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


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



Section 2 – Corrections and Additions: This Section includes changes to text within the Draft
EIR as a result of either comments received from interested parties during the public review
period or as initiated by the Lead Agency (City of Pasadena or City). A list of public agencies,
organizations, and individuals who submitted comments on the Draft EIR is provided.



Section 3 – Comments and Responses: This Section includes all comments received on the
Draft EIR during the document’s 60‐day public review period, which began on January 4, 2013
and was completed on March 4, 2013. Responses to comments received on the Draft EIR have
been prepared and are included in this Section of this Final EIR.



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

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

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


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



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



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

Additionally, pursuant to Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, when a Lead Agency approves a
project that would result in significant unavoidable impacts that are disclosed in the Final EIR, the
agency must state its reasons for supporting the approved action in writing. This Statement of
Overriding Considerations is supported by substantial information in the record, which includes the
Final EIR. However, since the proposed project would not result in significant unavoidable impacts,
the decision‐making body (City Council) is not required to adopt a Statement of Overriding
Considerations if it approves the proposed project.

Project Location and Setting
The City is located approximately 10 miles northeast of the City of Los Angeles in the County of Los
Angeles. Regional access to the City is provided by State Route 134 (SR 134), Interstate 210 (I‐210 or
Foothill Freeway), State Route 110 (SR110), and Interstate 710 (I‐710). The project site is located at
233 North Fair Oaks Avenue, located immediately south of I‐210. The 42,000 square foot site is
bordered by Corson Street on the north, Fair Oaks Avenue on the east, Walnut Avenue on the south,
and a vacant parcel on the west.
The project site is located within the Central District Specific Plan, and is zoned CD‐1. The General
Plan Land Use designation for the site is Specific Plan. The Specific Plan area encompasses 960 acres
corresponding to the areas recognized by Pasadena residents as “downtown.” Included within the
boundaries of the Specific Plan area are activity centers known as Old Pasadena, the Civic Center, the
Playhouse District, and South Lake Avenue. Significant uses and structures within the Central District
Specific Plan include the Old Pasadena area, St. Andrews Church, Pasadena Playhouse, City Hall, the
Pasadena Central Public Library, the Y.W.C.A. building, and the Pasadena Humane Society.
The surrounding area is developed with mostly commercial uses and semi‐public uses. Saint
Andrew’s Church, Saint Andrew’s daycare, and office and retail uses are located to the east of Fair
Oaks Avenue and the project site. The Parson’s campus (an office complex) is located to the south of
the project site. A vacant lot and Beckham’s Grill restaurant are located west of the site. North of the
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site is Corson Street as well as the Foothill Freeway/I‐210, and further north of the freeway are
commercial and industrial uses.
Memorial Park, a 5.3‐acre City park, is located one block from the project site. Southeast of the park is
the Memorial Park Gold Line light rail station, which is approximately one quarter mile to the east of
the site. The proposed project site is located within walking distance of Old Pasadena (approximately
one‐quarter mile south of the site), the Pasadena Civic Center (approximately one‐half mile east of the
site), and a variety of other historically designated buildings and districts. The project site is not
located within an historic district.

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


Create a premier hotel development that adheres to the intent and the requirements of the
City’s General Plan and the Central District Specific Plan.



Create a hotel development that complements the existing neighboring uses to support the Old
Pasadena Business District.



Create an entrance to the City’s northwest gateway corner that is compatible with its urban
context and encourages pedestrian‐oriented, less‐motorized transportation, particularly within
Old Pasadena.



Locate a new hotel within easy walking distance of a major public transportation facility (the
Gold Line) to support public transportation throughout the area.



Strategically place a hotel use to help extend Old Pasadena north, and support a better link
between Old Pasadena and Northwest Pasadena.

Project Characteristics
The proposed project involves the construction of a 144‐room, five story extended stay hotel on a flat,
vacant lot at 233 North Fair Oaks Avenue in Pasadena. The hotel would be approximately 94,091
square feet in size.
The building footprint for the proposed hotel would be approximately 35,705 square feet, leaving
approximately 6,112 square feet of open space on the site. The proposed project would include
approximately 2,880 square feet of landscaping and a total of nine trees would be planted on the site,
mostly along North Fair Oaks Avenue.
In addition to the 144 guest rooms, the hotel would contain approximately 1,200 square feet of
meeting space, an approximately 750 square foot breakfast room and associated kitchen facilities (for
hotel guests only), a lobby, laundry and housekeeping facilities, and an outdoor recreational area with
a swimming pool. One level of underground parking is proposed and would accommodate 117
parking spaces. The proposed project would cater to extended stay guests; as such, all 144 guest
rooms would include individual kitchens.
The proposed project varies in height from 17 feet up to 65 feet. If the applicant is not able to meet
the requirements of the Height Averaging, they would have to apply for a variance, or meet the height
restrictions of 60 feet allowable by the Central District Specific Plan standards.
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The proposed hotel would be staffed by approximately eight full‐time employees. Because the
proposed project is a hotel, the facility would be open 24 hours per day, 365 days per year.
Construction activities associated with the proposed project are anticipated to include site
preparation, excavation, grading, construction of the new hotel, application of coatings, paving,
painting/striping, installation of lighting/security lighting, and landscaping. Construction would occur
in one phase lasting approximately 13 months. Grading of the project site is anticipated to take
approximately two months, building sub‐phase (i.e., construction of underground parking level)
would last for four months, construction of the hotel structure would last approximately 13 months,
and application of architectural coatings would last approximately four months.

Alternatives to the Project
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, an EIR must describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to a proposed project that could feasibly avoid or lessen any significant environmental
impacts, while attaining the basic objectives of the project. Comparative analysis of the impacts of
these alternatives is required. In response to the potential significant impacts associated with the
proposed project, the City developed and considered the following alternatives to the project:


Alternative 1 – No Project
The No Project Alternative is the No Build Alternative and assumes that the proposed extended
stay hotel would not be constructed; the site would remain in its current vacant state.



