound
Level

Main Noise
Source

Along Maple Street approx. 280 ft north of I-210
DNL 78 dB
Traffic
centerline, approx. 175 ft east of Fair Oaks Ave
centerline, and 12 ft above grade
Approx. 20 ft east of Fair Oaks Ave centerline,
approx. 400 ft north of Maple St centerline, and
June 2019
DNL 76 dB
Traffic
12 ft above grade
Approx. 20 ft north of E Villa St centerline,
approx. 145 ft east of Fair Oaks Ave, and 12 ft
DNL 74 dB
Traffic
above grade
Approx. 220 ft east of Fair Oaks Ave centerline,
Concrete supply
approx. 135 ft south of E Villa St centerline, and December 2020 Leq (15 min) 48 dB
plant
12 ft above grade

Key: ft = feet; I-210 = Interstate 210; approx. = approximately; dB = decibels; DNL = Day-Night Average Sound Level; Leq
= equivalent continuous sound level.
Source: Appendix E, Attachment A, Noise Measurement Report.

Noise- and vibration-sensitive land uses are locations where people reside or where the presence of
unwanted sound could adversely affect the use of the land. Residences, schools, hospitals, guest lodging,
libraries, and recreation areas are considered to be noise- and vibration-sensitive and may warrant
unique measures for protection from intruding noise. The nearest and most sensitive adjacent receptors
include the historic single- and multi-family residences to the east of the project site (fronting Raymond
Avenue). Non-historic residences along Raymond Avenue are also considered to be noise-sensitive
receptors. These receptors represent the nearest land uses with the potential to be impacted by
construction and operation of the proposed project; additional receptors are located farther from the
project site and would be less impacted by noise levels.

Construction Noise

Construction activities would include the use of heavy equipment for grading and other construction
and landscaping activities. Heavy trucks would travel to, from, and within the site hauling soil,
equipment, and building materials. Smaller equipment, such as saws, could also be used throughout the
demolition and construction phases. Table XIII-3 lists the equipment that is expected to be used based
on the phase of construction, and Table XIII-4 lists representative reference noise levels for construction
equipment types.
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Table XIII-3: List of Construction Equipment
Phase
Demolition
Site Preparation
Grading/Excavation
Trenching
Building Exterior
Building Interior/ Architectural Coating
Paving/Landscaping/ Site Concrete

Equipment
Concrete/Industrial Saws, Excavators, Rubber-Tired Dozers,
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
Graders, Rubber-Tired Dozers, Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
Excavators, Drill Rig for Shoring Beams (Caisson Drilling), RubberTired Dozers, Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe, Excavators
Cranes, Forklifts, Generator Sets, Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes,
Welders
Air Compressors, Aerial Lift
Cement and Mortar Mixers, Paving Equipment, Rollers,
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

Source: Appendix E.

Table XIII-4: Construction Equipment Reference Noise Levels
Equipment

Reference Sound Pressure Level at 100 feet dB(A)

Aerial Lift

77

Air Compressors

75

Cement and Mortar Mixers

79

Concrete/Industrial Saws

70

Cranes

77

Drill Rig for Shoring Beams (Caisson Drilling)

79

Excavators

79

Forklifts

77

Generator Sets

75

Graders

79

Paving Equipment

83

Rollers

68

Rubber-Tired Dozers

79

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

78

Welders

67

Key: dB(A) = A-weighted scale
Source: United States Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration. 2006. Traffic Noise
Construction Noise Handbook, Section 9. August; United States Department of Transportation, Federal Transit
Administration. 2002. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Table 12-2. May.

As discussed above, the Pasadena Municipal Code Section 9.36.80 limits construction equipment noise
to 85 dB(A) within 100 feet of such construction work. No individual piece of equipment listed in Table
XIII-3 or XIII-4 has a reference noise level exceeding 85 dB(A) at a 100-foot distance. Moreover, the
construction hours would be in accordance with the City’s Municipal Code. Therefore, noise impacts
from construction equipment would be less than significant.
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Operational Noise
The proposed project would generate noise during operations. Project-related mechanical equipment
would include rooftop split-system condensing units serving residential units and amenity spaces, and
rooftop fans serving trash rooms, the parking garage, and other areas. No emergency generator or trash
compactor is planned. The nearest and most noise-sensitive adjacent receivers include the single- and
multi-family residences to the east (fronting Raymond Avenue). Ambient noise measurements were
conducted continuously over an approximately 48-hour period in December 2020 to determine noise
levels near the rear (i.e., westerly side) of these residences. The lowest measured Leq(15min) was
48 dB(A) measured at 2:30 AM. The resultant City Noise Ordinance limit (based on the Pasadena
Municipal Code Section 9.36.090 limitations on mechanical noise to no more than 5 dB(A) at the
property line of any property) would be Leq(15min) 53 dB(A).

As part of the project design, noise from, building machinery, equipment, pumps, fans, air conditioning,
rooftop mechanical equipment, and other mechanical elements would be designed to not exceed the
City’s Noise Ordinance limit through equipment location, equipment type selection, and potential roof
parapet noise barriers. Therefore, noise levels due to the project’s mechanical equipment would be
within City standards and would not result in a significant impact.

Traffic Noise

A CEQA Evaluation Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) for the proposed project was prepared by the
Pasadena Department of Transportation (DOT) in November 2020. The noise study calculated changes
in traffic noise levels based on the traffic counts and projected project-generated traffic volumes shown
in the TIA. The peak hour traffic counts under the proposed project were compared to the existing traffic
peak hour counts, summarized below.

Under the proposed project, the daily traffic volume on Villa Street west of Fair Oaks Avenue would
increase from 1,564 to 1,649 vehicles, which corresponds to an increase of less than 0.3 dB in traffic
noise. The daily traffic volume on Villa Street east of Fair Oaks Avenue would increase from 3,085 to
3,906 vehicles, which corresponds to an increase of less than 1.1 dB in traffic noise. The daily traffic
volume on Raymond Ave between Villa Street and Maple Street would increase from 1,237 to 1,262
vehicles, which corresponds to an increase of less than 0.1 dB in traffic noise.

Noise levels (DNL) due to the project’s traffic increase would result in a noise increase of less than 3 dB
along the studied roads in the vicinity of the project site. Increases would be below the significance
threshold of 3 dB, which is the level considered to be barely audible. Therefore, traffic related to the
proposed project would not substantially increase the existing noise levels in the project vicinity, and
operational traffic-related noise impacts would be less than significant.

Based on the preceding analysis, the proposed project would not generate substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies.
Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are necessary.
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Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
b)

Would the project expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise?

The proposed project would result in a significant impact related to vibration if vibration levels were to
exceed the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration threshold criteria, as
identified in Table XIII-5.
Table XIII-5: FTA Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria
Building/Structural Category

PPV, in/sec (max)

Approximate Lva

I. Reinforced-concrete, steel or timber (no plaster)

0.5

102

II. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster)

0.3

98

III. Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings

0.2

94

IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage

0.12

90

Key: PPV = peak particle velocity; in/sec = inches/second; Lv = velocity level in decibels
Note:
a Root-mean square (rms) vibration velocity level in VdB, which is a measure of vibration velocity.
Source: United States Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration, Table 7-5. 2018. Transit Noise and
Vibration Impact Assessment Manual. September.

Construction Vibration
The area of potential impact, shown in Figure 12, is defined as the adjacent properties on the block
where the project site is located. These properties are listed in Table XIII-6. This assessment evaluates
the potential impacts to adjacent properties to conservatively evaluate the worst case scenario for
vibration impacts. In addition, structures that are considered to be historic are also identified; a more
protective threshold for construction vibration was applied to historic structures.
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Table XIII-6: Properties within the Area of Potential Impact
APN

Address

Type

Year Built, Historic
Resource under CEQA

5725003024

418 N. Fair Oaks Avenue

3-story commercial office

2006

5725003051,
5725003052,
5725003053,
5725003054
5725003033

411-415 N. Raymond
Avenue

1.5-story multi-family residence;
2-story multi-family residence;
Garage with residential unit above.

1894 (SFR); historic
1911 (MFR); historic
2012 (garage)

419 N. Raymond Avenue

1-story single-family residence

1916

5725003030

431-435 N. Raymond
Avenue

1.5-story multi-family residence;
2 story multi-family residence

1913
1965

5725003044

443-447 N. Raymond
Avenue

1.5-story multi-family residence;
1-story single family residence

1888; historic
1967

5725003026,
5725003028

455 N. Raymond
Avenue/40 E. Villa Street

4-story Spanish Colonial Revival multifamily residence

1928; historic

Calculation of construction vibration was based on the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact
Assessment Manual. Potential vibration impacts from the proposed project were evaluated by
identifying construction vibration sources, calculating vibration levels at properties within the area of
potential impact, and comparing the results to the significance threshold. Potential impacts to
non-historic properties within the area of potential impact were evaluated based on a significance
threshold of 0.2 in/sec PPV, and potential impacts to historic properties were evaluated based on a
significance threshold of 0.12 in/sec PPV.
Construction of the proposed project would potentially generate low levels of ground vibration. The
significance of impacts associated with ground vibration is dependent on the type of construction
equipment and activities occurring on the project site, as well as the proximity of construction
equipment to nearby vibration-sensitive receptors and structures and the characteristics of those
structures. Project construction may include activities such as the use of concrete saws, excavation and
grading, and the use of rolling stock equipment (tracked vehicles, compactors, etc.). Typical
construction vibration levels for heavier construction equipment types are listed in Table XIII-7, below.
Estimated levels at 15 feet, which is the distance from the project site to the nearest vibration-sensitive
receptor, are also shown.
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Table XIII-7: Example Construction Vibration Levels
Reference Level at 25 ft
Equipment

PPV (in/sec)

Hoe Ram
Large Bulldozer
Loaded Trucks
Jackhammer
Small Bulldozer
Caisson drilling

Estimated Level at 15 ft

Lv (VdB re 1μin/sec)

0.089
0.089
0.076
0.035
0.003
0.089

Lv at 15 ft (VdB
re 1μin/sec)b

PPV (in/sec)a

87
87
86
79
58
87

0.191
0.191
0.164
0.075
0.006
0.191

94
94
93
86
65
94

Key: PPV = peak particle velocity; in/sec = inches/second; Lv = velocity level in decibels; VdB = vibration velocity in decibels
Notes:
a Using Equation 7-2 from the 2018 FTA manual, where the value of μ = 1.5 per FTA recommendation, and μ is the
attenuation rate through the ground.
b Using Equation 7-3 from the 2018 FTA manual.
Source: United States Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration, Table 7-4. 2018. Transit Noise and
Vibration Impact Assessment Manual. September.

