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1.0 PROJECT INFORMATION 
 
In accordance with the Environmental Policy Guidelines of the City of Pasadena, this analysis, the 
associated “Master Application Form” and/or Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) and 
supporting data constitute the Initial Study for the subject project.  This Initial Study provides the 
assessment for a determination whether the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment. 
 
1. Project Title: Union Street Condominiums Project  

 
2. Lead Agency Name and Address: City of Pasadena Planning Division 

175 N. Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena CA 91101-1704 

 
3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Beilin Yu, Planner, (626) 744-6726 

 
4. Project Location: 254 East Union Street (between Marengo 

Avenue and Garfield Avenue), Pasadena, Los 
Angeles County, CA 91101; refer to Exhibit 1, 
Regional Vicinity and Exhibit 2, Site Vicinity. 

 
5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: 250 Union Partners, LLC 

626 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 900 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

 
6. General Plan Designation: Central District Specific Plan 

 
7. Zoning: CD-2 (Central District Specific Plan, Civic 

Center Sub-District) 
 

8. Description of the Project:  
 
The project proposes a mixed-use development with 36 market-rate condominium units and 2,625 
square feet of commercial space on the 0.50-acre site.  The project would include a single structure 
of five stories reaching a maximum height of 60 feet situated over two levels of subterranean 
parking.  The project proposes a total of 134 parking spaces comprised of 63 dedicated spaces for 
residents and guests and 71 dedicated spaces to serve the proposed commercial uses and the 
existing office uses located at 225 East Colorado Boulevard.  The project would also provide one 
dedicated loading space.  A gate would separate the dedicated residential spaces from the 
commercial and office spaces.  The commercial/office parking would be monitored to ensure 
sufficient parking is available to serve the office building at all times.  In addition, the proposed 
project would provide bicycle racks for six bicycles.   
 
Primary components associated with the various levels of the project are described below and 
depicted on Exhibits 3a through 3h: Conceptual Site Plan (Subterranean Parking Plan P3); 
Conceptual Site Plan (Subterranean Parking Plan P2); Conceptual Site Plan (1st Level Plan); 
Conceptual Site Plan (2nd Level Plan); Conceptual Site Plan (3rd Level Plan); Conceptual Site Plan 
(4th Level Plan); Conceptual Site Plan (5th Level Plan); and Conceptual Site Plan (Roof Plan). 
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• Subterranean Parking Level P3.  This subterranean parking level would provide 51 assigned 
standard parking spaces.  A mechanical room would also be located on this level.  Vehicular 
access to this level would be provided from the parking level above.   
 

• Subterranean Parking Level P2.  This subterranean parking level would provide 49 assigned 
standard parking spaces and storage and parking for six bicycles.  An electrical room and 
mechanical room would also be located on this level.  Vehicular access to this level would 
be provided from the parking level above.   

 
• First Level.  The first level would provide a combination of parking, commercial spaces, and 

resident-serving facilities including the lobby and mail room.  The commercial/retail space 
would front Union Street.  Thirty-four assigned standard parking spaces, including one 
loading space and four spaces designated as accessible spaces under the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) would be provided.  An electrical room and trash room would also be 
located on this level.  A driveway would be located at the northeastern portion of the site, 
providing access to parking; refer to the Vehicular Access discussion below.   

 
• Second Level (Podium).  The second level would include nine condominium units (two 1-

bedroom units, six 2-bedroom units and one 3-bedroom unit), as well as a communal 
outdoor open space area at the southwestern corner of the building.   

 
• Third Level.  The third level would include nine condominium units (two 1-bedroom units, six 

2-bedroom units, and one 3-bedroom unit). 
 

• Fourth Level.  The fourth level would include nine condominium units (two 1-bedroom units, 
six 2-bedroom units, and one 3-bedroom unit). 

 
• Fifth Level.  The fifth level would include nine condominium units (three 1-bedroom units, 

five 2-bedroom units, and one 3-bedroom unit). 
 

• Roof Level.  The roof level would include resident-serving facilities comprised of common 
outdoor areas (seating area with a barbeque and bar area, lounge area, dog run, and movie 
screen) and design elements including a water feature, shade structure, and fire pit.  
Mechanical equipment would also be located on this level.   

 
Table 1, Project Development Summary, provides a summary of development characteristics by 
level. 
 

Table 1 
Project Development Summary 

 

Building Level Residential         
(dwelling units) 

Retail             
(square feet) Parking Spaces1 

Subterranean Parking P3 0 0 51 
Subterranean Parking P2 0 0 49 

1 0 2,625 34 
2 9 0 0 
3 9 0 0 
4 9 0 0 
5 9 0 0 

Total 36 2,625 134 
1.  Represents standard residential, guest, office, commercial, and visitor parking spaces, including ADA compliant 

spaces.  One loading space as well as six bicycle spaces would also be provided.   
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Vehicular Access  
 
Vehicular access to the project site would be provided from one access driveway along Skillen Alley 
at the northeast portion of the project site.  Skillen Alley extends from Union Street on the north to 
Colorado Boulevard on the south.     
 
Architecture 
 
As shown in Exhibits 4a, Proposed North and East Elevations, and 4b, Proposed South and West 
Elevations and Exhibit 5, Proposed Rendering, the commercial level exterior would be limestone 
and the exterior of the upper residential levels would be smooth stucco, precast panels, and metal 
guardrails.  The materials would be featured on all facades.   
 
Due to the small scale of the commercial use, signage would be minimal along East Union Street.  
The commercial uses would have signs designed to be compatible with the building design.  In 
addition, the ground parking level would reuse the existing historic parking entry signage. 
 
Open Space and Landscaping 
 
The project proposes to remove three existing trees: an Indian Laurel Fig Tree (Ficus microcarpa 
nitida) located in the southwest corner of the project site, and two European Olive Trees (Olea 
Europaea) located in the northwest and northeast corners of the project site.   
 
As noted above, several common space areas would be provided within the structure for use by the 
residents, including a podium level outdoor open space area and a roof deck area (a barbeque and 
bar area, a dog run, seating areas, a water feature, a shade structure, and a fire pit).   
 
Variance 
 
The project requests approval of a Variance, which is intended to allow the commercial uses on the 
ground floor to have a reduced depth along East Union Street.  The project proposes a maximum 
depth of approximately 28 feet and 6 inches, which is less than the minimum required depth of 50 
feet.   
 