Alternative 2 – Residential Project
The Residential Project Alternative assumes a fully residential project would be constructed in
compliance with the existing zoning for the project site. Under existing codes, a 94,091 square
foot residential project would be constructed, with a total of 84 units and up to 105 parking
spaces.



Alternative 3 – Commercial Office Project
The Commercial Office Project Alternative assumes the maximum allowable build‐out of the
project site with commercial and office uses. Under this alternative, a 94,091 square foot
commercial office project would be constructed with approximately 282 parking spaces.

The CEQA Guidelines require that an environmentally superior alternative be identified from the
alternatives considered in an EIR. The No Project Alternative would result in no environmental
impacts and therefore would be the Environmentally Superior Alternative to the proposed project.
However, as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), if the No Project Alternative is
identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative, a second build alternative must be identified
as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. As such, the code‐compliant Alternative 2, Residential
Project Alternative, would be the Environmentally Superior Alternative to the proposed project.
However, given that the proposed project would not result in any significant and unavoidable
environmental impacts, the Residential Project Alternative would not avoid or reduce the severity of
significant environmental impacts, and would instead result in greater health risk impacts associated
with the proposed project.

Areas of Known Controversy
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The CEQA Guidelines require a Draft EIR to identify areas of controversy known to the Lead Agency,
including issues raised by other agencies and the public. Comments were received from public
agencies and interested parties in response to the circulated Notice of Preparation (NOP). In
compliance with CEQA Guidelines, the City held one scoping meeting on July 11, 2012, to solicit
comments and to inform the public of the proposed EIR. Comments received in response to the
published NOP identified environmental topics that local and regional agencies recommended for
analysis in the Draft EIR. These topics included:


Aesthetics



Air Quality



Cultural Resources



Greenhouse Gases



Noise and Vibration



Transportation and Circulation

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

Whether the recommended mitigation measures should be adopted or modified;

-

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

-

Whether the project or an alternative should be approved.

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

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

The project would not have a substantial
adverse effect on a scenic vista (i.e., blocking
views of the San Gabriel Mountains from public
vantage points or from the adjacent uses).

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

The project would not substantially degrade
the existing visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundings; on the contrary, the
project would be considered an improvement
in comparison to the existing vacant lot.

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

Aesthetics
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No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

The project would not conflict with
implementation of the applicable air quality
plan.

No mitigation is required

No impact

The project would create emissions from
vehicle trips along surrounding local streets
and the highway, but would not violate any air
quality standard or contribute substantially to
an existing or projected air quality violation.

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

The project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any
nonattainment criteria pollutant.

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

The project would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations.

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

The project would not create objectionable
odors affecting a substantial number of people.

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

The project would not cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in
Section15064.5.

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

Although, the likelihood of encountering
archaeological resources on the project site is
considered low, the project could potentially
cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5.

MM CR‐1: Prior to the commencement of ground
disturbing activities on the project site, a qualified
archaeologist shall be retained in the event that
cultural resources are discovered during grading
activities. No further disturbance shall occur in the
vicinity of the discovery until the archaeologist
examines and evaluates the discovery.
Should archaeological resources be found during
project ground‐disturbing activities, the
Archaeologist shall first determine whether it is a
“unique archaeological resource” pursuant to Section
21083.2(g) of the PRC or a “historical resource”
pursuant to Section 15064.5(a) of the State CEQA
Guidelines. If the archaeological resource is
determined to be a “unique archaeological resource”
or a “historical resource”, the Archaeologist shall
formulate a mitigation plan in consultation with the
City of Pasadena that satisfies the requirements of
the above‐referenced sections, and the applicant
shall implement the mitigation plan.
If the Archaeologist determines that the
archaeological resource is not a “unique
archaeological resource” or “historical resource”,
s/he will record the site and submit the recordation
form to the California Historic Resources Information
System at the South Central Coastal Information
Center at California State University, Fullerton. The
Archaeologist shall prepare a report of the results of
any study prepared as part of a testing or mitigation
plan, following accepted professional practice. The
report shall follow guidelines of the California Office

Less than
significant impact

The project would create a new source of
increased levels of ambient lighting and glare in
the immediate vicinity of the site; however,
emanating light would be consistent with the
ambient nighttime illumination levels of
existing development and proposed exterior
lighting would be shielded and oriented in a
manner that will prevent spillage.
Air Quality

Cultural Resources
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of Historic Preservation. Copies of the report shall be
submitted to the City of Pasadena and to the
California Historic Resources Information System at
the South Central Coastal Information Center at
California State University, Fullerton.
Although, the likelihood of encountering
paleontological resources on the project site is
considered low, the project could potentially
destroy a unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geologic feature.

MM CR‐2: Prior to the commencement of ground‐
disturbing activities (i.e., grading and excavation), a
qualified Paleontologist shall be retained and shall
attend the pre‐grading meeting. Paleontological
monitoring shall be conducted, as determined
necessary by the Supervising Paleontologist, during
grading and other excavation work. Recommended
hours for monitoring activities shall be established by
the Supervising Paleontologist. It shall be the
responsibility of the Supervising Paleontologist to
demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the City, the
appropriate level of monitoring necessary based on
the tentative map level grading plans, when
available. Any paleontological work at the site shall
be conducted under the direction of a qualified
Paleontologist. If a fossil discovery occurs during
grading operations when a Paleontological Monitor is
not present, grading shall be diverted around the
area until the Monitor can survey the area. Any
fossils recovered, along with their contextual
stratigraphic data, shall be donated to the City of
Pasadena or County of Los Angeles or other
appropriate institution with an educational and
research interest in the materials. The Paleontologist
shall prepare a report of the results of any findings as
part of a testing or mitigation plan following
accepted professional practice.