Attachment B of Appendix A is a list of the construction equipment proposed for the construction of the
proposed project. The greatest vibration producing equipment are listed below in Table XIII-8 along
with the vibration level at 25 feet, based on data in the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact
Assessment Manual.
Table XIII-8: Proposed Construction Equipment and Vibration Level
Equipment

PPV at 25 feet, in/sec

Vibratory Rollers

0.210

Drill Rigs

0.089

Large bulldozer

0.089

Consistent with the assessment methodology described in Section 2.6, the FTA Transit Noise and
Vibration Impact Assessment Manual methodology was used to calculate groundborne vibration. Given
the source PPV data at 25 feet, the above equation was used to establish the distance at which the
vibration criteria of 0.2 in/sec or 0.12 in/sec would be met. The distances between buildings in the area
of potential impact and the anticipated site work are given in Tables XIII-10 to XIII-13, inclusive. Where
there is more than one structure on a parcel, the closest sensitive property to the site work has been
reported. The distances at which the significance threshold would be met are listed in Table XIII-9.
Table XIII-9: Proposed Construction Equipment and Vibration Level
Equipment

Distance at which 0.2 in/sec PPV criteria
is met, ft

Distance at which 0.12 in/sec PPV
criteria is met, ft

Vibratory Rollers

26

37

Drill Rigs

15

21

Large bulldozer

15

21
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Tables XIII-10 and XIII-12 identify the potential impacts from vibratory rollers on non-historic
properties and historic properties, respectively. Vibratory rollers were assumed to be used up to the
property line of the project site. The conclusions in the tables are based on the thresholds and distances
identified in Table XIII-9 (i.e., 0.2 in/sec PPV and 26 feet or greater for non-historic properties, and 0.12
in/sec PPV and 37 feet or greater for historic properties). Tables XIII-11 and XIII-13 identify the
potential impacts from drill rigs and bulldozers to non-historic properties and historic properties,
respectively. Drill rigs and bulldozers were assumed to be used within the building footprints within
the project site. The conclusions in the tables are based on the thresholds and distances identified in
Table XIII-9 (i.e., 0.2 in/sec PPV and 15 feet or greater for non-historic properties, and 0.12 in/sec PPV
and 21 feet or greater for historic properties).
Table XIII-10: Non-Historic Properties, Vibratory Roller Impact

Significant
Impact
(within 26
feet)?

APN

Address

Structure

Vibratory Roller
Approximate
Distance, feet

5725003024

418 N. Fair Oaks Avenue

3 story commercial office

23

Yes

5725003051

411-415 N. Raymond
Avenue
419 N. Raymond Avenue

Garage with residential unit
above
1 story Craftsman singlefamily residence with
detached garage
1.5-story multi-family
residence on eastern portion
of property;
2 story multi-family
residence on western portion
of property
1-story single family
residence on western portion
of property

85

No

3

Yes

60

No

10

Yes

3

Yes

5725003033
5725003030

5725003044

431-435 N. Raymond
Avenue

443-447 N. Raymond
Avenue

Table XIII-11: Non-Historic Properties, Drill Rigs and Bulldozer Impact
APN

Address

Structure

Drill
Rig/bulldozer
distance, feet

Significant
Impact (within
15 feet)?

5725003024

418 N. Fair Oaks Avenue

3 story commercial office

30

No

5725003051,

411-415 N. Raymond
Avenue
419 N. Raymond Avenue

Garage with residential unit above

95

No

1 story Craftsman single-family
residence with detached garage
1.5-story multi-family residence on
eastern portion of property;
2 story multi-family residence on
western portion of property
1-story single family residence on
western portion of property

15

No

78

No

28

No

16

No

5725003033
5725003030

5725003044

431-435 N. Raymond
Avenue
443-447 N. Raymond
Avenue
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Table XIII-12: Historic Properties, Vibratory Roller Impact
APN

Address

Structure

Vibratory
Roller
Approximate
Distance, feet

5725003052,
5725003053,
5725003054
5725003044

411-415 N. Raymond
Avenue

1.5 story multi-family residence;
2 story multi-family residence

87
28

No
Yes

443-447 N. Raymond
Avenue

50

No

5725003026,
5725003028

455 N. Raymond
Avenue/40 E. Villa Street

1.5 story vernacular single-family
residence on eastern portion of
property
Multi-family residences

70

No

Significant
Impact (within
21 feet)?

Significant
Impact (within
37 feet)?

Table XIII-13: Historic Properties, Drill Rig and Bulldozer Impact
APN

Address

Structure

Drill
Rig/bulldozer
approximate
distance, feet

5725003052,
5725003053,
5725003054
5725003044

411-415 N. Raymond
Avenue

1.5 story multi-family residence;
2 story multi-family residence

97
38

No
No

443-447 N. Raymond
Avenue

63

No

5725003026,
5725003028

455 N. Raymond
Avenue/40 E. Villa Street

1.5 story vernacular single-family
residence on eastern portion of
property
Multi-family residences

80

No

Based on this analysis, the proposed project would result in a significant impact from construction
vibration. Specifically, vibration impacts from vibratory rollers would exceed the significance threshold
for four non-historic properties and one historic property. Impacts from drill rigs and bulldozers would
be less than significant.

Mitigation Measure

The following mitigation measure is recommended to address the potential for significant impacts
related to construction vibration:

MM-NOI-1: To the satisfaction of the City of Pasadena, the Applicant shall implement one of the
following measures to mitigate potential vibration impacts:

a) Vibratory rollers shall not be used within 26 feet of the non-historic properties or within
37 feet of the historic properties identified in Table 2-1 of the 444 North Fair Oaks 425
North Raymond Avenue Planned Development CEQA Noise and Vibration Assessment.
Drill rigs and bulldozers shall not be used within 15 feet of the non-historic properties or
within 21 feet of the historic properties identified in Table 2-1.

b) The Project Applicant may provide a detailed vibration analysis prepared by a
Professional Structural Engineer with experience in structural vibration analysis
demonstrating that use of the vibratory compaction equipment at the Project boundary
closest to the adjacent properties would not result in a potential for building damage. In
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the event this alternative means of satisfying the mitigation requirement is selected, the
Project Applicant shall also include data and analysis confirming that the use of such
equipment closer than 26 feet of the subject buildings will not result in constructionrelated vibration levels greater than 0.12 in/sec PPV at historic structures or 0.2 in/sec
PPV at non-historic structures.

c) 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 Project 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:
1. Review the project plans for demolition and construction.

2. Visit the properties located at 418 North Fair Oaks Avenue, 411-415 North
Raymond Avenue, 419 North Raymond Avenue, 431-435 North Raymond
Avenue, and 443-447 North Raymond Avenue to inspect and document (video
and/or photographic) the apparent physical condition of the buildings’ readily
visible features. For the historical resource listed above (the property at 411-415
North Raymond Avenue), inspection and documentation shall also be carried out
by, and in coordination with, a qualified preservation consultant.

3. Prepare and submit a report to the Director of Planning and Community
Development that includes, but is not limited to, the following:
A. Any description/survey information obtained under the second task.

B. Any modifications to the vibration level limits based on building
conditions, soil conditions, and planned demolition and construction
methods to ensure that vibration levels would remain below the
potential for damage at 418 North Fair Oaks Avenue, 411-415 North
Raymond Avenue, 419 North Raymond Avenue, 431-435 North
Raymond Avenue, and 443-447 North Raymond Avenue.

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

D. A monitoring plan to be implemented during demolition and
construction. The plan should include, but not be limited to, monitoring
instrument specifications, instrument calibration certificates, list of
exact monitoring locations, data collection protocol, alarming and
alerting protocol, reporting protocol, and maintenance and service
outage protocol. Any of the measures can be removed when no longer
necessary to achieve the threshold of structure damage of 0.12 in/sec
PPV at 411-415 North Raymond Avenue, and 0.2 in/sec PPV at 418
North Fair Oaks Avenue, 419 North Raymond Avenue, 431-435 North
Raymond Avenue, and 443-447 North Raymond Avenue (subject to any
modification described under (c)3.B.).

E. Examples of measures that may be specified for implementation during
demolition or construction include, but are not limited to, the
following:
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1. Prohibition of certain types of construction equipment.

2. The requirement for lighter-tracked or wheeled equipment.

3. Specifying demolition by non-impact methods, such as sawing
concrete.
4. Phasing operations to avoid simultaneous vibration sources.

5. Installation of vibration-measuring devices to guide decision
making for subsequent activities. Monitoring shall be conducted,
at minimum, during all ground-disturbing significant impact
construction activities (i.e., demolition, shoring excavation, and
foundation work). Warning thresholds, as specified in the
monitoring plan, shall be below the specified vibration limits to
allow the Contractor to take the necessary steps to reduce
vibration, including but not limited to halting/staggering
concurrent activities, utilizing quieter or lower vibratory
techniques, or reducing the speed or intensity of equipment. A
monitoring record that documents all alarms and includes
information regarding compliance with these vibration
measures shall be provided to the City of Pasadena upon request.

To the satisfaction of the City of Pasadena, in the unanticipated event of discovery of
vibration‐caused damage, the Structural Engineer and the Project Historical Architect
shall document any damage to the properties located at 418 North Fair Oaks Avenue, 411415 North Raymond Avenue, 419 North Raymond Avenue, 431-435 North Raymond
Avenue, or 443-447 North Raymond Avenue caused by construction of the project and
shall recommend necessary repairs. Until the conclusion of vibration causing activities, a
report from the Structural Engineer or Project Historical Architect shall be submitted
every 90 days to the City of Pasadena documenting the presence or absence of damage,
and, if needed, the status of any required 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.