Private Tree Removal Permit 
 
The proposed removal of the European Olive Trees would require approval of Private Tree Removal 
permits, which would be processed in conjunction with the Variance request.  
 
Design Review 
 
The proposed project requires Design Review Approval by the City’s Design Commission through 
the City’s Design Review process. 
 
9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:  
 
Setting 
 
The project site is comprised of one 0.50-acre parcel (APN 5723-026-024) located within the City’s 
Central District Specific Plan; refer to Exhibit 6a, Exhibit 6b, Exhibit 6c, and Exhibit 6d, Site 
Photographs.  The site is currently developed with an asphalt paved parking lot containing 61 
parking spaces, which serves the office uses located at 225 East Colorado Boulevard, as well a 
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garage/carport and small kiosk structure (1,472 square feet) along the northern site boundary.  The 
site is accessed by a driveway located along East Union Street. 
 
Surrounding Land Uses 
 
The project site is surrounded by the following uses that are also designated Central District Specific 
Plan by the Pasadena General Plan (General Plan) and zoned CD-2, Central District Specific Plan, 
Civic Center Sub-district by the City of Pasadena Zoning Map (Zoning Map): 
 

• North.  The project site is bounded by East Union Street to the north.  A public surface 
parking lot is located directly across Union Street.  North and west of the surface parking lot 
is the unutilized Pasadena YWCA building.  East of the surface parking lot is a landscaped 
open space area adjacent to Garfield Avenue.  Pasadena City Hall is located further north 
and east at the terminus of Holly Street, east of Garfield Avenue.   

 
• South.  The project site is bounded by an alley (Brainard Alley) to the south.  Several 

restaurant, retail, commercial and office uses, as well as a multi-story mixed-use building 
(offices and retail uses) are located across the alley.  Beyond these uses is Colorado 
Boulevard.    

 
• West.  The project site is bounded by an alley (Stratton Place) to the west.  One to two-story 

office and commercial buildings and a small surface parking lot are located across the alley. 
 Marengo Alley is located to the west of these commercial buildings. 
   

• East.  The project site is bounded by an alley (Skillen Alley) to the east.  The U.S. Post 
Office is located across the alley.  Garfield Avenue is located to the east of the U.S. Post 
Office. 

 
Although the project site is not located within a historic district, it is bounded by the Pasadena Civic 
Center Historic District on the east and north and by the Civic Center Financial Historic District on 
the west; refer to Exhibit 7, Historic Districts.    
 
10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g. permits, financing approval, or 

participation agreement): 
 

This IS/MND covers all approvals by governmental agencies that may be needed to construct, 
implement, or operate the project.  At this time, no discretionary public agency approvals are known 
to be required for the project, other than those required by the City of Pasadena.   
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Exhibit 1

Regional Vicinity
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Exhibit 2

Site Vicinity

Source:  Google Earth, 2015.
               - Approximate Project Boundary
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Exhibit 3a

Conceptual Site Plan (Subterranean Parking Plan P3)

Source:  Withee Malcolm Architects, LLP; September 10, 2014.

NOT TO SCALE

08/15 • JN 146525

CITY OF PASADENA
UNION STREET CONDOMINIUMS PROJECT

INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION



Exhibit 3b

Conceptual Site Plan (Subterranean Parking Plan P2)

Source:  Withee Malcolm Architects, LLP; September 10, 2014.
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Exhibit 3c

Conceptual Site Plan (1st Level Plan)

Source:  Withee Malcolm Architects, LLP; September 10, 2014.
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Exhibit 3d

Conceptual Site Plan (2nd Level Plan)

Source:  Withee Malcolm Architects, LLP; September 10, 2014.
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Exhibit 3e

Conceptual Site Plan (3rd Level Plan)

Source:  Withee Malcolm Architects, LLP; September 10, 2014.
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Exhibit 3f

Conceptual Site Plan (4th Level Plan)

Source:  Withee Malcolm Architects, LLP; September 10, 2014.
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Exhibit 3g

Conceptual Site Plan (5th Level Plan)

Source:  Withee Malcolm Architects, LLP; September 10, 2014.
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Exhibit 3h

Conceptual Site Plan (Roof Plan)

Source:  Withee Malcolm Architects, LLP; September 10, 2014.
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Exhibit 4a

Proposed North and East Elevations

Source:  Withee Malcolm Architects, LLP; September 10, 2014.
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Exhibit 4b

Proposed South and West Elevations

Source:  Withee Malcolm Architects, LLP; September 10, 2014.
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Exhibit 5

Proposed Rendering

Source:  Withee Malcolm Architects, LLP; March 2015.
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Orientation

Photograph Number

1 – View looking south towards the project site.

Exhibit 6a

4 – View looking southwest at the eastern boundary of the 
project site.

5 – View looking northwest at the project site.

2 – View looking at Skillen Alley, along the eastern boundary of 
the project site.

3 – View looking at the northeast edge of project site from 
Skillen Alley.

Site Photographs
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Orientation

Photograph Number

6 – View looking southwest at the offi ce and commercial 
buildings west of the project site.

Exhibit 6b

9 – View looking west along East Union Street toward the 
project site.

10 – View looking at City Hall northeast of the project site east 
of North Garfi eld Avenue.

7 – View looking at a public surface parking lot and an unutilized 
YMCA building, north of the project site and across East Union 
Street.

8 – View looking southeast at the U.S. Post Offi ce east of the 
project site.

Site Photographs
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Orientation

Photograph Number

11 – View looking southeast at the project site.

Exhibit 6c

14 – View looking west along the alley with restaurant, 
commercial, offi ce uses south of the project site.

15 – View looking southeast at the U.S. Post Offi ce along 
Skillen Alley east of the project site.

12 – View looking northeast at the project site.

13 – View looking south at the restaurant, commercial and offi ce 
uses south of the project site.

Site Photographs
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Orientation

Photograph Number

16 – View looking south at the alley west of the project site.

Exhibit 6d

19 – View looking north at the alley west of the project site. 20 – View looking west at the restaurant and commercial uses 
along the alley south of the project site.

17 – View looking southeast at the project site.

18 – View looking west at the surface parking lot and offi ce and
commercial buildings west of the project site.

Site Photographs
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Exhibit 7

Historic Districts

NOT TO SCALE
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Source:  GPA Consulting, 254 E Union Street Pasadena, California, Historical Resource Report, June 2015.
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at 
least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the 
following pages. 
 