Less than
significant impact

The project could potentially unearth/disturb
previously undiscovered human remains,
including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries.

MM CR‐3: If human remains are encountered during
excavation activities, all work shall halt and the
County Coroner shall be notified (California Public
Resources Code [PRC] Section 5097.98). The Coroner
will determine whether the remains are of forensic
interest. If the Coroner, with the aid of the qualified
Archaeologist, determines that the remains are
prehistoric, s/he will contact the Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC). The NAHC shall be
responsible for designating the most likely
descendant (MLD), who will be responsible for the
ultimate disposition of the remains, as required by
Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety
Code. The MLD shall make his/her recommendation
within 48 hours of being granted access to the site.
The MLD’s recommendation shall be followed if
feasible, and may include scientific removal and non‐
destructive analysis of the human remains and any
items associated with Native American burials
(California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5). If
the landowner rejects the MLD’s recommendations,
the landowner shall rebury the remains with
appropriate dignity on the property in a location that
will not be subject to further subsurface disturbance
(PRC Section 5097.98).

Less than
significant impact

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

Greenhouse Gases
The project would generate greenhouse gas
emissions as a result of vehicles traveling to
and from the hotel, natural gas combustion
from space heating, disposal of solid waste,
and electricity used directly by the building and
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indirectly to supply water to the site and to
treat wastewater; however, these emissions
would not exceed the SCQAMD’s proposed
significant threshold for commercial land uses.
The project would not conflict with an
applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gasses.

No mitigation is required

No impact

MM NOISE‐1: Prior to the issuance of building
permits the applicant shall prepare an acoustical
study demonstrating what sound reducing measures
will be incorporated into the construction of the
project to ensure the interior noise levels for
habitable rooms do not exceed 45dB. This study shall
be reviewed and approved as part of the building
permits issued for the project. The following are
suggested measures that can be used to achieve a
noise reduction. The final measures shall be
presented in the acoustical analysis and incorporated
into the plans submitted for building permits:
 If a 15‐20 dBA reduction is needed, the following
may suffice:
a. Air Conditioning or a mechanical ventilation
system;
b. Windows and sliding glass doors should be
double paned glass and mounted in a low air
filtration rate frames (0.5 cfm or less, per American
National Standard Institute (ANSI) specifications);
and
c. Solid core exterior doors with perimeter weather
stripping and threshold seals.
 If a 20‐25 dBA reduction is needed, the following
may suffice:
a. Same as No. 1 a‐c;
b. Exterior walls consist of stucco or brick veneer.
Wood siding with a one‐half inch thickness
fiberboard underlayer may also be used;
c. Glass in both windows and doors should not
exceed 20 percent of the floor area in a room; and
d. Rood or attic vents facing the noise source
should be baffled.
 If a 25‐30 dBA reduction is needed, the following
may suffice:
a. Same as No 2 a‐d;
b. The interior sheetrock of exterior wall
assemblies should be attached to studs by resilient
channels. Staggered studs or double walls are
acceptable alternatives; and
c. Window assemblies should have a laboratory‐
tested STC rating of 30 or greater (windows that
provide superior noise reduction capability and
that are laboratory‐tested are sometimes called
“sound rated” windows).
MM‐NOISE‐2: Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of
Occupancy for the project, a sound test shall be
performed to the satisfaction of the Pasadena Health
Department and the Building Division of the Planning
Department demonstrating that the interior noise

Less than
significant impact

Noise and Vibration
The project would expose persons to or
generate noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies.
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level of habitable rooms do not exceed 45 dB.
MM‐NOISE‐3: The project shall adhere to all
applicable requirements of the Noise Restrictions
Ordinance during project construction and operation.
A Construction Related Noise Plan is required as part
of the Construction Staging Plan and must be
reviewed by the Building Division and the
Department of Transportation and approved prior to
the issuance of a grading permit. This plan should
show the location of any construction equipment and
how the noise from this equipment will be mitigated
by such methods as: temporary noise attenuation
barriers; preferential location of equipment; and use
of current technology and noise suppression
equipment.
The project would not expose persons to or
generate excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels.

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

The project would not result in a substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project.

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

The project would not cause a substantial
temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project.

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

The project would not conflict with an
applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking
into account all modes of transportation
including mass transit and non‐motorized
travel and relevant components of the
circulation system, including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit.

No mitigation is required

No impact

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

MM TRANS‐1: The project applicant shall contribute
funds to the Neighborhood Traffic Management
Capital Improvement Program Fund Number 75210,
which would be used to implement traffic
management measures to protect neighborhoods
potentially influenced by the project’s traffic north of
I‐210 and west of St. John Avenue.

Less than
significant impact

The project would not increase hazards due to
a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersection) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment).

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

The project would not result in inadequate
emergency access.

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

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

No mitigation is required

Less than
significant impact

Transportation and Circulation
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Corrections and Additions
The following corrections and additions are set forth to update the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for the proposed Marriott Residence Inn Project (proposed project) in response to the
comments received during the public review period. The following corrections and additions have
been reviewed in relation to the standards in Section 15088.5(a) and (b) of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines regarding when recirculation of a Draft EIR is required
prior to certification. Sections 15088.5(a) and (b) of the CEQA Guidelines state:
(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to the
EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review under Section
15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term “information” can include changes in
the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other information. New information
added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or
a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the
project’s proponents have declined to implement. “Significant new information” requiring
recirculation include, for example, a disclosure showing that:
(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.
(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.
(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project, but
the project’s proponent declines to adopt it.
(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.
(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or
amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.

The corrections and additions to the Draft EIR document included herein do not constitute new
significant information requiring recirculation of the Draft EIR.