Finding of Significance: With implementation of Mitigation Measure MM NOI-1, impacts would be less
than significant.
c)

For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels??

The San Gabriel Valley Airport is the nearest airport, located approximately 8 miles southeast of the
project site. Therefore, the project site is not located within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport and would result in no impact to expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels.
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Finding of Significance: No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are necessary.
Potentially
Significant
Impact

XIV.
POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would the project:
a) Induce substantial unplanned population
growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and

businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing
people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?



Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact













Discussion:
a)

Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly
(e.g., by proposing new homes and business) or indirectly (e.g., through extension of roads or
other infrastructure)?

The proposed project would involve the establishment of a Planned Development zoning district
consisting of 206 multi-family residential units located on two adjacent parcels with two building types,
Building Type 1 and Building Type 2. Building Type 1 would consist of 199 dwelling units in two 3- to
5-story apartment buildings. Building Type 2 would consist of seven townhouse units in three 2- and 3story buildings. Building Type 2 would include six 2-bedroom units and one 3-bedroom unit. According
to U.S. Census Bureau QuickFacts, the City of Pasadena had a population of 141,029 in 2019 (U.S. Census
Bureau 2020). U.S. Census Bureau QuickFacts estimates for 2015 - 2019 identify that the City of has an
average of approximately 2.5 people per household (U.S. Census Bureau 2020). Based on this average
number of people per household, the new development would support a population of approximately
515 people. The proposed project would require the demolition of the existing commercial hardware
center and building materials supply company and a 2- to 3-story multi-family residential building that
includes seven units. The removal of seven existing residential units would displace approximately 18
people, resulting in a net increase of 497 people associated with the proposed project.

As discussed in Issue XI, General Plan Land Use Element, Policy 1.3 regulates building intensity and
population density consistently with the designations established in the Land Use Diagram. The
proposed number of units at Parcel A (199) exceeds the residential density permitted under the current
zoning district, however through the establishment of a Planned Development zoning district, and
subject to City Council approval, this exceedance is allowed as provided for under Pasadena Municipal
Code Section 17.26.020 (c). Parcel B is not located within a specific plan area that is subject to a housing
unit capacity and would not result in any increase in units compared to the existing uses at Parcel B (i.e.,
the new development on Parcel B would consist of seven housing units, which would replace the
existing seven housing units on site). With City Council approval of the proposed number of units, the
proposed project is consistent with the existing General Plan land use designations of Medium Mixed
Use (Parcel A), Low-Medium Density, Residential (Parcel B). The proposed number of units is consistent
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with the development capacity adopted for the Fair Oaks/Orange Grove Specific Plan. Therefore, the
proposed project would be consistent with the growth anticipated and accommodated by the City’s
General Plan and would not result in any unplanned population growth.

It is not anticipated that there would be any substantial population growth in the Project area as a result
of construction job opportunities created by the proposed project. The construction workforce in
Southern California exceeds 310,000 workers (LAEDC 2016). The work required to construct the
proposed project is expected to be supplied by the substantial construction workforce that exists within
the region and would not require additional facilities to house construction workers. Additionally, the
proposed project would not require extending or improving existing roads or infrastructure off-site
because the proposed project would be located in an urban area with a sufficient existing roadway
network and infrastructure. For these reasons, no significant unplanned population growth in the
project area would occur as a result of the proposed project and impacts would be less than significant.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
b)

Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

The proposed project would involve the demolition of the existing commercial hardware center and
building materials supply company and a 2- to 3-story multi-family residential building that includes
seven units. The displacement of the existing residential building would result in the displacement of
approximately 18 people. The proposed project would involve the construction of 206 multi-family
residential units, including seven townhouse units located at the site of the existing building that is
being removed. Overall, the proposed project would result in a net increase of 199 multi-family
residential units or housing to support approximately 497 people. Although the proposed project would
displace seven units, the proposed project would increase the number of housing units available within
the City and no replacement housing would be needed elsewhere. Therefore, the impact would be less
than significant.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:
i)

Fire protection?









ii)

Police protection?









iii)

Schools?









iv)

Parks?









v)

Other public facilities?
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Discussion:
a.

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental facilities or a need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:
(i)

Fire Protection

Fire protection services are currently provided to the project site by the Pasadena Fire Department
(PFD). The nearest fire stations to the proposed project site are Station 36, located at 1140 N Fair Oaks
Avenue approximately 0.8 miles from the project site; Station 33, located at 515 N Lake Avenue
approximately one mile from the project site; and Station 31, located at 135 S Fair Oaks Avenue
approximately one mile from the project site (PFD, 2020).

The proposed project would involve replacement of existing residential and non-residential
development with new residential buildings. It would result in an overall net increase of 199 residential
units or 497 people, potentially increasing the demand on the Pasadena Fire Department. This
anticipated growth associated with the proposed project is consistent with the projected housing
growth anticipated by the City’s General Plan.

Although the proposed project includes an increase in population and building square footage, it is
located in an area currently served by PFD and would not result in unplanned population growth. No
additional firefighting personnel or equipment would be needed to respond to fire or health
emergencies at the project site; the Pasadena Fire Department would be able to accommodate proposed
project without the provision of additional staffing and facilities. Further, the proposed project would
replace older construction with new construction that complies with all current applicable city and state
codes and ordinances related to fire safety. This includes the inclusion of safety and security features,
such as fire sprinklers, alarm systems, and provision of adequate access for emergency vehicles. For
these reasons, the proposed project would not require the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities or a need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for fire services,
and impacts to fire services would be less than significant.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
(ii)

Police Protection

Police protection services are provided to the project site by the Pasadena Police Department. The
Pasadena Police Department is divided into five services areas for police protection (West, Northwest,
Central, East, and Midtown); the proposed project is located within the Northwest (Community Service
Area 2) service area (Patrol Divisions, 2021). According to the crime statistics published by the
Pasadena Police Department, there were a total 3,793 citywide service calls in 2019, with approximately
787 (21 percent) occurring in the Northwest service area (City of Pasadena Police Department 2020).
The most prevalent offense in the Northwest service area is theft, with 193 offenses or approximately
25 percent of all offenses reported in this service area. The nearest police station to the proposed project
site is located at 207 Garfield Avenue, approximately 0.8 miles from the project site.
The proposed project would involve the replacement of existing residential and non-residential uses
with a new residential development that would result in an overall net increase of 199 residential units
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or 497 people. The proposed growth associated with the proposed project is consistent with the housing
and population growth anticipated by the City’s General Plan.

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in a substantial population increase or the
introduction of uses or activities typically associated with high demand for police services. The
proposed project would not increase the population of the City to an extent that new or expanded police
protection services would be needed and would not considerably change the average response time.
Therefore, proposed project would not require the provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities or a need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for police services and impacts to police
services would be less than significant.

Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
(iii)

Schools

The proposed project is located entirely within the City, which is served by the Pasadena Unified School
District (PUSD). PUSD includes students starting at prekindergarten through twelfth grade. According
to the most recent PUSD attendance boundary map, the project site is served by several schools,
including Roosevelt Elementary School, located at 315 N. Pasadena Avenue approximately 1.0 miles
from the project site; Washington STEAM Multilingual Academy Middle School, located at 1505 N.
Marengo Avenue approximately 1.6 miles from the project site; and John Muir High School Early College
Magnet, located at 1905 Lincoln Avenue approximately 2.1 miles from the project site (PUSD, 2020).

The proposed project would result in an overall net increase of 199 residential units or 497 people. The
state utilizes a Student Yield Factor for Unified School Districts to estimate the number of students in
each residential unit, which is approximately 0.7 students per residential unit. Using this generation
factor, the proposed project would result in approximately 140 net new students. There would be an
increased demand for school facilities associated with an increase in population; however, the
population growth associated with the proposed project is be consistent with the housing growth
anticipated by the City’s General Plan (City of Pasadena General Plan, Housing Element, 2015).
Furthermore, a fee is collected by the City's Building Official for PUSD on each residential unit that is
constructed as per California Government Code Section 65996. This fee is intended to constitute full and
complete mitigation for potential impacts to schools caused by development. For these reasons, the
proposed project would not require the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities
or a need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, in order to maintain acceptable service
ratios for schools and impacts to schools would be less than significant.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
(iv)

Parks

The City of Pasadena Green Space, Recreation, and Parks Element (City of Pasadena 2007), identifies
that the City’s parks system consists of approximately 338 acres of land designated as parks and
approximately 502 acres of land designated as open space. Additionally, Desiderio Neighborhood Park,
a new 3.8 acre park, has subsequently been opened. The proposed project is located approximately 0.8
miles from the nearest park, Pasadena Memorial Park at 360 N. Arroyo Boulevard. As described in Issue
XIV(b), the proposed project would result in an overall net increase of 199 residential units or 497
people. An increased demand for park facilities would be associated with an increase in population. The
City collects park impact fees for residential developments as required by Ordinance No. 6252 to be
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used for park maintenance and improvement programs. The payment of fees would provide for
maintenance and improvements, which could include expanded amenities, to support the increase in
population associated with the proposed project. Although the proposed project would result in a net
increase in population, this increase would be consistent with expected growth for the City. For these
reasons, the proposed project would not require the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities or a need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios
for parks and impacts to parks would be less than significant.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
(v)

Other Public Facilities

The proposed project would involve the establishment of a Planned Development zoning district
consisting of 206 multi-family residential units located on two adjacent parcels in an urbanized area. As
described in Issue XIV(b), the proposed project would result in an overall net increase of 199 residential
units or 497 people. This minor population growth is consistent with the expected population growth
in the City and would not affect or overwhelm other public facilities such as libraries or hospitals (City
of Pasadena General Plan 2015b). While minor increases in additional maintenance of public facilities
may result, no new or expanded facilities would be required to accommodate the growth in population
associated with the proposed project. Furthermore, the proposed project would be required to provide
impact fees, increased property taxes, and development fees. For these reasons, the proposed project
would not result in any significant impacts on other public facilities.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.