 Aesthetics  Greenhouse Gases  Noise 
 Agricultural Resources  Geology and Soils  Population and Housing 
 Air Quality  Hazards and Hazardous Materials  Public Services 
 Biological Resources  Hydrology and Water Quality  Recreation 
 Cultural Resources  Land Use and Planning  Transportation/Traffic 
 Energy  Mineral Resources  Utilities and Service Systems 
     Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 
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 the mitigation measures described on an attached sheet have been added to the project.  A 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

x 
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  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. 

 

 
   8/12/2015      8/12/2015 
Prepared By  Date  Reviewed By  Date 
Starla Barker, AICP    Beilin Yu   
Printed Name    Printed Name   
        8/12/2015 
    Reviewed By  Date 
    John Bellas   
    Printed Name   

 
Negative Declaration/Mitigated Negative Declaration adopted on:   
   Date 
 
Adoption attested to by:     
 Signature  Date 
 
    
 Printed Name  
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2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
Date checklist submitted:  August 11, 2015 
Department requiring checklist: Planning and Community Development Department                  
     Case Manager:   Beilin Yu, Planner 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
 
Explanations of all answers are required: 

 
2.1 AESTHETICS  
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?   ü  
 
CEQA Section 21099(d)(1) states, “Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use 
residential, or employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be 
considered significant impacts on the environment.”  Section 21099(a) provides the following 
definitions of the terms “infill site” and “transit priority area”: 
 
(4) “Infill site” means a lot located within an urban area that has been previously developed, or on a 
vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated only by an 
improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses. 
 
(7) “Transit priority area” means an area within one-half mile of a major transit stop that is existing or 
planned, if the planned stop is scheduled to be completed within the planning horizon included in a 
Transportation Improvement Program adopted pursuant to Section 450.216 or 450.322 of Title 23 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations. 
 
The proposed mixed-use project would be located on a previously developed site that is surrounded 
on all sides by developed land and that is located approximately 0.2 mile from the Metro Gold Line 
Memorial Park Station.  Therefore, the project is on an infill site in a transit priority area; 
consequently, the aesthetic and parking impacts of the project cannot be considered significant 
impacts pursuant to CEQA.  The analysis of aesthetic impacts below is presented for disclosure 
purposes. 
 
Why?  A scenic vista is defined as a viewpoint that provides expansive views of a highly valued 
landscape for the benefit of the general public.  The project site is located within the City’s Central 
District Specific Plan.  Surrounding public views toward designated historic resources (including 
Pasadena City Hall, Pasadena YWCA, and Civic auditorium)1, that are also located within the 

                                                 
1 RTKL Associates, Central District Specific Plan, District-wide Map 2:  Historic Resources, adopted November 

8, 2004.   
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project’s viewshed2, are afforded.  Particularly, north/south views along Garfield Avenue encompass 
the project site, Pasadena City Hall, Pasadena YWCA, and Civic auditorium.  Other historical 
resources in the area (discussed in Section 2.5, Cultural Resources) include historical structures 
within the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District (including U.S. Post Office and First Baptist 
Church) as well as the Civic Center Financial Historic District (the Loweman Building, Crown 
Building and Loan Association building, Wolfangle Building, Equitable Savings and Loan 
Association, Citizen’s Bank Building, and 231-243 E Colorado Boulevard).   
 
In order to adequately analyze potential impacts from these scenic views, photosimulations from 
specific Key View locations were prepared.  Key Views represent public views from both the public 
right-of-way and publicly accessible areas located within the viewshed of the proposed project.  Key 
Views that may be impacted by the proposed project were determined in consultation with City staff 
and through site reconnaissance.  Characteristics for each Key View are defined within foreground, 
middleground, and/or background views.  Characteristics located within foreground views are 
located at close range and tend to dominate the view.  Characteristics located within middleground 
views are distinguishable, yet not as sharp as those characteristics located in the foreground views. 
Features located within the background views have few details and distinctions in landform and 
surface features.  The emphasis of background views is an outline or edge.  Objects in the 
background eventually fade to obscurity with increasing distance. 
 
A site visit was conducted to take photographs and make observations from Key Views.  The 
camera locations were recorded utilizing Global Positioning System (GPS) equipment.  A Fuji G-617 
Panoramic camera with a 1:8/105 millimeter lens was selected as the primary photographic source, 
as it yields an accurate representation of human visual perception.  Backup photos were also taken 
using a Nikon D1X digital camera with a fixed 50 millimeter lens. 
 
Four Key Views were selected for this analysis.  Exhibit 8, Key View Locations Map, illustrates the 
locations of the selected Key Views.  These particular Key Views are situated along Colorado 
Boulevard, Garfield Avenue, and Union Street.  The intent of analyzing these Key Views is to depict 
potential impacts to scenic views and vistas as well as changes to the character/quality of the area 
as a result of the proposed project.  Refer to Impact Statement 3.c below for a discussion of the 
project’s visual impacts pertaining to the degradation of character/quality.  For the purposes of visual 
impacts to scenic views and vistas along Colorado Boulevard and Garfield Avenue, Key Views 1, 2, 
and 3 are analyzed.  For potential impacts associated with the degradation of character/quality Key 
Views 1 through 4 are analyzed.   
 
Key View 1.  Key View 1 (approximately 860 feet above mean sea level [msl]) is located to the 
southwest of the project site (looking northeast from Colorado Boulevard); refer to Exhibit 9, Key 
View 1.  These views are afforded from pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists traveling eastbound 
along Colorado Boulevard.  These views encompass historic resources along Colorado Boulevard, 
as well as middleground views to Pasadena City Hall.  With construction of the proposed project, the 
new structure (located in middleground views) would appear to be slightly higher than adjoining 
structures to the south (along Colorado Boulevard).  However, the new structure would be lower 
than other adjoining structures to the southwest and further east.  Partial blockage of middleground 
views to Pasadena City Hall would occur.   

                                                 
2 For the purpose of this analysis, a “viewshed” is defined as all of the surface areas visible from the project 

site.  Typical obstructions that limit the project’s viewshed include topography, structures, and vegetation (particularly 
trees). 