Corrections and Additions
Changes to the Draft EIR are identified below by the corresponding Draft EIR section and subsection, if
applicable, and the page number. Additions are shown in underline and deletions in double strikeout
format.

Executive Summary
The Executive Summary of the Draft EIR is replaced by Section 1, Summary, as contained in this Final
EIR document.
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Section 3.1, Aesthetics
The last paragraph in section 3.1.5, towards the top of page 3.1‐8, is revised to read as follows:
It should be noted that the second of these criteria was eliminated from further consideration
in the Initial Study, which determined that the proposed project’s impacts related to scenic
vistas resources within a state scenic highway would have no impact (see Appendix A for the
Initial Study discussion). Therefore, this threshold is not evaluated within Section 3.1.6 below.

Section 3.6, Transportation and Circulation
Figure 3.6‐4 on page 3.6‐8 mis‐labeled study segment “E”; the figure has been revised and replaced
with the figure included on the next page of this document.
The last two bullet points on page 3.6‐16 within Section 3.6.5 are revised to read as follows:


Result in inadequate emergency access; or



Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.

The second paragraph under the Cumulative 2014 Traffic Analysis subheading on page 3.6‐20 is
revised to read as follows:
Thirty‐five cumulative projects were identified within the Cumulative Project List and are
shown in Table 3.6‐9 and in Figure 2‐12 in Section 2.0, Project Description.

Section 4, Alternatives
The last sentence of the first paragraph under Section 4.6.3.2 Air Quality, on page 4‐9, is revised to
read as follows:
As such, construction of Alternative 23 has the potential to result in more construction
emissions than the proposed project.

Appendix A
The first paragraph of response 20(b) on page 66 of the Initial Study included as Appendix A of the
Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:
The City of Pasadena Department of Public Works Engineering Division (DPW) maintains the
local sewer system. The wastewater flow originating from the proposed project will discharge
into a local sewer line, maintained by the City, for conveyance into the Los Angeles County
Sanitation District’s Arroyo Seco Trunk Sewer. This 16‐inch diameter trunk sewer is located
in Garfield Avenue at the Pasadena Freeway. Flows from the local system are currently carried
to the trunk sewers operated by the Los Angeles County Sanitation District.
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The third sentence of the first full paragraph on page 67 of the Initial Study included as Appendix A of
the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:
Wastewater is currently treated at the Whittier Narrows Reclamation Plant, San Jose Creek
Water Reclamation Plan, and the Los Coyotes Water Reclamation Plant. The wastewater
generated by the proposed project will be treated at either the Whittier Narrows Water
Reclamation Plant or the Los Coyotes Water Reclamation Plant.
The second sentence of the discussion under 20(e) on page 69 of the Initial Study included as
Appendix A of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:
Wastewater from the City of Pasadena is currently treated by the County Sanitation Districts’
Whittier Narrows Reclamation Plant, San Jose Creek Water Reclamation Plant, and the Los
Coyotes Water Reclamation Plant. The wastewater generated by the proposed project will be
treated at either the Whittier Narrows Water Reclamation Plant or the Los Coyotes Water
Reclamation Plant.
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Section 3
Comments and Responses
According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15132, the Final EIR
shall consist of the following items: 1) the Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft EIR; 2) comments and
recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary; 3) a list of persons,
organizations and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR; 4) responses of the Lead Agency to
significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation process; and 5) any other
information added by the Lead Agency.
The Draft EIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse (a division of the Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research) and circulated for public review on January 4, 2013. The comment period was
initially scheduled to close on February 19, 2013; however, on February 11, 2013, the Lead Agency
extended the comment period for an additional 14 days. As such, the 60‐day comment period
concluded on March 4, 2013. Comment letters received after this date were also accepted and are
included in this Final EIR.
A total of six comment letters were received. A list of commenters is provided below. The comment
letters have been numbered and organized into the following categories:


State and Local Agencies



Private and Local Organizations



Individuals

The original bracketed comment letters are provided followed by a numbered response to each
bracketed comment. Individual comments within each letter are numbered and the response is given
a matching number. Where responses result in changes to the Draft EIR, these changes are noted and
the resulting changes are identified in Section 2, Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR
document.
Additionally, a summary of comments received by the City of Pasadena’s (City’s) Planning
Commissioners and the public, and responses to those comments, is included herein.

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

State and Local Agencies
Letter No. 1

State of California, Native American Heritage Commission (January 17, 2013)

Letter No. 2

State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (February 12, 2013)

Letter No. 3

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (March 4, 2013)
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Letter No. 4

State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (March 5, 2013)

Private and Local Organizations
Letter No. 5

UNITEHERE! Local 11 (March 4, 2013)

Individuals
Letter No. 6

3‐2

Nicholas Baldwin (February 19, 2013)

Letter No. 1

1

2

2
(cont)
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Letter No. 1

Native American Heritage Commission

State of California
Native American Heritage Commission
915 Capitol Mall, Room 364
Sacramento, CA 95814
Mr. Dave Singleton, Program Analyst
January 17, 2013

Responses
Response 1‐1
The City acknowledges that the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) is the State of
California “trustee agency” for the preservation and protection of Native American cultural resources.

Response 1‐2
As detailed in Appendix C, Cultural Resources Technical Report, of the Draft EIR, an inquiry was made
of the NAHC to request a review of the Sacred Lands File database regarding the possibility of Native
American cultural resources and/or sacred places in the project vicinity that are not documented on
other databases. On September 6, 2012, the NAHC provided a list of Native American groups and
individuals who may have knowledge regarding Native American cultural resources not formally
listed on any database. The list provided on September 6, 2012 is identical to the list provided within
this comment letter (dated January 17, 2013). Each these groups and individuals were mailed an
informational letter on September 14, 2012, describing the proposed project and requesting any
information regarding resources that may exist on or near the project site.
The NAHC search of the Sacred Lands File database, received on September 6, 2012, did not identify
the presence of Native American cultural resources on the project site. In addition, outreach to the
contacts provided by NAHC was completed, and no responses were received from the tribes and
individuals contacted.
As such, the recommendations and requirements indicated by the commenter have been satisfied.
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Letter No. 2

1

Section 3  Comments and Responses

This page is intentionally left blank.