XVI.
RECREATION
a) Would the project increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities such
that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be
accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which
might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

















Discussion:
a)

Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or
be accelerated?
3-84

444 N. Fair Oaks and 425 N. Raymond Planned Development
Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study

Section 3 • Environmental Issues

The proposed project would involve the establishment of a Planned Development zoning district
consisting of 206 multi-family residential units located on two adjacent parcels in an urbanized area.
The proposed project is located approximately 0.8 miles from the nearest park, Pasadena Memorial
Park, at 360 N. Arroyo Boulevard. As described in Issue XIV(b), the proposed project would result in an
overall net increase of 199 residential units or 497 people. The demand for recreational facilities would
be associated with an increase in population; however, the population growth associated with the
proposed project would be consistent with the housing growth anticipated by the City’s General Plan
(City of Pasadena General Plan 2015b). Therefore, minor increases in additional maintenance of public
recreational facilities may result, but no new or expanded facilities would be required to accommodate
the growth in population associated with the proposed project. As described in Issue XV(a[iv]), the
proposed project would be required to provide park impact fees in order to compensate for the
incremental increase in the recreational facilities use. Additionally, the proposed project would include
private recreational amenities available for use by proposed project residents, including a swimming
pool and firepit, barbeques, a fitness room and patio, indoor and outdoor lounges, an amenity deck, and
roof decks, which are expected to offset some use of existing public recreational facilities. The proposed
project would not significantly increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated; therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
b)

Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

The proposed project would involve the establishment of a Planned Development zoning district
consisting of 206 multi-family residential units located on two adjacent parcels in an urbanized area.
The proposed project would include construction of private recreational amenities available to the
residents, including as a swimming pool and firepit, barbeques, and other facilities such as a fitness
room and patio, indoor and outdoor lounges, amenity deck, and roof decks. Construction and operation
of these facilities is evaluated as part of the proposed project in context with other physical effects on
the environment throughout this initial study. Any rules and regulations and mitigation measures (if
applicable), identified herein would also apply to the construction of on-site recreational amenities. The
proposed project does not involve, and would not require, the construction or expansion of off-site
recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment; therefore, impacts
would be less than significant.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.

3-85

444 N. Fair Oaks and 425 N. Raymond Planned Development
Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study

Section 3 • Environmental Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with Less Than
Mitigation
Significant
Incorporation
Impact

No Impact

XVII. TRANSPORTATION: Would the project:
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or
policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway, bicycle and
pedestrian facilities?
b) Would the project conflict or be
inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.3, subdivision (b)?
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
d) Result in inadequate emergency access?

































Discussion:
The Pasadena Department of Transportation (DOT) reviews a proposed project’s transportation
impacts by estimating incremental changes in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) per capita, Vehicle Trips
(VT) per capita, proximity and quality of the bicycle network, proximity and quality of the transit
network, and pedestrian accessibility. The DOT prepared a CEQA Evaluation Transportation Impact
Analysis for the proposed project on October 30, 2020. The following sections summarize and
incorporate by reference the information provided in the CEQA Evaluation TIA, which is included as
Appendix F of this document.
a)

Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including
transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

City of Pasadena General Plan – Mobility Element, 2015

The Mobility Element guides the continuing development of the transportation system to support
planned growth (City of Pasadena 2015c.) Development within the City changes the use of the City’s
transportation systems, including demand for local and regional roadways. The purpose of the Mobility
Element is to provide measures for the implementation of the City’s Guiding Principle related to
mobility – Pasadena will be a city where people can circulate without cars. The purpose is also to
address the requirements of California state law designed to evaluate the transportation needs of the
community within the context of the region and to present a comprehensive plan to meet those needs.
The Mobility Element’s underlying objective is to promote a livable community where people can
circulate without cars; as a result, the Mobility Element emphasizes non-auto travel modes to recognize
their role in improving the City’s environment and quality of life. The Mobility Element also contains
three Mobility Objectives, each with supportive policies:



Objective 1: Enhance livability

Objective 2: Encourage walking, biking, transit, and other alternatives to motor vehicles
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Objective 3: Create a supportive climate for economic viability

As discussed in Issue XVII(b) below, the CEQA Evaluation TIA evaluated transportation impacts based
on per capita length, number of trips, proximity to bicycle and transit, and pedestrian accessibility, and
found that there would not be any significant impacts from the proposed project. Since the metrics used
in the CEQA Evaluation TIA reflect the objectives of the General Plan Mobility Element, and the proposed
project was found to not cause any significant impact to transportation, the proposed project would not
conflict with the General Plan Mobility Element; therefore, impacts on the General Plan Mobility
Element would be less than significant.

City of Pasadena Short Range Transit Plan, 2019 (SRTP)

The Pasadena DOT updated the Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP) in 2019 (City of Pasadena 2019). The
SRTP guides five years of programming of transit service development and investments that support
the policy goals for Pasadena Transit and Pasadena Dial-A-Ride. For the SRTP update, DOT completed
data analytics for current ridership and operations in Fall 2016 and, in Spring 2017, conducted public
outreach to solicit public feedback. This outreach included five public meetings, on-board surveys, and
online surveys. Based on the results of the data analysis and public outreach, SRTP recommendations
were developed.

The SRTP includes a series of recommendations for Pasadena Transit service, including adding an
additional six buses to Pasadena Transit service, retaining additional weekday service on Pasadena
Transit Route 20, continuing to provide service on Sundays, and other recommended adjustments to
service routes and hours. The proposed project would not interfere or prevent the implementation of
any of the SRTP recommendations, and therefore would not conflict with the SRTP; therefore, impacts
on the STRP would be less than significant.

City of Pasadena Municipal Code

Pasadena Municipal Code Section 10.64.020 requires certain development projects, including multifamily residential developments that have 100 or more units, to incorporate a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Program Plan. Subject to conformance with program requirements approved by
the City Department of Transportation, TDM Program Plans consist of measures influencing vehicle
ridership, and information on monitoring, commitments, and enforcement. In accordance with the City
Department of Transportation program requirements, TDM Program Plans may include elements on
private vanpool operation, transit and vanpool fare subsidies, pay parking for employees, provision of
subscription bus service, alternative work hours, capital improvements for transit services, reduction
of parking fees for carpools and vanpools, bikeway linkages to established bicycle routes, or provision
of an on-site employee transportation coordinator.
A TDM Program Plan would be prepared for the proposed project in compliance with Pasadena
Municipal Code Section 10.64.020. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with Pasadena
Municipal Code Section 10.64.020 and there would be no impact.

Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
b)

Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision
(b)?

On September 27, 2013, Governor Jerry Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743 into law. SB 743 required
the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to identify new criteria for evaluating
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transportation impacts within CEQA. Pursuant to SB 743, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision
(b) was adopted in 2018 and establishes VMT as the primary metric for evaluating a project’s
environmental impacts on the transportation system.

In accordance with the Mobility Element of the City’s General Plan and SB 743, the Pasadena DOT
developed a set of performance measures and CEQA thresholds used to evaluate transportation impacts
from new development. These performance measures and CEQA thresholds are contained in the
Transportation Impact Analysis Current Practice & Guidelines (TIA Guidelines) (City of Pasadena 2015d).

The TIA Guidelines’ mobility performance measures assess the quality of walking, biking, transit, and
vehicular travel in the City. Vehicular and multimodal performance measures are employed to evaluate
system performance in reviewing new development projects. They are:






Vehicle Miles Traveled per Capita
Vehicle Trips per Capita

Proximity and Quality of the Bicycle Network

Proximity and Quality of the Transit Network
Pedestrian Accessibility

These performance measures align with the sustainability goals of the General Plan by evaluating the
“efficiency” of projects by analyzing the per capita length and number of trips associated with changes
in land use.

Using these guidelines, Pasadena DOT prepared the CEQA Evaluation TIA, analyzing potential
transportation related to the proposed project on October 30, 2020. The methods and findings of the
TIA are described below.

VMT Per Capita

The VMT per Capita measure sums the miles traveled for trips within the City Travel Demand Model
(which is based on the SCAG regional model). The VMT total considers 100 percent of the mileage of
trips that begin and end inside Pasadena and 50 percent of the distance traveled for trips with one end
outside of Pasadena. The City’s VMT is then divided by the City’s total service population, defined as the
population plus the number of jobs.

VT Per Capita

VT per Capita is a measure of motor VT associated with the City. The measure sums the trips with origins
and destination within the City as generated by the trip-based City Travel Demand Model. The regional
VT is calculated by adding the VT associated with trips generated and attracted within City boundaries,
and 50 percent of the VT associated with trips that either begin or end in the City but have one trip end
outside of the City. The City’s VT is then divided by the City’s total service population.

Proximity and Quality of Bicycle Network

The Proximity and Quality of Bicycle Network provides a measure of the percent of the City’s service
population within one quarter of a mile of bicycle facilities. The bicycle facility types are aggregated into
three hierarchy levels, obtained from the City’s (Draft) Bicycle Transportation Plan categories as shown
in the following table:
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Table XVII-1: Bicycle Facilities Hierarchy
Level

Description

Facilities Included

1

Advanced Facilities

Bike Paths
Multipurpose Paths
Cycle Tracks/Protected Bike Lanes

2

Dedicated Facilities

Buffered Bike Lanes
Bike Lanes
Bike Boulevards

3

Basic Facilities

Bike Routes
Enhanced Bike Routes
Emphasized Bikeways

For each bicycle facility level, a quarter-mile network distance buffer is calculated and the total service
population within the buffer is identified.

Proximity and Quality of Transit Network

The Proximity and Quality of Transit Network provides a measure of the percent of the City’s service
population within one quarter of a mile of each of three transit facility types, as defined in Table XVII-2:
Table XVII-2: Description of Transit Facilities

Transit Facilities Hierarchy

Level
1

Facilities Included

2

Includes all Gold Line stops as well as corridors with transit service, whether it be a single
route or multiple routes combined, with headways of five minutes or less during the peak
periods.
Includes corridors with transit headways of between six and 15 minutes in peak periods.