Exhibit 8

Key View Locations Map

Source:  Google Earth, 2015.
               - Approximate Project Boundary
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Exhibit 9

Key View 1

Note:  For comparative purposes, site photographs are utilized to demonstrate the general character at different points of the project area.
These simulations are subject to change and are intended to provide the reader with information on the form, size, and scale of the proposed
improvements within the project area.
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Key View 2.  Key View 2 (approximately 856 feet above msl) is located to the southeast of the 
project site (looking northwest from the Colorado Boulevard/Garfield Avenue intersection); refer to 
Exhibit 10, Key View 2.  These views are afforded from the southeast corner of the intersection of 
Colorado Boulevard and Garfield Avenue.  These views encompass the historic resources along 
Colorado Boulevard, including the U.S. Post Office building, as seen from pedestrians, bicyclists, 
and motorists near the Civic auditorium.  The proposed project would not be visible from this view; 
no impacts to the visible skyline would occur.   
 
Key View 3.  Key View 3 (approximately 866 feet above msl) is located along Garfield Avenue, to the 
north of the Pasadena City Hall and northeast of the project site; refer to Exhibit 11, Key View 3.  
These views encompass the Garfield Avenue view corridor, with views to the Civic auditorium, U.S. 
Post Office building, and YWCA.  With construction of the proposed project, the new structure 
(located in middleground views, south of the YWCA) would not be higher than the visible tree line 
and would appear to be lower in height than those structures in the background views.  Thus, no 
view blockage of historic structures and no visible impact to the skyline would occur. 
 
As depicted on Exhibit 9 through Exhibit 11, although partial view blockage of Pasadena City Hall 
would occur along portions of Colorado Boulevard, the proposed structure would not substantially 
increase view blockage compared to the existing structures surrounding the project site.  Further, 
construction of the proposed project would not result in view blockage of Pasadena City Hall, 
Pasadena YWCA, Civic auditorium, or the U.S. Post Office building, as seen from Garfield Avenue 
(to the northeast and southeast of the project site).  Thus, implementation of the proposed project 
would not result in significant impacts to a scenic view or vista, as seen from the public. 
 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

   ü 

 
Why?  The only designated state scenic highway in the City of Pasadena is the Angeles Crest 
Highway (State Highway 2), which is located north of Arroyo Seco Canyon in the extreme northwest 
portion of the City.  The project site is not within the viewshed of the Angeles Crest Highway, and is 
not located along any scenic roadway corridors identified in the City’s General Plan documents.  
Therefore, the proposed project would have no impacts to state scenic highways or scenic roadway 
corridors. 



Exhibit 10

Key View 2

Note:  For comparative purposes, site photographs are utilized to demonstrate the general character at different points of the project area.
These simulations are subject to change and are intended to provide the reader with information on the form, size, and scale of the proposed
improvements within the project area.
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Exhibit 11

Key View 3

Note:  For comparative purposes, site photographs are utilized to demonstrate the general character at different points of the project area.
These simulations are subject to change and are intended to provide the reader with information on the form, size, and scale of the proposed
improvements within the project area.
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Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
the site and its surroundings?   ü  

 
Why?   
 
Short-Term Construction 
 
Construction activities would be completed in a single phase over the course of approximately 22 
months.  During this time, project construction activities would temporarily disrupt views across the 
project site from surrounding areas, since demolition activities, graded surfaces, construction debris, 
construction equipment, and truck traffic would be visible.  Impacts in this regard would be 
temporary in nature and would cease upon project completion.  Views to construction activities 
would be limited to the immediate area, other than the later phases of construction where the upper 
portions of the new structure would become visible to a larger area.  As these views would be limited 
and temporary in nature, and would cease upon completion, the visual character/quality of the site 
would not be substantially degraded.  Impacts in this regard would be less than significant.   
 
Long-Term Operations 
 
The project proposes a mixed-use development with 36 market-rate condominium units and 2,625 
square feet of commercial space on the 0.50-acre site.  The project would include a single structure 
of five stories reaching a maximum height of 60 feet situated over two levels of subterranean 
parking.  As shown in Exhibit 4a, Proposed North and East Elevations, and Exhibit 4b, Proposed 
South and West Elevations, and Exhibit 5, Proposed Rendering, the commercial level exterior would 
be limestone and the exterior of the upper residential levels would be smooth stucco, precast 
panels, and metal guardrails.  The materials would be featured on all facades.   
 
Due to the small scale of the commercial use, signage would be minimal along East Union Street.  
The commercial uses would have signs designed to be compatible with the building design.  In 
addition, the ground parking level would reuse the existing historic parking entry signage. 
 
Overall, implementation of the proposed project would replace the existing surface parking lot on-
site with a new five-story mixed-use building.  The following paragraphs describe the potential 
change in character/quality, as seen from selected Key Views. 
 
Key View 1.  Development of the proposed project would be partially visible from public views along 
the Civic Center Financial Historic District to the south of the project site; refer to Exhibit 9.  Although 
the new building may partially affect the visible skyline, this change would not be substantial and 
would appear similar in character to the existing skyline, as the rooflines of adjacent structures are 
both above and below the proposed roofline.       
 
Key View 2.  The proposed building would not be visible from uses at the intersection of Garfield 
Avenue and Colorado Boulevard (near the Paseo Colorado), to the southeast of the project; refer to 
Exhibit 10.  Thus, the project would not result in any changes to the character/quality in this area.     
 
Key View 3.  The new building would be situated in middleground views, as seen along Garfield 
Avenue, in the vicinity of Pasadena City Hall (along the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District); 
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refer to Exhibit 11.  Due to the intervening vegetation situated to the north of the project site, the new 
structure would not be readily visible.  Further, the proposed roofline would not extend higher than 
the existing tree line in the area and would appear similar in character to the existing surrounding 
structures. 
 
Key View 4.  Views from Key View 4 (approximately 864 feet above msl) are from Union Street, to 
the northwest of the project site; refer to Exhibit 12, Key View 4.  These views are afforded by 
motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians traveling along the northern boundary of the project site.  The 
existing surface parking entry would be replaced with the new five-story building.  Visible project 
features would include the proposed retail façade along the northern boundary, as well as the 
proposed condominium units above.  As further illustrated on Exhibit 13, Rendering from Union 
Street, the commercial level exterior would be limestone and the exterior of the upper residential 
levels would be smooth stucco, precast panels, and metal guardrails.  The materials would be 
featured on all facades. 
 