3‐14

Section 3  Comments and Responses

Letter No. 2

State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

State of California
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Mr. Scott Morgan, Director
February 12, 2013

Responses
Response 2‐1
This comment acknowledges the extension of the public review period for the Marriott Residence Inn
Project Draft EIR to March 4, 2013. No further response is required.
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Letter No. 3
COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY
1955 Workman Mill Road , Wh ittier, CA 90601-1400
Mailing Address : P.O . Box 4998, Whittier, CA 90607-4998
Telephone: (562) 699-7411 , FAX : (562) 699-5422
www. lacsd .org

GRACE ROBINSON CHAN
Chief Engineer and Genera/ Manager

March 4, 2013
Ref. File No: 2512010

Mr. Jose D. Jimenez, Planner
Planning Department
City of Pasadena
175 N. Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA 911 09
Dear Mr. Jimenez:

Marriott Residence Inn
The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received a Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the subject project on December 31, 2012 . The proposed development
is located within the jurisdictional boundaries of District No. 16. We offer the following comments:
1.

Page 53, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS Section, paragraph Iof Response 20 (b). The
Districts cannot verify the 18-inch vitrified clay pipe sewer main identified in the report. The
wastewater flow originating from the proposed project will discharge to a local sewer line, which
is not maintained by the Districts, for conveyance to the Districts' Arroyo Seco Trunk Sewer.
This 16-inch diameter trunk sewer is located in Garfield A venue at the Pasadena Freeway.

2.

Page 54, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS Section, paragraph 3 of Response 20 (b) and
Page 56 of the same section, paragraph I of Response 20 (e). The wastewater generated by the
proposed project will be treated at the Whittier Narrows Water Reclamation Plant (WRP) or the
Los Coyotes WRP. The San Jose Creek WRP will not treat the wastewater generated by the
proposed project.

3.

All other information concerning Districts' facilities and sewerage service contained in the
document is correct.

1

2

3

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

Gr/1

1

Ro=P-

~Raza

Customer Service Specialist
Facilities Planning Department

AR: ar
c:

M. Tremblay
J. Ganz

Doc #: 2523342.016

ft
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Letter No. 3

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
Facilities Planning Department
1955 Workman Mill Road
Whittier, CA 90601‐1400
Ms. Adriana Raza, Customer Service Specialist
March 4, 2013

Responses
Response 3‐1
The City acknowledges receipt of this information from the County Sanitation Districts. In response to
this comment, the first paragraph of response 20(b) on page 66 of the Initial Study included as
Appendix A of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:
The City of Pasadena Department of Public Works Engineering Division (DPW) maintains the
local sewer system. The wastewater flow originating from the proposed project will discharge
into a local sewer line, maintained by the City, for conveyance into the Los Angeles County
Sanitation District’s Arroyo Seco Trunk Sewer. This 16‐inch diameter trunk sewer is located
in Garfield Avenue at the Pasadena Freeway. Flows from the local system are currently carried
to the trunk sewers operated by the Los Angeles County Sanitation District.

Response 3‐2
The City acknowledges receipt of this information from the County Sanitation Districts. In response to
this comment, the third sentence of the first full paragraph on page 67 of the Initial Study included as
Appendix A of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:
Wastewater is currently treated at the Whittier Narrows Reclamation Plant, San Jose Creek
Water Reclamation Plan, and the Los Coyotes Water Reclamation Plant. The wastewater
generated by the proposed project will be treated at either the Whittier Narrows Water
Reclamation Plant or the Los Coyotes Water Reclamation Plant.
Additionally, the second sentence of the discussion under 20(e) on page 69 of the Initial Study
included as Appendix A of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:
Wastewater from the City of Pasadena is currently treated by the County Sanitation Districts’
Whittier Narrows Reclamation Plant, San Jose Creek Water Reclamation Plant, and the Los
Coyotes Water Reclamation Plant. The wastewater generated by the proposed project will be
treated at either the Whittier Narrows Water Reclamation Plant or the Los Coyotes Water
Reclamation Plant.

Response 3‐3
This comment acknowledges that the rest of the analysis within the EIR is accurate from the point of
view of the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County. No further response is required.
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Letter No. 4

State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

State of California
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Mr. Scott Morgan, Director
March 5, 2013

Responses
Response 4‐1
This comment acknowledges the close of the public review period and transmits a copy of the
comment letter submitted by the State of California Native American Heritage Commission. See
responses to Comment Letter No. 1 provided above.
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Letter No. 5

1
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Letter No. 5

UNITE HERE! Local 11

UNITE HERE! Local 11
464 South Lucas Avenue, Suite 201
Los Angeles, CA 90017
Ms. Rachel Torres, Research Analyst
March 4, 2013

Responses
Response 5‐1
Please see responses to comments 2 through 5 below.

Response 5‐2
The Draft EIR identifies that a total of eight new jobs would be created as a result of the proposed
project. Economic analyses, however, are not part of an EIR because economic effects are not treated
as significant effects on the environment, per Section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. As such, the
Draft EIR does not include, and is not required to include, an economic analysis of the proposed
project.