3

Includes corridors with transit headways of 16 minutes or more at peak periods.

For each facility level, a quarter-mile network distance buffer is calculated and the total service
population within the buffer is identified.

Pedestrian Accessibility Score

The Proximity and Quality of Pedestrian Environment score provides a measure of the average
walkability in the Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) surrounding Pasadena residents, based on a
Pedestrian Accessibility metric. The Pedestrian proximity metric is a simple count of the number of land
use types accessible to a Pasadena resident or employee in a given TAZ within a 5-minute walk.
The ten categories of land uses are:





Retail

Personal Services
Restaurant

Entertainment
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Office (including private sector and government offices)
Medical (including medical office and hospital uses)

Culture (including churches, religious and other cultural uses)
Park and Open Space

School (including elementary and high schools)
College

The Table XVII-3 summarizes the City’s Metrics for determining CEQA Thresholds:
Table XVII-3: City of Pasadena CEQA Thresholds of Significance
Metric

Description

Impact Threshold

1. VMT Per Capita

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) in the City
of Pasadena per service population
(population + jobs)

An increase over existing Citywide VMT per
Capita of 22.6

2. VT Per Capita

An increase over existing Citywide VT per Capita
of 2.8

3. Proximity and
Quality of
Bicycle Network

Vehicle Trips (VT) in the City of Pasadena
per service population (population +
jobs)
Percent of service population
(population + jobs) within a quarter mile
of bicycle facility types

4. Proximity and
Quality of
Transit Network

Percent of service population
(population + jobs) located within a
quarter mile of transit facility types

Any decrease in existing citywide 66.6% of
service population (population + jobs) within a
quarter mile of Level 1 & 2 transit facilities

5. Pedestrian
Accessibility

The Pedestrian Accessibility Score uses
the mix of destinations, and a networkbased walkshed to evaluate walkability

Any decrease in the Citywide Pedestrian
Accessibility Score (3.9)

Any decrease in existing citywide 31.7% of
service population (population + jobs) within a
quarter mile of Level 1 & 2 bike facilities

Proposed projects are analyzed using the City’s calibrated travel demand forecasting model (TDF),
which is built on SCAG’s regional model. The City’s TDF model uses TransCAD software to simulate
traffic levels and travel patterns for the City of Pasadena. The program consists of input files that
summarize the City’s land uses, street network, travel characteristics, and other key factors. Using these
data, the model performs a series of calculations to determine the number of trips generated, the
beginning and ending location of each trip, and the route taken by the trip. To be deemed accurate for
project transportation impact on the transportation system, a model must be calibrated to a year in
which actual land use data and traffic volumes are available and well documented. The Pasadena TDF
has been calibrated to 2013 base year conditions using actual traffic counts, Census data, and land use
data compiled by City staff with land uses’ associated population and job increase estimates.

Projects with proposed land uses that are consistent with the General Plan and complimentary to their
surrounding land uses are expected to reduce the trip length associated with adjacent land uses; and/or
increase the service population access to pedestrians, bicycles, and transit facilities if the project is
within a quarter mile of those facilities.

Table XVII-4 summarizes the following analyses of the proposed project’s impacts on the transportation
system using the calibrated TDF model. The results are based on the project’s vehicular and
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non-vehicular trip making characteristics, trip length, interaction with other surrounding/citywide land
uses, and the City’s transportation network.
Table XVII-4: Transportation Performance Metrics Summary

Significant Impact
Cap (existing)

Incremental
change
(existing + project)

Significant
Impact?

VMT per Capita

>22.6

9.3

No

VT per Capita

>2.8

2.2

No

Proximity and Quality of Bicycle Network

<31.7%

31.8

No

Proximity and Quality of Transit Network

<66.6%

66.7

No

<3.9

3.9

No

Transportation Performance Metrics

Pedestrian Accessibility

As shown in Table XVII-4, the CEQA Evaluation TIA found that the proposed project would not exceed
any of the CEQA thresholds outlined in the City’s guidelines. Impacts to VMT per capita, VT per capita,
and the City’s bicycle, transit, and pedestrian networks would not be significant.
The CEQA Evaluation TIA prepared by Pasadena DOT found that the proposed project would not result
in a significant transportation impact and was prepared in a manner consistent with the guidelines
found in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b). The proposed project would not conflict
or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b); therefore, the impact would
be less than significant.

Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
c)

Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

The proposed project consists of a residential development on two parcels in an urbanized area
consisting of residential, commercial, and institutional uses. The existing streets surrounding the
project site are configured in a traditional street grid and do not include potentially hazardous
geometric features; the proposed project does not include any modifications to the surrounding street
alignments and would not be designed in a way as to create a new hazard on the existing street grid.
The proposed project would involve new driveways and curb/gutter construction to accommodate
resident access to and from the site. The driveways would be used by residents and guests, and for
deliveries. The driveway design would be subject to the City of Pasadena municipal code with regard to
safety measures like calculating safe design sight distances and the need for vehicle exit alerts. In
addition, the internal vehicular circulation routes and parking lot would be designed in compliance with
the City of Pasadena municipal code to ensure safe design. Therefore, the design would not be hazardous
to traffic circulation either within the project site or the project vicinity. The proposed project’s
residential use is compatible with the existing surrounding uses. It would not conflict with the
surrounding residential, commercial, and institutional uses in a manner as to cause a transportation
hazard. The proposed project’s circulation design would meet the City of Pasadena engineering
standards and comply with the Pasadena municipal code. No impact would occur.
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Finding of Significance: No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are necessary.

d)

Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

A potentially significant impact would occur if the project resulted in inadequate emergency access. Site
evacuation plans and procedures, emergency access ingress and egress points, and fire lanes would be
provided to the satisfaction of the Pasadena Fire and Police Departments. Ingress and egress would also
comply with all building, fire, and safety codes with final plans subject to review and approval by the
City’s Public Works and Transportation departments, the Building Division, and the Fire Department.
No permanent lane closures or obstructions that could impede emergency response to or from the
project site from surrounding streets would occur with the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed
project’s impacts related to emergency access would be less than significant.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.

XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES:
a) Would the project cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource, defined in Public
Resources Code §21074 as either a site,
feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the
size and scope of the landscape, sacred
place, or object with cultural value to a
California Native American Tribe, and
that is:
i) Listed or eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code §5020.1(k),
or
ii) A resource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and
supported by substantial evidence,
to be significant pursuant to criteria
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code §5024.1. In
applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resource
Code §5024.1, the lead agency shall
consider the significance of the
resource to a California Native
American tribe?
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Discussion:
a)i)

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources Code §21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred
place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe, and that is listed or
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code §5020.1(k)?

There are no known tribal cultural resources, as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074, on
the project site or immediate vicinity. The project site is previously developed and is in an urban area
that is highly disturbed. Pursuant to AB 52, a lead agency is required to consult with a California Native
American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed
project if the tribe requested to the lead agency, in writing, to be informed by the lead agency of
proposed projects in that geographic area. Pursuant to PRC Section 21080.3.1(d), on October 15, 2020,
two tribes who have requested to be informed of proposed projects by City of Pasadena were sent AB
52 formal notification of the proposed project. No responses were received from the notified tribes.

Based on existing information about tribal cultural resources and the results of the tribal consultation
process, the District has determined that the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section
21074. However, as discussed in Issue V, Cultural Resources, there is the potential that previously
unknown archaeological resources could be uncovered during construction. Should a tribal cultural
resource be unexpectedly encountered, a significant impact could occur. Mitigation measure MM CULT1, identified in Issue V, requires coordination with a tribe identified by the Native American Heritage
Commission as being culturally affiliated with the geographic area if the find is identified by a qualified
archaeologist as being Native American in origin. With implementation of this mitigation measure,
impacts would be less than significant.
Finding of Significance With implementation of Mitigation Measure MM CULT-1, impacts would be
less than significant.
a)ii)

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources Code §21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred
place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe, and that is a resource
determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code §5024.1. In
applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code §5024.1, the lead agency
shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.

See Issue XVI (a) above. No known tribal cultural resources are located at the project site or vicinity.
However, should a cultural tribal resource be encountered, MM CULT-1 would reduce impacts to a level
that is less than significant.
Finding of Significance: With implementation of Mitigation Measure MM CULT-1, impacts would be
less than significant.
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XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would the project
a) Require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment or stormwater

drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
b) Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project and reasonably

foreseeable future development during
normal, dry and multiple dry years??
c) Would the project result in a determination
by the wastewater treatment provider,
which serves or may serve the project that
it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing commitments?
d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or
local standards, or in excess of the capacity
of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair
the attainment of solid waste reduction
goals?
e) Comply with federal, state, and local
management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

Discussion:
a)

Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities,
the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?

The proposed project would involve the establishment of a Planned Development zoning district
consisting of 206 multi-family residential units located on two adjacent parcels. The project area
utilities providers include the City and the Los Angeles County Flood District (LACFCD) to manage
stormwater, the City and Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD) to manage the sanitary
sewage, the Pasadena Department of Water and Power (PWP) to manage water supply and distribution,
the City to provide electricity, and Southern California Gas Company to provide natural gas. The
proposed project would replace a commercial hardware center and building materials supply company
and 7-unit multi-family residential building, resulting in a net increase of 199 multi-family residential
units or approximately 497 people, thereby increasing the demand on utilities as compared to the
existing uses. The analysis below identifies total (gross) utility demand associated with the proposed
project. The demand does not factor out existing utility demand from the hardware center and building
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materials supply company or from the 7-unit multi-family residential building. Therefore, the estimates
of utility demand provided in the analysis below are conservative; actual utility demands are expected
to be lower.