The proposed project would be consistent with the allowed building height and setbacks for the site. 
However, the project requests approval of a Variance, which is intended to allow the commercial 
uses on the ground floor to have a reduced depth along East Union Street.  The project proposes a 
maximum depth of approximately 28 feet and 6 inches, which is less than the minimum required 
depth of 50 feet.  The project is also surrounded by designated historic districts and would be 
required to provide architectural treatments that complement the surrounding districts.  As discussed 
in Section 2.5, the proposed building is compatible with the materials, massing, size, scale, 
proportion, and architectural features of these nearby historical resources.  Although the proposed 
building would be five stories tall and a maximum of 60 feet in height, which is taller than the two- to 
three-story commercial buildings in the study area, the proposed building would not visually 
overwhelm these nearby structures.  The separation created by alleys and streets that bound the 
proposed building on all sides helps to further ensure this condition.  The proposed building would 
also be lower in height than other buildings in the study area, including the Citizens Bank Building 
(86.9 feet) and Pasadena City Hall (64.5 feet), and relatively equal to the First Baptist Church (60.4 
feet).  Most importantly, the proposed building would not interfere with the key views of Pasadena 
City Hall along the axis of Holly and Garfield Streets that define the Civic Center.  The proposed 
building would be generally shielded from views along Colorado Street, as only a small portion of the 
building’s roof would be visible, and only when directly south of the project site.   
 
The proposed building design is vertically organized into three masses with a strong first floor 
“base,” a four-level “shaft,” and a fifth story “capital” that are defined by changes in material and 
articulation, similar to the traditional building organization that exists in most of the surrounding 
historical resources.  The massing of the proposed building would also be visually broken into 
smaller vertical bays, particularly along Union Street and Skillen Alley where there are rectangular 
openings proposed at the ground level.  This is consistent with the historic commercial storefronts of 
nearby buildings.  The primary materials used on the exterior of the proposed building would be 
limestone and smooth stucco.  Stone and smooth stucco are also employed as exterior materials in 
the surrounding historic buildings.  Overall, the proposed building would be compatible in massing 
and scale, yet differentiated from the adjacent historical resources by its contemporary design.  
Thus, the proposed project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
the site and its surroundings and impacts would be less than significant in this regard.  As required 
by Section 17.61.030 of the Pasadena Municipal Code (PMC), the project’s design would be 
reviewed for approval by the Design Commission.  This regulatory procedure was established to 
ensure that the design, colors, and finish materials of development projects comply with adopted 
design guidelines and achieve compatibility with the surrounding area.  On July 24, 2014, the 
Design Commission provided the project Applicant with preliminary consultation for the proposed 
project.   



Exhibit 12

Key View 4

Note:  For comparative purposes, site photographs are utilized to demonstrate the general character at different points of the project area.
These simulations are subject to change and are intended to provide the reader with information on the form, size, and scale of the proposed
improvements within the project area.
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Exhibit 13

Rendering from Union Street
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Per PMC Section 17.61.030, the project’s design would be required to be approved by the Design 
Commission.  Overall, implementation of this regulatory procedure provides the City with an 
additional layer of review for aesthetics, and an opportunity to incorporate additional conditions to 
increase the aesthetic value of the project, as well as maintain the aesthetic value of the 
surrounding historic districts.   
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?   ü  

 
Why?  A potentially significant impact would occur if a new source of substantial light or glare 
causes an adverse effect on day or nighttime views.  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 a motor vehicle 
on adjacent streets.  Daytime glare generation is common in urban areas and is typically associated 
with mid- to high-rise buildings with exterior façades largely or entirely comprising 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. 
 
Existing lighting sources at the project site include surface parking lot lighting and security lighting 
along the entrance.  Existing lighting is also emitted from surrounding land uses, street lights, and 
vehicle headlights.  Implementation of the proposed project would remove existing lighting sources 
and construct a new five-story mixed-use building.  New sources of lighting would include interior 
and exterior security lighting, as required by the Public Works Department.  Vehicle ingress/egress 
would be relocated from the current location along Union Street to Skillen Alley.  No unique lighting 
components of the project or building materials would generate daytime glare. 
 
The proposed project would be required to comply with the standards in the Zoning Code that 
regulate glare and outdoor lighting.  Height and direction of any outdoor lighting and the screening of 
mechanical equipment must conform to Zoning Code requirements.  The project is located within an 
older, developed urban area with streetlights in place, and the proposed exterior lighting would be 
consistent with the surrounding area.  With compliance with Zoning Code requirements, impacts in 
this regard would be less than significant.  Further, the relocation of the ingress/egress driveway at 
the project site would not introduce substantial light and glare associated with vehicle headlights, as 
uses along Skillen Alley already experience vehicle headlights for parking and loading dock areas.  
Less than significant impacts would result in this regard.  
 
Additionally, the design of the project, including its finish, colors, and materials, would be reviewed 
for approval through the Design Review process.  This regulatory procedure provides the City with 
an additional layer of review for aesthetics including light and glare, and an opportunity to 
incorporate additional conditions to improve the project’s building materials and lighting plans.  
Impacts in this regard are less than significant.   
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2.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES  
 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts 
on agriculture and farmland.  Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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? 

   ü 

 
WHY?  The City of Pasadena is a developed urban area surrounded by hillsides to the north and 
northwest.  The City contains no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, as shown on maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources Agency.  No impacts to Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance would occur as a result of the proposed project. 
 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts 
on agriculture and farmland.  Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract?    ü 

 
WHY?  The City of Pasadena has no land zoned for agricultural use other than commercial growing 
areas.  Commercial growing areas/grounds are permitted in the CG (Commercial, General), CL 
(Commercial, Limited), and IG (Industry, General) zones and conditionally in the RS (Single-Family 
Residential), and RM (Multi-Family Residential) districts.  Commercial growing areas are also 
permitted within certain specific plan areas.  The project site is located in a developed urban area, 
zoned CD-2 (Central District Specific Plan, Civic Center Sub-District), which does not permit 
commercial growing.  Additionally, the City has no Williamson Act contract land and there are no 
agricultural uses within the project site or surrounding area.  Therefore, no impacts would occur with 
regard to Williamson Act contract lands or agricultural zoning. 
 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts 
on agriculture and farmland.  Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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))? 