Response 5‐3
The project does not have environmental impacts with regard to land use, as set forth in the Initial
Study, at pages 57 ‐ 58. No evidence has been presented that there will be potentially significant
environmental effects with regard to land use since completion of the Initial Study, and therefore no
further analysis in this regard is necessary.
The project site is located within the Central District Specific Plan area of the City of Pasadena and is
zoned CD‐1. The proposed project is consistent with the zoning, as well as General Plan designation
for the project site. The proposed project varies in height from 17 feet up to 65 feet. Height averaging
is allowed on the project site, per the Central District Specific Plan and pursuant to the Zoning Code
(PMC Section 17.30.050.B). Accordingly, height averaging is not a potentially significant
environmental effect. Further, the findings required for height averaging are not specifically
constrained by the factors in this comment. In the event that the project does not comply, the
applicant will be required to modify the project to meet the allowable height of 60 feet.
The Draft EIR prepared for the proposed project evaluated the environmental effects associated with
constructing and operating the proposed extended stay hotel use on the project site. The analysis
focused on potential aesthetics, air quality, cultural resources, greenhouse gases, noise, and
transportation and traffic impacts. All other issue areas were deemed to be less than significant in the
Initial Study prepared for the proposed project, included as Appendix A to the Draft EIR. As indicated
in the Draft EIR, all potential environmental impacts associated with the project would be less than
significant.

Response 5‐4
Per section 17.50.150.C.2 of the Zoning Code, a Minor Conditional Use Permit in compliance with
Section 17.61.050 may be applied for to allow kitchen facilities in more than 60 percent of the
proposed rooms. An economic analysis on how this impacts CEQA is not part of an EIR because economic
effects are not treated as significant effects on the environment, per Section 15131(a) of the CEQA
Guidelines. As such, the Draft EIR does not include an economic analysis of the proposed project, nor is one
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required. However, the comment is noted and will be addressed in the lead agency’s analysis of the merits
of the project in the staff report that will be provided to the commenter and the decision‐making body
(Planning Commission) as part of the consideration of the entitlement application.

Response 5‐5
The proposed project is located within a Transit Oriented District and within one‐quarter mile of the
Metro Gold Line Station located at Memorial Park. Additionally, the project site is located within
walking distance of retail, restaurant and commercial uses throughout the Old Pasadena and the
Central District. As part of the project, shuttle services will be provided by the hotel to the Gold Line
Station, as well as other areas throughout the City. Potential vehicle trips associated with the
proposed project are identified in Section 3.6, Transportation and Circulation, and potential air
quality, greenhouse gas and noise impacts associated with the anticipated increase in vehicle trips are
evaluated in Section 3.2, Air Quality, Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gases, and Section 3.5, Noise,
respectively. As discussed in each of these sections of the Draft EIR, environmental impacts associated
with the proposed project would be less than significant. Accordingly, this comment does not raise
environmental matters so much as urban planning matters. The comment is noted and will be
addressed in the lead agency’s analysis of the merits of the project in the staff report that will be
provided to the commenter and the decision‐making body (Planning Commission) as part of the
consideration of the entitlement application.
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Letter No. 6
Cobleigh, Nicole
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholas Baldwin <ncbaldwin@gmail.com>
Tuesday, February 19, 2013 3:27 PM
Jimenez, Jose
Comments for DEIR re CUP #5601

Good Afternoon,

1

I would like to voice my support of this project. The site is already heavily impacted in terms of noise,
aesthetics, and air quality due to its proximity to the freeway, so any additional impact caused by the
construction and operation of a hotel would be negligible. The close proximity of the site to freeway onramps
and light rail stations keeps the impacts caused by traffic to a minimum. In my view this is an ideal site to place
this kind of use.
Sincerely,
Nick Baldwin, Pasadena resident
147 S. Oak Knoll Ave., #147
Pasadena, CA 91101

1
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Letter No. 6

Nicholas Baldwin

Mr. Nicholas Baldwin, Pasadena Resident
147 South Oak Knoll Avenue #147
Pasadena, CA 91101

Responses
Response 6‐1
This comment expresses support for the project and concurrence with the environmental analysis
completed as part of the EIR. No further response is required.
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Comments Received at the Public Hearing on the Draft EIR
The following summarizes comments received from the public and the Planning Commissioners at the
public hearing held on the Draft EIR on Wednesday, February 27, 2013. Comments are paraphrased
and not written verbatim.

Public Comments
Ron Miller (Executive Secretary Los Angeles/Orange Counties, California Building and Construction
Trades Council): We urge you to move forward. Good for business for the community. Project will create
jobs for the City, including union‐construction jobs and helmets‐to‐veterans hire clause.
Response: Comment noted.
David Kirsch (Carpenters Union Committee): We also show support for the project. It is good for City
revenue. It is a job creator. We urge you to move quickly. In addition, the EIR is clean and easy to read, in
terms of its environmental impacts.
Response: Comment noted.