Water

As discussed further under Issue XIX (b) below, water in the City is provided by PWP. Operation of the
proposed project would have a total (i.e., gross) water demand of 72,000 gallons per day for indoor and
outdoor uses (i.e., landscaping) uses based on California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod)
generation factors. There is existing water infrastructure that currently serves the project site, including
on-site water lines that would be removed and replaced, the environmental impacts of which are
evaluated throughout this Initial Study. The new on-site infrastructure would connect to existing water
mains, including a 12-inch water main in Fair Oaks Avenue and an 8-inch water main in Raymond
Avenue. The proposed project would be subject to standard connection fees, as legislated by the
Pasadena Municipal Code, Section 13.20.080, Water Main Charge.
During the construction period, water is anticipated to be used for concrete mixing and dust control.
There is no standard methodology for estimating construction water use, and construction water used
for a project of this scale would not represent a significant impact.

A fire flow test of was completed to determine if sufficient water pressure is available from existing
water mains for the project site. Based on the results of the fire flow test, the existing lines have capacity
(Appendix G). It is anticipated that new meters and one or more fire hydrants would be required for the
development based on the fire hydrant average spacing requirements of 200 feet. Should it be
determined that a water main must be upgraded due to size, age, pressure deficiencies, and/or the
integrity of the existing water main; the upgrade would be paid for by the owner/developer. With
payment of connection fees, water needs of the proposed project could be met by existing water utility
infrastructure and are not anticipated to require or result in the relocation or construction of new or
expanded water facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental
effects beyond those evaluated within this Initial Study. Impacts associated water infrastructure would
be less than significant.

Wastewater

Based on CalEEMod generation factors, the proposed project would generate a total (i.e., gross) of
approximately 42,000 gallons of wastewater per day. There is existing wastewater infrastructure that
serves the project site. Existing onsite infrastructure would be removed and replaced, including
approximately seven or more 6-inch house laterals from the project site, and would connect to existing
sewer mains located within Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond Avenue, the environmental impacts of
which are evaluated throughout this Initial Study. The City of Pasadena determined that the existing
system would have capacity to service the proposed project (Appendix G). The proposed project would
be charged a sewer connection fee pursuant to Chapter 4.53 of the Pasadena Municipal Code. The
ordinance provides for the sewer facility charge to ensure that new development within the city limits
pays its estimated cost for capacity upgrades and ongoing operations and maintenance to the city sewer
system. With payment of connection fees, wastewater needs of the proposed project could be met by
existing infrastructure; the project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new
or expanded wastewater facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects beyond those evaluated within this Initial Study. Impacts associated with
wastewater infrastructure would be less than significant.
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Stormwater Drainage
There are no existing public storm drains adjacent to the project site and no new storm drain
connections would be required. The nearest existing public catch basins and storm drains, owned by
the City of Pasadena, are located at both the northeast and northwest corners of the intersection of Fair
Oaks Avenue and Maple Street and northwest corner of the intersection of Raymond Avenue and Maple
Street. A system to capture and route runoff to new on-site storm drain system would be installed at the
project site in compliance with MS4 permit requirements for water quality. This is expected to involve
capturing and directing the runoff into a biofiltration system. If additional capacity is required to meet
requirements, a storage system would be installed that that consists of manufactured tanks, structures,
or other holding vessels. When the capacity of the storage system is reached, a bypass would be installed
that allows further stormwater volume to be released from the site through under-sidewalk drains to
avoid flooding. The environmental impacts of construction of this stormwater drainage infrastructure
are evaluated throughout this Initial Study. The proposed project is not anticipated to require or result
in the relocation or construction of new or expanded stormwater drainage infrastructure, the
construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects beyond those
evaluated within this Initial Study. Impacts associated with stormwater drainage infrastructure would
be less than significant.

Electricity

Electricity for the proposed project site is provided by PWP. PWP has indicated that it can provide
electricity service to the proposed project (Appendix G). There is an existing electric power distribution
system located in Fair Oaks Avenue that would be used to service the proposed project. Construction of
the proposed project would include on-site underground substructures that meet PWP design
requirements. The proposed project is not anticipated to require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded electricity infrastructure, the construction or relocation of which could
cause significant environmental effects beyond those evaluated within this Initial Study. Impacts
associated with electricity infrastructure would be less than significant.

Natural Gas

Southern California Gas Company (SCG) would serve the proposed project site. Currently, the gas needs
required by the proposed project would be met by a 4-inch gas distribution line in Fair Oaks Avenue
and a 20-inch high pressure gas transmission line on the west side of Fair Oaks Avenue (Appendix G).
SCG facilities and services would be provided to the proposed project in accordance with all applicable
polices and regulations. The proposed project is not anticipated to require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded natural gas infrastructure, the construction or relocation of which
could cause significant environmental effects beyond those evaluated within this Initial Study. Impacts
associated with natural gas infrastructure would be less than significant.

Telecommunications

Telephone and cable television services for the proposed project would be met by existing services.
Construction of the proposed project would include an underground conduit system that meets the
electric service standards and supplying trenching and conduit for cable services. An existing cellular
tower is currently located on Parcel A. The tower would be removed and the equipment would be
relocated to the roof of Building Type 1, (Parcel A). The proposed project is not anticipated to require
or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded telecommunication facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects beyond those
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evaluated within this Initial Study. Impacts associated with telecommunications infrastructure would
be less than significant.

Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
b)

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

The proposed project would replace a hardware center and building materials supply company at
Parcel A and an existing, 7-unit multi-family residential building at Parcel B. This would result in a net
increase of 199 multi-family residential units or 497 people. The increase in population would increase
the demand on existing available water supplies. Based on CalEEMod demand factors, the proposed
project is anticipated to generate a total (i.e., gross) demand for approximately 72,000 gallons of water
per day or approximately 67 acre feet per year (AFY). (As previously noted, the gross demand does not
factor out existing water use by the hardware center and building materials supply company or by the
7-acre unit multi-family residential building. Therefore, the estimate of gross demand used in this
analysis is conservative; in actuality, the net water demand is expected to be lower.)

Water service is provided by the PWP. PWP’s current water supplies include the local groundwater from
the Raymond Basin and purchases of imported water. According to the 2015 Pasadena Urban Water
Management Plan, the City would be capable of providing adequate water supply to its service area
under a normal supply and demand scenario, single dry-year supply and demand scenario, and multiple
dry-year supply and demand scenarios through 2040 (City of Pasadena PWP 2016). For 2020, the
UWMP anticipated that water demand would be 32,586 AFY. The UWMP anticipates that, by the time
the proposed project is operational in 2025, water demand will be 32,611 AFY and water supply is
estimated to be 34,770 AFY; therefore, there are 2,159 AFY of additional water supply available for use,
as shown in Table XIX-1 below. The proposed project would only require approximately 67 AFY (3
percent of the total water demand) and would not exceed the supplies available to PWP. Additionally,
the UWMP accounts for increased demand as growth occurs over time in the City.
The City of Pasadena prepared a Water System and Resources Plan (WSRP) in 2020; the plan is a 25year strategy document intended to integrate investments for sustainable water resources with the
infrastructure necessary to ensure the provision of high-quality water service into the future (City of
Pasadena WSRP 2020). The WSRP evaluates the current and projected needs of customers for potable
and non-potable water. According to the projections in the WSRP, water use within the City would
decline by 12 percent from 28,500 AFY in 2020 to 25,000 AFY by 2030 with implementation of
regulations influencing water use. However, water use within the City is likely to decline further to
23,500 AFY if the City’s goal of 10 percent outdoor water conservation is achieved in addition to the
regulatory reductions. This projected reduction in total water demand is consistent with the City’s
history, during which total water demand has remained largely the same for decades despite overall
growth.

As described in Issue XIV(a), the proposed project is also consistent with anticipated growth in the
General Plan. As such, adequate water resources would be available to serve the project. Specifically,
although the proposed project would result in an increased demand on the City’s water supply, the City
would have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years.
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Table XIX-1: Water Supplies Available Compared to the Proposed Project
City of Pasadena Water Demand in 2025 (AFY)
Total Available Water Supply in 2025 (AFY)
Additional Water Supply Available (AFY)
Proposed Project Water Demand in 2025 (AFY)

32,611
34,770
2,159
67

Source: CDM Smith, 2021.

During construction, water would be used for dust suppression of exposed soils during excavation and
grading and cement mixing. Water used for dust suppression would likely be provided by water trucks
that are filled off-site and often use recycled water. Also, some cement mixing is expected to occur offsite using an off-site water source selected by the contractor. The water use during construction would
be temporary and intermittent (i.e., the amount of water used would vary depending on the amount of
exposed soil requiring dust suppression and the weather conditions when soil is exposed – for example
increased frequency of wetting exposed soils would be required during hot and dry conditions as
opposed to a lower frequency during cool and moist conditions). Therefore, the amount of water used
during construction would be highly variable; however, overall the water use would be less than the
potable water demand associated with operation of the proposed project which, as addressed above,
would not exceed existing potable water supplies.

Chapter 13.10 Water Waste Prohibitions and Water Supply Shortage Plans of the Pasadena Municipal
Code discusses a number of policies and plans that establish a water conservation and supply shortage
program that will further reduce water consumption within the City and its service area and minimize
the effect and hardship of water shortage to the greatest possible extent. Policies established to assist
in the event of a water supply shortage include limits on watering days; limits on filling ornamental
lakes and ponds; and obligations to fix leaks, breaks, or malfunctions (PMC Chapter 13, 2020). While
the proposed project would result in an increase in water demand from increased residential use
compared to existing conditions, the proposed project would be required to comply with Pasadena
Municipal Code water conservation measures, which would further reduce water demand associated
with the proposed project. With adequate water supply and the compliance with the City’s water
conservation policies, impacts related to water supply would be less than significant.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
c)

Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which serves
or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

As described in Issue XIX(a), the City and LACSD would treat sanitary sewage generated by the proposed
project. The City’s sewer lines would convey wastewater to trunk lines managed by LACSD, which is
responsible for treating the majority of local wastewater (City of Pasadena General Plan EIR 2015a).
The proposed project site is located adjacent to multiple existing public sewer lines that would be
utilized for the proposed project, including an 8-inch sewer main along the Fair Oaks Avenue right of
way and an 8-inch sewer main along Raymond Avenue. Both lines currently serve the existing
development on the Project site. Any sewer deficiencies would be addressed by the assessed Sewer
Facility Charge under Chapter 4.53 of the Pasadena Municipal Code. The ordinance provides for the
sewer facility charge to ensure that new development within the city limits pays its estimated cost for
capacity upgrades and ongoing operations and maintenance to the city sewer system. The Sewer Facility
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Charge is based on the Taxes, Fees and Charges Schedule and is calculated and collected at the time of
issuance of building permits.