   ü 

 
WHY?  Pasadena has no timberland or timberland production land and has no land zoned for 
forestland.  Although the City’s General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element discusses 
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various types of natural open space (e.g., Wild Open Space, Modified Open Space, and 
Undeveloped Lands), the project site is located in an urbanized area.  Therefore, no impact to forest 
land or timberland would occur as a result of the proposed project. 
 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts 
on agriculture and farmland.  Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to 
a non-forest use?    ü 

 
WHY?  As discussed above, there is no forest land in the City of Pasadena.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in the conversion or loss of forest land. 
 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts 
on agriculture and farmland.  Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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? 

   ü 

 
WHY?  As discussed above, there is no known farmland in the City of Pasadena.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in the conversion of farmland to a non-agricultural use. 
 
2.3 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: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan?   ü  

 
WHY?  The City is located within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), which is governed by the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).  Consistency with the SCAQMD 2012 Air Quality 
Management Plan for the South Coast Air Basin (2012 AQMP) means that a project is consistent 
with the goals, objectives, and assumptions set forth in the 2012 AQMP that are designed to achieve 
Federal and State air quality standards.  According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, in 
order to determine consistency with the 2012 AQMP, two main criteria must be addressed:   
 

Criterion 1:  
 

With respect to the first criterion, SCAQMD methodologies require that an air quality analysis for 
a project include forecasts of project emissions in relation to contributing to air quality violations 
and delay of attainment.   
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a) Would the project result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality 
violations? 
 

Since the consistency criteria identified under the first criterion pertains to pollutant 
concentrations, rather than to total regional emissions, an analysis of the project’s pollutant 
emissions relative to localized pollutant concentrations is used as the basis for evaluating 
project consistency.  As discussed in Impact Statement 2.3(d) below, localized 
concentrations of carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOX), particulate matter less than 
10 microns in diameter (PM10), and particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter 
(PM2.5) would be less than significant.  Therefore, the proposed project would not result in an 
increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations.  Because reactive 
organic gases (ROGs) are not a criteria pollutant, there is no ambient standard or localized 
threshold for ROGs.  Due to the role ROG plays in ozone formation, it is classified as a 
precursor pollutant and only a regional emissions threshold has been established.  

 
b) Would the project cause or contribute to new air quality violations? 

 
As discussed in Impact Statement 2.3(b) below, the proposed project would result in 
emissions that are below the SCAQMD thresholds.  Therefore, the project would not have 
the potential to cause or affect a violation of the ambient air quality standards.  

 
c) Would the project delay timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim 

emissions reductions specified in the AQMP? 
 

The proposed project would result in less than significant impacts with regard to localized 
concentrations during project construction and operations.  As such, the project would not 
delay the timely attainment of air quality standards or 2012 AQMP emissions reductions. 

 
Criterion 2:  

 
With respect to the second criterion for determining consistency with SCAQMD and Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) air quality policies, it is important to recognize 
that air quality planning within the Basin focuses on attainment of ambient air quality standards 
at the earliest feasible date.  Projections for achieving air quality goals are based on 
assumptions regarding population, housing, and growth trends.  Thus, the SCAQMD’s second 
criterion for determining project consistency focuses on whether or not the proposed project 
exceeds the assumptions utilized in preparing the forecasts presented in the 2012 AQMP.  
Determining whether or not a project exceeds the assumptions reflected in the 2012 AQMP 
involves the evaluation of the three criteria outlined below.  The following discussion provides an 
analysis of each of these criteria. 

 
a) Would the project be consistent with the population, housing, and employment growth 

projections utilized in the preparation of the AQMP?  
 

In the case of the 2012 AQMP, three sources of data form the basis for the projections of air 
pollutant emissions: the Pasadena General Plan (General Plan), SCAG’s Growth 
Management Chapter of the Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP), and SCAG’s 2012-2035 
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).  The 
RTP/SCS also provides socioeconomic forecast projections of regional population growth.  
The project site is designated Central District Specific Plan by the General Plan.  According 
to the General Plan, the Central District serves as the City’s urban core, which encourages 
urban villages, work-live spaces, in-town housing, and cultural and entertainment 
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opportunities.  The project proposes a residential/commercial mixed-use development.  As 
the project supports a mix of residential development and pedestrian-serving commercial 
uses, it would provide housing in proximity to jobs, retail shopping, and entertainment uses 
within the area.  The proposed project would be consistent with the types, intensity, and 
patterns of land use envisioned for the site vicinity in the RCP/SCS.  Additionally, as the 
SCAQMD has incorporated these same projections into the 2012 AQMP, the proposed 
project would be consistent with the projections.   

 
b) Would the project implement all feasible air quality mitigation measures?  

 
The proposed project would result in less than significant air quality impacts.  Compliance 
with all feasible emission reduction measures identified by the SCAQMD would be required 
as identified in Impact Statements 2.3(b) and 2.3(c).  As such, the proposed project meets 
this AQMP consistency criterion.  

 
c) Would the project be consistent with the land use planning strategies set forth in the 

AQMP? 
 

The proposed project would serve to implement various City and SCAG policies and would 
be considered an infill development.  The project site is located on the south side of Union 
Street, between South Marengo and Garfield Avenues, in the vicinity of a mix of commercial, 
office, retail, civic, and residential uses.  Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent 
with the AQMP land use planning strategies that support residential and employment uses in 
close proximity to neighborhood-serving retail opportunities within the area.   

 
In conclusion, the determination of 2012 AQMP consistency is primarily concerned with the long-
term influence of a project on air quality in the Basin.  The proposed project would not result in a 
long-term impact on the region’s ability to meet State and Federal air quality standards.  As 
discussed below, the proposed project would be consistent with the goals and policies of the 2012 
AQMP for control of fugitive dust.  As discussed above, the proposed project’s long-term influence 
would also be consistent with the SCAQMD and SCAG’s goals and policies and is, therefore, 
considered consistent with the 2012 AQMP.   
 

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: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or 
projected air quality violation?   ü  

 
WHY?  The SCAQMD has published regional significance thresholds to determine if projects have 
significant air quality impacts.  These significance thresholds were used to evaluate whether the 
proposed project would violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation.  If the proposed project were to exceed these thresholds, it would be 
considered to have a significant impact and a cumulative impact on air quality. 
 
Construction Emissions 
 
Construction emissions are expected to occur from engine exhaust from the off-road construction 
equipment and vehicle trips made by construction workers, vendors, and haul trucks.  These 
emissions would primarily consist of CO, NOx, PM10, PM2.5, sulfur oxides (SO2), and ROG.  In 
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addition, earth disturbance activities from grading and paved road dust would result in fugitive dust 
emissions; architectural coating and paving activities would result in ROG emissions.   
 