City of Pasadena Planning Commission Comments
Commissioner Nelson: Is there a reason why the traffic study did not consider streets north of the 210
Freeway?
Response: Traffic analysis considered street segments in the vicinity of the project, which did not result in
significant anticipated effects; thus, there was no need to expand the scope of the study area to include
intersections north of the 210 Freeway.
Commissioner Nelson: Symbol “E” in Figure 3.1‐4 (page 3.6‐8 and listed on page 3.6‐9) appears to be on
the Fair Oaks Avenue and Marengo Avenue street segment; this this mis‐labeled in the figure or incorrectly
described in the list on page 3.6‐9?
Response: Roadway segment “E” is labeled in the wrong place on Figure 3.1‐4. The figure is revised in the
Final EIR.
Commissioner Hansen: How is parcel west of property zoned?
Response: Same zoning as property, which is Central District (CD)‐1. Past consideration for a project on
this and neighboring parcel as a combined project; however, that is no longer a project and there are no
formal plans at this to expand the Marriott Residence Inn project onto the adjacent vacant parcel.
Commissioner Hansen: Although proposed as a hotel, is the project subject to residential fees do to
kitchens included in units?
Response: It is believed that the project is not subject to residential fees, unless it is converted into
permanent residential use in the future. If it is converted into residential use, at that time fees would be
paid.
Commissioner Hansen: In regards to Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT), will the length of stay be regulated?
Response: If you stay longer than 30 days, TOT does not apply, however, a different tax applies. TOT is a
project issue, not a CEQA issue.
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Commissioner Hall: The residential alternative for the project would have health risk potential due to its
proximity to the 210 freeway. Would a long‐term stay also be a health risk?
Response: Commercial property is not a sensitive receptor category. If a residential use were considered
at the site, it would be subject to additional environmental analysis and review. A 30‐day stay at the
proposed Marriott Residence Inn would not trip the health risk assessment criteria, considered to be a 70‐
year span of exposure. Constructing a residential use at the site does not guarantee that a health risk
impact would occur, but this type of land use in close proximity to a freeway would warrant additional
analysis.
Commissioner Persico: If the project was a residential use, there would be no potential traffic impact?
Response: There are different trends due to commute patterns and destinations/attractions; impacts
would be less than significant, and a residential use would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed
hotel use.
Commissioner Nelson: The residential alternative is the environmental superior alternative?
Response: Table 4.7 summaries environmental impacts for each of the Alternatives. The environmentally
superior alternative to the proposed project is the No Project Alternative; however, CEQA requires that
when the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, a second alternative be
identified. In this case, yes, the environmentally superior alternative would be Alternative 2, Residential
Project Alternative.
Commissioner Nelson: Is public open space included?
Response: No. However, landscaping would be included as part of project along the publicly‐accessible
sidewalk.
Commissioner Nelson: No impact would occur on views of mountains and the tower?
Response: As discussed in Section 3.1, the project does not substantially alter views of the mountains or
the tower building of Saint Andrews church. Impacts are, however, recognized but are considered to be
less than significant.
Commissioner Hansen: What, if any, pedestrian studies were conducted?
Response: A pedestrian environmental quality index (PEQI) analysis was conducted for Fair Oaks and
Walnut. As summarized in the analysis, the pedestrian environment was determined to be adequate;
however, soft improvements such as audible push‐buttons for pedestrian cross‐walks are recommended at
this corner as part of the proposed project.
Commissioner Hansen: This corner is a hostile pedestrian environment. For aesthetics and safety, this
area needs consideration.
Response: A pedestrian environmental quality index (PEQI) analysis and a bicycle environmental quality
index (BEQI) analysis were conducted for Fair Oaks and Walnut. As summarized in the analyses, the
pedestrian and bicycle environments were determined to be adequate; however, soft improvements such
as audible push‐buttons for pedestrian cross‐walks and enhanced bicycle signage are recommended at this
corner as part of the proposed project.
Commissioner Nelson: As CEQA Guidelines require project objectives, I’m drawing a link between the
project objectives and the design of the hotel. I’m expressing hope that hotel is not so pretty that people do
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not go out. The project operator should encourage tenants to use local services and restaurants. In
reference to Project Objective No. 2 (Support Old Pasadena), the project should be a beautiful welcoming
feature and contributor to Old Pasadena. What determines size of living room for the extended‐stay hotel?
Response: The size of the living room was determined by a market study conducted for the proposed
project. This study looks at demographics and other trends in the project area.
Commissioner Nelson: The hotel includes a conference room; can this room be available for use by the
public and/or the City? Also, will a shuttle be provided to nearest Metro Gold Line station?
Response: Use of the conference room at the hotel will be determined upon opening of the hotel. Shuttle
service will be available for guests of the hotel and will provide access to the Metro Gold Line station.
Commissioner Persico: Not sure if hotel building is an entrance point and welcoming gateway to Old
Pasadena.
Response: Comment noted.
Commissioner Hansen: Concurs with Persico and hopes the design and orientation will be carefully
thought out.

Response: Comment noted.
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Section 4
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) describes the procedures that will be
followed to implement the mitigation measures adopted in connection with the approval of the
proposed project and the methods for monitoring such actions. The MMRP has been prepared in
conformance with Section 21081.6 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The intent of
the program is to (1) verify satisfaction of the required mitigation measures of the EIR; (2) provide a
methodology to document implementation of the required mitigation; (3) provide a record of the
monitoring program; (4) identify monitoring responsibility; (5) establish administrative procedures
for the clearance of mitigation measures; (6) establish the frequency and duration of monitoring; and
(7) utilize existing review processes wherever feasible. A MMRP is necessary only for impacts which
would be significant if not mitigated. The following table consists of the mitigation measures
associated with the proposed project and provides and entry for each measure that notes the timing of
the measure, the responsible entity for mitigation monitoring, an entry to record when the mitigation
measure was completed, and the measures effectiveness.
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Table 4‐1 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Mitigation Measure

Mitigation
Monitoring Timing

Responsible
Monitoring Entity

Mitigation Measure
Complete?