Three different wastewater treatment facilities reclaim 99.3 percent of the wastewater generated in the
City, including the San Jose Creek Water Reclamation Plant (WRP), Whittier Narrows WRP, and the Los
Coyotes WRP. As described in Table XIX-2 below, the San Jose WRP, located next to the City of Whittier,
has a total capacity of 100 million gallons per day (mgd) and currently uses approximately 63 mgd,
resulting in a remaining capacity of approximately 37 mgd (City of Pasadena General Plan EIR 2015a).
The Whittier Narrows WRP is located in the City of El Monte and has a total capacity of 15 mgd and
currently processes approximately 8.6 mgd, leaving approximately 6.4 mgd available for use. The Los
Coyote WRP, located in the City of Cerritos, has a total capacity of 37.5 mgd and currently processed
approximately 21 mgd, resulting in 16.5 mgd available for use. These numbers are reflected in Table
XIX-2 below.

Table XIX-2: City of Pasadena Wastewater Reclamation Plant (WRP) Current Uses and Capacity

San Jose Creek WRP
Whittier Narrows WRP
Los Coyotes WRP

Total WRP Design
Capacity (mgd)

Approx. WRP Capacity
Used (mgd)

Approx. WRP Capacity
Available (mgd)

100
15
37.5

63
8.6
21

37
6.4
16.5

Source: City of Pasadena General Plan EIR, 2015a.

Based on CalEEMod generation factors, the proposed Project would generate a total (i.e., gross) of
approximately 42,000 gallons of wastewater per day (0.042 mgd). Based on the combined remaining
capacities at the three WRPs that serve the City (i.e., approximately 60 mgd), the wastewater that would
be generated by the proposed Project (0.042 mgd) would only account for 0.07 percent of the facilities’
remaining capacities. Therefore, the wastewater facilities that would serve the project would have
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments. Therefore, impacts related to wastewater treatment would be less than significant.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
d)

Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

The proposed project would replace a hardware center and building materials supply company at
Parcel A and an existing, 7-unit multi-family residential building at Parcel B. This would result in a net
increase of 199 multi-family residential units or approximately 497 people. This increase in population
would increase the amount of solid waste generated at the project site. The proposed project is
anticipated to generate a total (i.e., gross) of approximately 95 tons of waste per year based on
CalEEMod solid waste generation factors. The proposed project site is located within the service area of
the Los Angeles County Sanitation District. The solid waste would be collected by a private hauler and
transported primarily to the Scholl Canyon Landfill, approximately 4.5 miles west of the project site
(County of Los Angeles Sanitation Districts 2020a). The Street Maintenance and Integrated Waste
Management Division and the majority of the City’s private waste haulers dispose of waste at the Scholl
Canyon Landfill (City of Pasadena 2015). Scholl Landfill primarily accepts waste from Pasadena and
Glendale. Approximately 40 percent of the waste accepted at Scholl Canyon Landfill is from Pasadena
(County of Los Angeles Public Works 2020). The Scholl Canyon Landfill has a remaining capacity of 5.3
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million tons with an estimated closing date of 2030 (County of Los Angeles Sanitation Districts 2020b).
Other landfills in Los Angeles County that could accept waste from Pasadena include Sunshine Canyon
City/County Landfill, El Sobrante Landfill, and Chiquita Canyon Sanitary Landfill. The City’s General Plan
EIR determined that solid waste facilities accepting the vast majority of solid waste from Pasadena had
a combined remaining capacity of approximately 158.3 million tons in 2015 and closure dates as late as
2045 (City of Pasadena 2015). Therefore, the existing solid waste infrastructure would be able to
accommodate the solid waste generated by the proposed project. The proposed project would not
generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals, and impacts would
be less than significant.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
e)

Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related
to solid waste?

As discussed in Issue XIX(d), the proposed project would involve the establishment of a Planned
Development zoning district consisting of 206 multi-family residential units located on two adjacent
parcels. Although the proposed project is anticipated to generate a total (i.e., gross) of approximately
95 tons of waste per year, the amount generated would be negligible compared to the remaining
capacity at the Scholl Canyon Landfill. The proposed project would comply with state regulations,
including Assembly Bill 939 (Integrated Solid Waste Management Act of 1989). AB 939 requires the City
to divert 50 percent of its waste from landfills by 2000. In order to meet the requirements of AB 939,
the City has established a solid waste collection franchise as described in Pasadena Municipal Code
Chapter 8.61. Each franchise, or jurisdiction, must meet a minimum recycling diversion rate of 75
percent on a monthly basis and an annual basis for construction and demolition debris and a minimum
recycling diversion rate of 60 percent on a monthly and annual basis for other solid waste. The proposed
project would be required to comply with these requirements. Because the proposed project would
comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid
waste, impacts to solid waste would be less than significant.
Finding of Significance: The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
necessary.
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Less Than
Potentially
Significant with
Less Than
Significant
Mitigation
Significant
Impact
Incorporation
Impact
No Impact
XX. WILDFIRE: If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard
severity zones, would the project
a) Would the project substantially impair
an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan??









b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and
other factors, would the project
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby
expose project occupants to, pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

























c) Would the project require the
installation or maintenance of
associated infrastructure (such as
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other utilities)
that may exacerbate fire risk or that
may result in temporary or ongoing
impacts to the environment??
d) Would the project expose people or
structures to significant risks, including
downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, postfire slope instability, or drainage
changes?

Discussion:
a)

Would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) maps fire hazard areas
throughout the state based on vegetation, topography, weather, and other factors. Areas with significant
fire hazards are identified as Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZ) and ranked from moderate, high, and
very high. The project site is not located within or proximate to an FHSZ as identified by CAL FIRE. The
nearest FHSZ is the Arroyo Seco, which is located approximately one mile west of the project site. The
Arroyo Seco is ranked as a VHFHSZ (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 2020).

The project site and surrounding area is highly urbanized area and flat. Roadway surrounding the
project site (Fair Oaks Avenue, Villa Street, Raymond Avenue, and Maple Street) are not identified as
disaster routes within the City (County of Los Angeles 2008). The nearest disaster route is I-210 located
approximately 400 feet to the south. Site evacuation plans and procedures, emergency access ingress
and egress points, and fire lanes would be provided to the satisfaction of the Pasadena Fire and Police
Departments. Ingress and egress would also comply with all building, fire, and safety codes with final
plans subject to review and approval by the City’s Public Works and Transportation Departments, the
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Building Division, and the Fire Department. No permanent lane closures or obstructions that could
impede emergency response to or from the project site from surrounding streets would occur with the
proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially impair an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan and no impact would occur.
Finding of Significance: No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are necessary.
b)

Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, would the project exacerbate wildfire risks,
and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?)

As described under Issue XX(a) above, the project site is not located within or proximate to an FHSZ.
The closest such area is the Arroyo Seco, which is approximately one mile west and separated from the
project site by I-210 and urban development. The proposed project’s distance from the FHSZ and the
surrounding areas' urbanized nature makes the likelihood of a wildfire spreading to the project low.
Adherence to the California Fire Code (Title 24, Part 9 of the CBC) would further ensure the proposed
project would not exacerbate wildfire risks or expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations
from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. The proposed project would not exacerbate
wildfire risks and no impact would occur.
Finding of Significance: No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are necessary.

c)

Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks,
emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that
may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

As described under Issue XX(a) above, the proposed project is not located in located within or proximate
to an FHSZ. The proposed project is located in a highly urbanized area and would not require the
installation or maintenance of infrastructure such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, or
other utilities that would exacerbate fire risk or result in temporary or recurring impacts to the
environment. No impacts would occur.
Finding of Significance: No impacts would occur and no mitigation measures are necessary.
d)

Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage
changes?

As described under Issue XX(a) above, the proposed project is not located in located within or proximate
to an FHSZ. The proposed project is located in a fully built-out, urbanized area of the City. The project
site and surrounding area are flat with little to no slope and the project site is not located proximate to
a hillside or waterway. As discussed in Issue X(c), onsite drainage would not be substantially altered
and no impact would occur.
Finding of Significance: No impacts would occur and no mitigation measures are necessary.
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Mitigation
Significant
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Incorporation
Impact
XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE: Would the project

No Impact

a) Does the project have the potential to
substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause
a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community,
substantially reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods
of California history or prehistory?









b) Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? ("Cumulatively
considerable" means that the
incremental effects of an action are
considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future actions)?









c) Does the project have environmental
effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?









Discussion:
a)

Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?

As discussed in Issue IV, Biological Resources, the proposed project would not substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or substantially reduce the number or restrict
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal. The proposed removal of existing trees has the
potential to disturb nesting migratory birds, however, compliance with the requirements of local tree
trimming and tree removal ordinances, as well as federal and state regulations related to the protection
of migratory birds, would ensure that the proposed project would not degrade the quality of the
environment or adversely affect biological resources directly or indirectly. As discussed in Issue V,
Cultural Resources, the proposed project would not have an adverse effect on nearby historic buildings
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or eliminate important examples of the major period of California history. However, excavation to
construct subterranean parking has the potential to disturb previously undiscovered archeological
resources. With implementation of Mitigation Measure MM CULT-1, impacts on cultural resources
would be less than significant and the proposed project would not eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California prehistory. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would result
in less than significant impacts with mitigation incorporated.
Finding of Significance: Impacts would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation
Measure CULT-1.
b)

Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an action are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects,
and the effects of probable future actions.)