The project involves construction activities associated with demolition, grading, construction, and 
architectural coating applications.  Existing on-site structures are estimated to be demolished within 
one month, while grading activities would take up to three months.  The duration of building 
construction activities is estimated at 18 months, and the application of architectural coating 
activities would take three months.  Approximately 17,750 cubic yards of soil would be utilized for 
export at the project site during the grading phase.  Exhaust emission factors for typical diesel-
powered heavy equipment are based on the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) 
program defaults.  Variables factored into estimating the total construction emissions include the 
level of activity, length of construction period, number of pieces and types of equipment in use, site 
characteristics, weather conditions, number of construction personnel, and the amount of materials 
to be transported on- or off-site.  Refer to Appendix A, Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Data, for the 
CalEEMod assumptions, outputs, and results.  Table 2, Construction Related Emissions, presents 
the anticipated daily short-term construction emissions. 
 

Table 2 
Construction Related Emissions 

 

Emissions Source 
Pollutant (pounds/day)1 

ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Year 1 (2015)       
Emissions without SCAQMD Rules Compliance 4.13 49.05 32.37 0.06 8.19 4.78 
Emissions with SCAQMD Rules Compliance2 4.13 49.05 32.37 0.06 5.58 3.07 

     SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 
Is Threshold Exceeded After SCAQMD Rules Compliance? No No No No No No 
Year 2 (2016) 
Emissions without SCAQMD Rules Compliance 3.81 45.17 31.20 0.06 7.47 4.49 
Emissions with SCAQMD Rules Compliance2 3.81 45.17 31.20 0.06 4.86 3.07 

     SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 
Is Threshold Exceeded After SCAQMD Rules Compliance? No No No No No No 
Year 3 (2017)       
Emissions without SCAQMD Rules Compliance 28.59 22.65 20.84 0.04 2.16 1.57 
Emissions with SCAQMD Rules Compliance2 28.59 22.65 20.84 0.04 2.16 1.57 

     SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 
Is Threshold Exceeded After SCAQMD Rules Compliance? No No No No No No 
Notes: 
1.  Emissions were calculated using CalEEMod, as recommended by the SCAQMD.   
2.  As depicted in this table, the recommended best available control measures would be required to ensure compliance with SCAQMD Rules 

and Regulations, which would be verified and enforced through the City’s development review process.  The reduction/credits for project 
construction emissions are based on mitigation included in CalEEMod and as typically required by the SCAQMD.  The best available control 
measures includes the following: properly maintain mobile and other construction equipment; replace ground cover in disturbed areas quickly; 
water exposed surfaces three times daily; cover stock piles with tarps; water all haul roads twice daily; and limit speeds on unpaved roads to 
15 miles per hour.   

3.  Refer to Appendix A, Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Data, for assumptions used in this analysis.   
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Fugitive Dust Emissions 
 
Construction activities are a source of fugitive dust emissions that may have a substantial, 
temporary impact on local air quality.  In addition, fugitive dust may be a nuisance to those living and 
working in the project area.  Fugitive dust emissions are associated with land clearing, ground 
excavation, cut-and-fill, and truck travel on unpaved roadways (including demolition as well as 
construction activities).  Fugitive dust emissions vary substantially from day to day, depending on the 
level of activity, specific operations, and weather conditions.  Fugitive dust from grading, excavation, 
and construction is expected to be short-term and would cease upon project completion.  
Additionally, most of this material is inert silicates, rather than the complex organic particulates 
released from combustion sources, which are more harmful to health. 
 
Dust (larger than 10 microns) generated by such activities usually becomes more of a local nuisance 
than a serious health problem.  Of particular health concern is the amount of PM10 generated as a 
part of fugitive dust emissions.  PM10 poses a serious health hazard alone or in combination with 
other pollutants.  PM2.5 is mostly produced by mechanical processes.  These include automobile tire 
wear, industrial processes such as cutting and grinding, and re-suspension of particles from the 
ground or road surfaces by wind and human activities such as construction or agriculture.  PM2.5 is 
mostly derived from combustion sources, such as automobiles, trucks, and other vehicle exhaust, as 
well as from stationary sources.  These particles are either directly emitted or are formed in the 
atmosphere from the combustion of gases such as NOX and SOX combining with ammonia.  PM2.5 
components from material in the earth’s crust, such as dust, are also present, with the amount 
varying in different locations. 
 
Compliance with recommended conditions of approval, including implementation of  dust control 
techniques (i.e., daily watering), limitations on construction hours, and adherence to SCAQMD 
Rules 402 and 403 (which require watering of inactive and perimeter areas, track out requirements, 
etc.),  would further reduce PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations.  It should be noted that these reductions 
were applied in CalEEMod.  The recommended conditions of approval would be required to ensure 
compliance with SCAQMD Rules and Regulations, which would be verified and enforced through 
the City’s development review process.  As depicted in Table 2, total PM10 and PM2.5 emissions 
would not exceed the SCAQMD thresholds during construction.  Thus, construction air quality 
impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Construction Equipment and Worker Vehicle Exhaust 
 
Exhaust emissions from construction activities include emissions associated with the transport of 
machinery and supplies to and from the project site, employee commutes to the project site, 
emissions produced on-site as the equipment is used, and emissions from trucks transporting 
materials to/from the site.  As presented in Table 2, construction equipment and worker vehicle 
exhaust emissions would not exceed the established SCAQMD threshold for all criteria pollutants.  
Therefore, impacts in this regard would be less than significant.  
 
ROG Emissions 
 
In addition to gaseous and particulate emissions, the application of asphalt and surface coatings 
creates ROG emissions, which are ozone (O3) precursors.  In accordance with the methodology 
prescribed by the SCAQMD, the ROG emissions associated with paving and architectural coating 
have been quantified with the CalEEMod model.  As required by SCAQMD Regulation XI, Rule 1113 
– Architectural Coating, all architectural coatings for the proposed structures would comply with 
specifications on painting practices as well as regulation on the ROG content of paint, as required 
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through recommended conditions of approval.3  ROG emissions associated with the proposed 
project would be less than significant; refer to Table 2. 
 
Naturally Occurring Asbestos 
 
Asbestos is a term used for several types of naturally occurring fibrous minerals that are a human 
health hazard when airborne.  The most common type of asbestos is chrysotile, but other types such 
as tremolite and actinolite are also found in California.  Asbestos is classified as a known human 
carcinogen by State, Federal, and international agencies and was identified as a toxic air 
contaminant by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) in 1986. 
 