Effectiveness

Cultural Resources
MM CR‐1: Prior to the commencement of ground disturbing activities on
the project site, a qualified archaeologist shall be retained in the event
that cultural resources are discovered during grading activities. No further
disturbance shall occur in the vicinity of the discovery until the
archaeologist examines and evaluates the discovery.
Should archaeological resources be found during project ground‐
disturbing activities, the Archaeologist shall first determine whether it is a
“unique archaeological resource” pursuant to Section 21083.2(g) of the
PRC or a “historical resource” pursuant to Section 15064.5(a) of the State
CEQA Guidelines. If the archaeological resource is determined to be a
“unique archaeological resource” or a “historical resource”, the
Archaeologist shall formulate a mitigation plan in consultation with the
City of Pasadena that satisfies the requirements of the above‐referenced
sections, and the applicant shall implement the mitigation plan.
If the Archaeologist determines that the archaeological resource is not a
“unique archaeological resource” or “historical resource”, s/he will record
the site and submit the recordation form to the California Historic
Resources Information System at the South Central Coastal Information
Center at California State University, Fullerton. The Archaeologist shall
prepare a report of the results of any study prepared as part of a testing or
mitigation plan, following accepted professional practice. The report shall
follow guidelines of the California Office of Historic Preservation. Copies of
the report shall be submitted to the City of Pasadena and to the California
Historic Resources Information System at the South Central Coastal
Information Center at California State University, Fullerton.
MM CR‐2: Prior to the commencement of ground‐disturbing activities (i.e.,
grading and excavation), a qualified Paleontologist shall be retained and
shall attend the pre‐grading meeting. Paleontological monitoring shall be
conducted, as determined necessary by the Supervising Paleontologist,
during grading and other excavation work. Recommended hours for
monitoring activities shall be established by the Supervising
Paleontologist. It shall be the responsibility of the Supervising
Paleontologist to demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the City, the
appropriate level of monitoring necessary based on the tentative map
level grading plans, when available. Any paleontological work at the site
shall be conducted under the direction of a qualified Paleontologist. If a
fossil discovery occurs during grading operations when a Paleontological
Monitor is not present, grading shall be diverted around the area until the
Monitor can survey the area. Any fossils recovered, along with their

Prior to start of
construction and
during construction.

Construction
Contractor

Prior to start of
construction and
during construction.

Construction
Contractor
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Mitigation Measure
contextual stratigraphic data, shall be donated to the City of Pasadena or
County of Los Angeles or other appropriate institution with an educational
and research interest in the materials. The Paleontologist shall prepare a
report of the results of any findings as part of a testing or mitigation plan
following accepted professional practice.
MM CR‐3: If human remains are encountered during excavation activities,
all work shall halt and the County Coroner shall be notified (California
Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 5097.98). The Coroner will determine
whether the remains are of forensic interest. If the Coroner, with the aid
of the qualified Archaeologist, determines that the remains are
prehistoric, s/he will contact the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC). The NAHC shall be responsible for designating the most likely
descendant (MLD), who will be responsible for the ultimate disposition of
the remains, as required by Section 7050.5 of the California Health and
Safety Code. The MLD shall make his/her recommendation within 48
hours of being granted access to the site. The MLD’s recommendation
shall be followed if feasible, and may include scientific removal and non‐
destructive analysis of the human remains and any items associated with
Native American burials (California Health and Safety Code Section
7050.5). If the landowner rejects the MLD’s recommendations, the
landowner shall rebury the remains with appropriate dignity on the
property in a location that will not be subject to further subsurface
disturbance (PRC Section 5097.98).

Mitigation
Monitoring Timing

Responsible
Monitoring Entity

During construction.

Construction
Contractor

Prior to issuance of
building permits.

City of Pasadena
Building Department

Noise
MM NOISE‐1: Prior to the issuance of building permits the applicant shall
prepare an acoustical study demonstrating what sound reducing measures
will be incorporated into the construction of the project to ensure the
interior noise levels for habitable rooms do not exceed 45dB. This study
shall be reviewed and approved as part of the building permits issued for
the project. The following are suggested measures that can be used to
achieve a noise reduction. The final measures shall be presented in the
acoustical analysis and incorporated into the plans submitted for building
permits:
 If a 15‐20 dBA reduction is needed, the following may suffice:
a. Air Conditioning or a mechanical ventilation system;
b. Windows and sliding glass doors should be double paned glass and
mounted in a low air filtration rate frames (0.5 cfm or less, per American
National Standard Institute (ANSI) specifications); and
c. Solid core exterior doors with perimeter weather stripping and
threshold seals.
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Mitigation Measure
 If a 20‐25 dBA reduction is needed, the following may suffice:
a. Same as No. 1 a‐c;
b. Exterior walls consist of stucco or brick veneer. Wood siding with a
one‐half inch thickness fiberboard underlayer may also be used;
c. Glass in both windows and doors should not exceed 20 percent of the
floor area in a room; and
d. Rood or attic vents facing the noise source should be baffled.
 If a 25‐30 dBA reduction is needed, the following may suffice:
a. Same as No 2 a‐d;
b. The interior sheetrock of exterior wall assemblies should be attached
to studs by resilient channels. Staggered studs or double walls are
acceptable alternatives; and
c. Window assemblies should have a laboratory‐tested STC rating of 30 or
greater (windows that provide superior noise reduction capability and that
are laboratory‐tested are sometimes called “sound rated” windows).
MM‐NOISE‐2: Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the
project, a sound test shall be performed to the satisfaction of the
Pasadena Health Department and the Building Division of the Planning
Department demonstrating that the interior noise level of habitable rooms
do not exceed 45 dB.
MM‐NOISE‐3: The project shall adhere to all applicable requirements of
the Noise Restrictions Ordinance during project construction and
operation. A Construction Related Noise Plan is required as part of the
Construction Staging Plan and must be reviewed by the Building Division
and the Department of Transportation and approved prior to the issuance
of a grading permit. This plan should show the location of any construction
equipment and how the noise from this equipment will be mitigated by
such methods as: temporary noise attenuation barriers; preferential
location of equipment; and use of current technology and noise
suppression equipment.

Mitigation
Monitoring Timing

Responsible
Monitoring Entity

Prior to issuance of a
Certificate of
Occupancy.

City of Pasadena
Building Department

During construction
and operation.

Construction
Contractor

Prior to issuance of a
Certificate of
Occupancy.

City of Pasadena
Department of
Transportation

Mitigation Measure
Complete?

Effectiveness

Transportation and Circulation
MM TRANS‐1: The project applicant shall contribute funds to the
Neighborhood Traffic Management Capital Improvement Program Fund
Number 75210, which would be used to implement traffic management
measures to protect neighborhoods potentially influenced by the project’s
traffic north of I‐210 and west of St. John Avenue.
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