The proposed project would result in potentially significant project-level impacts involving cultural
resources, hazards and hazardous materials, noise, and tribal cultural resources. However, in all cases,
mitigation measures have been identified that would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant
level. As addressed throughout this IS/MND, the proposed project would have no impact, a less than
significant impact, or a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated relative to all
environmental impact areas. Cumulative impacts of several resource areas have already been addressed
in several individual resource sections, including Issue III, Air Quality; Issue VIII, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions; Issue XIII, Noise; and Issue XVII, Transportation. Based on CalEEMod modeling, the analysis
determined that air quality and GHG emissions impacts resulting from construction and operation of
the proposed project would not have a significant project-level or cumulative impact. Additionally, the
traffic assessment conducted for the proposed project considered cumulative increases in traffic and
concluded that impacts would be less than significant. The noise analysis determined that project
increases in traffic would not result in a cumulative increase in traffic noise in the surrounding area or
involve other increases in ambient noise levels that would have a significant impact. While significant
impacts would occur relative to temporary vibration during construction, this would be a site-specific
impact that would only occur when specific equipment types are used in close proximity to historic
buildings and would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable vibration impact.

Some resource areas (Issue II, Agricultural and Forestry Resources; Issue XII, Mineral Resources; and
Issue XX, Wildfire) were determined to have no impacts and, thus, would not contribute to cumulative
impacts related to these environmental topics. Other resource areas (Issue I, Aesthetics; Issue IV,
Biological Resources; Issue VI, Energy; Issue VII, Geology and Soils; Issue X, Hydrology and Water
Quality; Issue XI, Land Use and Planning; Issue XIV, Population and Housing; Issue XV, Public Services;
Issue XVI, Recreation; and Issue XIX, Utilities and Services Systems) were determined to have a less than
significant impact when compared to existing conditions. Many of these impacts are site specific (e.g.,
aesthetics, geology and soils) or would adhere to regulatory requirements that would ensure that the
project would not contribute to cumulative impacts (e.g., biological resources, hydrology and water
quality). Others (e.g., land use and planning, population and housing, public services, recreation, and
utilities and service systems) were determined to be consistent with the General Plan, which addresses
impacts on a cumulative level. For these reasons, the proposed project would not contribute to
cumulative impacts related to these environmental topics. Other issues areas (Issue V, Cultural
Resources; Issue IX, Hazards and Hazardous Materials; and Issue XVIII, Tribal Cultural Resources),
which would have project impacts that are less than significant with incorporation of mitigation, are by
their nature site-specific, and impacts at one location do not add to impacts at other locations or create
additive impacts.
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The proposed project would involve the establishment of a Planned Development zoning district
consisting of 206 multi-family residential units located on two adjacent parcels. The new development
would result in an approximate net increase of 497 people. This anticipated growth associated with the
proposed project is consistent with the projected growth anticipated by the City’s General Plan.
Furthermore, the proposed project would not include the construction of any roads or other
infrastructure, the implementation of which would result in substantial, indirect population growth.
Therefore, the proposed project would not considerably contribute to population-driven impacts (such
substantial increases in need for housing, utilities, public recreation facilities, and public services).
Further, all reasonably foreseeable future development in the City would be subject to the same land
use and environmental regulations that have been described throughout this document, and would be
guided by the policies identified in the City’s General Plan and by the regulations established in the City’s
Municipal Code. Therefore, compliance with applicable land use and environmental regulations would
ensure that environmental effects associated with the proposed project do not combine with effects
from reasonably foreseeable future development in the City to cause cumulatively considerable
significant impacts. With the incorporation of mitigation, the proposed project would not result in a
mandatory finding of significance due to a considerable contribution to any cumulative impacts.

Finding of Significance: Impacts would be less than significant with implementation of mitigation
measures identified in this IS.
c)

Does the project have environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

As discussed throughout Section 3 of this IS, the proposed project would not have significant adverse
effects on the environment and, thus, would not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly. Mitigation measures have been identified to reduce short-term
construction impacts and long-term operational impacts to levels that are less than significant in the
areas of cultural resources, hazardous materials, noise, and tribal cultural resources. Specifically,
mitigation measures identified under Issue XIII, Noise, would reduce potential adverse effects to human
beings by reducing temporary construction impacts from vibration on adjacent historic residences,
thereby, reducing potential impacts to their residents. Mitigation measures identified under Issue XIII,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, would reduce potential adverse effects to human beings by requiring
safe and proper handling and abatement of hazardous and potentially hazardous materials, including
soils, building materials, and potential USTs. Implementation of mitigation measures and compliance
with existing federal, state, and local regulations, along with standard design criteria, would ensure that
the proposed project would not directly or indirectly cause a substantial adverse effect on human
beings.

Finding of Significance: Impacts would be less than significant with implementation of mitigation
measures identified in this IS.
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Acronyms
AB

Assembly Bill

ACCM

asbestos-containing construction material

ACBMs
AFY

APE

APN

AQMP
Basin
bgs

asbestos-containing building materials
acre-feet per year

Area of Potential Effect

Assessor Parcel Number

Air Quality Management Plan
South Coast Air Basin

below ground surface

BMPs

Best Management Practices

CalEEMod

California Emissions Estimator Model

CAAQS

CAL FIRE

CALGreen
CalOSHA

CAP

CARB

CBC

California Ambient Air Quality Standards
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
California Green Building Standards Code

California Occupational Safety and Health Administration
Climate Action Plan

California Air Quality Basin
California Building Code

CBSC

California Building Standards Commission

CEQA

California Environmental Quality Act

City

City of Pasadena

CFC`

chlorofluorocarbon

CEC

CHRID

CGS
CO

COPCs

California Energy Commissions

California Historical Resources Inventory Database

California Geological Survey
carbon monoxide

constituents of potential concern
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DBH

Diameter and breast height

dBA

A-weighted scale

Db

DNL

DOGGR
DOT

decibels

Day-Night Average Sound Level

Division of Oil, Gas & Geothermal Resources

Pasadena Department of Transportation

DPM

diesel particulate matter

DWP

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works

DTSC
DWR

EDR

Department of Toxic Substances Control

California Department of Water Resources

Environmental Data Resources, Inc.

EO

Executive Order

FEMA

Federal Emergency Management Agency

FAR

FHSZ

FINDS
FIRM

FTA

floor area ratio

Fire Hazard Severity Zones
Facility Index System

flood insurance rate map

Federal Transit Administration

GHGs

greenhouse gases

HRI

California State Historical Resources Inventory

HMS

Hazardous Materials System

Hz

hertz

IS/MND

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

I-210

LACFCD
LACFD
LACSD

LARWQCB

Lb

LBP

Interstate 210

Los Angeles County Flood District

Los Angeles County Fire Department, Site Mitigation Unit
Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
pound

lead-based paint
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LBPs

Leq

lead-based paints

sound energy level averaged over a specified time period

LID

low impact development

LST

localized significance threshold

LRA
Lv

Local Responsibility Area
velocity level in decibels

mg/L,

milligram per liter

mgd

million gallons per day

MFR

multi-family residential

MS4

Los Angeles County Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System

MTCO2e

metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent

MT

MWD

NAAQS
NAHC
NO2

NPDES
O3

OEHHA
OPR

metric ton

Metropolitan Water District

National Ambient Air Quality Standards
Native American Heritage Commission
nitrogen dioxide

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
Ozone

California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

PasDOT

Pasadena Department of Transportation

PCB

polychlorinated biphenyl

Pb

lead

PD

Planned Development

PM

particulate matter

PFD
PMC

PPV

PT

PUSD

City of Pasadena Fire Department, Fire Prevention
Pasadena Municipal Code

peak particle velocity; in/sec = inches/second

Pasadena Transit

Pasadena Unified School District
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PWP

Pasadena Water and Power

RSL

regional screening levels

RWQCB

California Regional Water Quality Control Board

SCAB

South Coast Air Basin

RECs

RTP/SCS

SB

SCAG

recognized environmental conditions

Regional Transportation/Sustainable Communities Strategy

Senate Bill

Southern California Association of Governments

SCAQMD

South Coast Air Quality Management District

SFR

single-family residential

SCG

SGMA

Southern California Gas Company

Sustainable Groundwater Management Act

SO2,

sulfur dioxide

STLC

Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration

SRTP
Sox

SQMP

STLC

SWPPP

SWRCB

TAC

Short Range Transit Plan
oxides of sulfur

Stormwater Quality Management Plan

Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan

State Water Resources Control Board

toxic air contaminant

TAZ

Transportation Analysis Zone

TDM

Transportation Demand Management

TDF
TIA

TPAs
TPH

μg/m3

USEPA

USTs

travel demand forecasting model

Transportation Impact Assessment
Transit Priority Areas

total petroleum hydrocarbons
micrograms per cubic meter

United States Environmental Protection District

underground storage tanks
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UWMP

VdB

Urban Water Management Plan

vibration velocity in decibels

VHFHSZ

Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones

VOC

volatile organic compound

VMT

VT

WRP

vehicle miles traveled
Vehicle Trips

wastewater reclamation plan
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City of Pasadena
(Lead Agency)
Luis Rocha, Zoning Administrator
Beilin Yu, Senior Planner
Jason Van Patten, Senior Planner
John Bellas, Contract Planner to City of Pasadena
Jennifer Wu, Contract Planner to City of Pasadena

CDM Smith
Robin Ijams, Vice President – Project Technical Lead
Kathleen Owston – CEQA Task Manager/Senior Environmental Planner
Gwen Pelletier, ENV SP, SCAQMD Certified Permitting Professional, Principal – Senior Air Quality
Specialist
Jeremy Gilbride, EIT – Air Quality Specialist
Matt Egge, AICP – Senior Environmental Planner
Alex Kessel – Environmental Planner
Historic Resources Group
Paul Travis, AICP, Managing Principal – Task Manager, Historic Resources
Kari Fowler – Senior Preservation Planner
Robby Aranguren – Planning Associate/GIS Specialist
Antonio Acoustics
Nick Antonio, CEng – Noise and Vibration Technical Study
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