Asbestos can be released from serpentinite and ultramafic rocks when the rock is broken or 
crushed.  At the point of release, the asbestos fibers may become airborne, causing air quality and 
human health hazards.  These rocks have been commonly used for unpaved gravel roads, 
landscaping, fill projects, and other improvement projects in some localities.  Asbestos may be 
released to the atmosphere due to vehicular traffic on unpaved roads, during grading for 
development projects, and at quarry operations.  All of these activities may have the effect of 
releasing potentially harmful asbestos into the air.  Natural weathering and erosion processes can 
act on asbestos bearing rock and make it easier for asbestos fibers to become airborne if such rock 
is disturbed.  According to the Department of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology, A 
General Location Guide for Ultramafic Rocks in California – Areas More Likely to Contain Naturally 
Occurring Asbestos Report (August 2000), serpentinite and ultramafic rocks are not known to occur 
within the project area.  Thus, there would be no impact in this regard. 
 
Long-Term (Operational) Emissions 
 
Long-term air quality impacts would consist of mobile source emissions generated from project-
related traffic and from stationary source emissions.  Emissions associated with each of these 
sources were calculated and are discussed below. 
 
Mobile Source 
 
Mobile sources are emissions from motor vehicles, including tailpipe and evaporative emissions.  
Depending upon the pollutant being discussed, the potential air quality impact may be of either 
regional or local concern.  For example, ROG, NOX, SOX, PM10, and PM2.5 are all pollutants of 
regional concern (NOX and ROG react with sunlight to form O3 [photochemical smog], and wind 
currents readily transport SOX, PM10, and PM2.5).  However, CO tends to be a localized pollutant, 
dispersing rapidly at the source.   
 
Project-generated vehicle emissions have been estimated using CalEEMod.  According to the 
Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix F), the proposed project would generate approximately 
282 total daily trips.  Table 3, Long-Term Air Emissions, presents the anticipated mobile source 
emissions.   
 

                                                 
3 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Rule 1113.  Architectural Coatings, http://www.aqmd.gov/ 

docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xi/r1113.pdf, accessed June 2015. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/ 
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Table 3 
Long-Term Air Emissions 

 

Emissions Source 
Pollutant (pounds/day)1 

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Area 2.58 0.04 3.02 0.00 0.06 0.06 
Energy 0.01 0.12 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Mobile 1.22 2.65 10.99 0.02 1.65 0.46 

Total Project Emissions2 3.81 2.80 14.06 0.02 1.72 0.53 
SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Is Threshold Exceeded?   No No No No No No 
Notes: 
1. Based on CalEEMod results, worst-case seasonal emissions for area and mobile emissions have been modeled. 
2. The numbers may not add exactly due to rounding.   
3.  Refer to Appendix A, Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Data, for assumptions used in this analysis.   

 
 
Area Source Emissions 
 
Area source emissions would be generated due to an increased demand for consumer products, 
additional landscaping, and architectural coatings associated with the development of the proposed 
project; refer to Table 3.  The proposed project would not include wood burning devices per 
SCAQMD Rule 445 (Wood Burning Devices).   
 
Energy Source Emissions 
 
Energy source emissions would be generated as a result of electricity and natural gas usage 
associated with the proposed project; refer to Table 3.  The primary use of electricity and natural gas 
by the project would be for space heating and cooling, water heating, ventilation, lighting, 
appliances, and electronics.   
 
Total Operational Emissions 
 
Modeled mobile source emissions would be reduced as the project would place new residential 
uses in close proximity of multiple bus services (Pasadena Area Rapid Transit System Routes 10, 
51, and 52; Foothill Transit Route 187; Metro Routes 180, 181, 256, 686 and 687) with bus stops 
along East Colorado Boulevard, as well as the Metro Gold Line station.  In addition, the proposed 
project would provide bicycle racks for six bicycles.  The project would provide the opportunity for 
increased pedestrian activity by placing residential and neighborhood-serving retail uses within 
immediate proximity to commercial centers, civic uses, other neighborhood-serving retail, 
transportation, and activity centers.  As such, the project supports future residents, employees, and 
patrons to use transit and non-vehicular transportation within the project area and would inherently 
reduce vehicle trips, vehicle miles traveled, and project-related emissions.  These land use attributes 
that are inherent in the project’s location and design were incorporated into the CalEEMod mitigation 
module.  It is noted that although the CalEEMod results depict these emissions as “mitigated” 
emissions, they are considered Project Design Features.   
 
As shown in Table 3, the long-term operational emissions would not exceed established SCAQMD 
thresholds.  Therefore, impacts in this regard would be less than significant. 
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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: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

c. 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 (including releasing emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  
 
Cumulative Construction Impacts 
 
With respect to the proposed project’s construction-period air quality emissions and cumulative 
Basin-wide conditions, the SCAQMD has developed strategies to reduce criteria pollutant emissions 
outlined in the 2012 AQMP pursuant to Federal Clean Air Act mandates.  As such, the proposed 
project would comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 requirements, and implement all feasible best 
available control measures.  Rule 403 requires that fugitive dust be controlled with such measures in 
order to reduce dust so that it does not remain visible in the atmosphere beyond the property line of 
the proposed project.  In addition, the proposed project would comply with adopted 2012 AQMP 
emissions control measures.  Per SCAQMD rules and mandates, as well as the CEQA requirement 
that significant impacts be mitigated to the extent feasible, these same requirements (i.e., Rule 403 
compliance, the implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, and compliance with adopted 
AQMP emissions control measures) would also be imposed on construction projects throughout the 
Basin, which would include related projects. 
 
Compliance with SCAQMD rules and regulations would ensure that the project’s construction-
related impacts remain at a less than significant level during construction and would not be 
cumulatively considerable.  Thus, it can be reasonably inferred that the project-related construction 
emissions, in combination with those from other projects in the area, would not substantially 
deteriorate the local air quality.  Thus, a less than significant impact would occur in this regard. 
 
Cumulative Long-Term Impacts 
 
As discussed previously, the proposed project would not result in long-term air quality impacts, as 
emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD adopted operational thresholds.  Additionally, adherence 
to SCAQMD rules and regulations would alleviate potential impacts related to cumulative conditions 
on a project-by-project basis.  Emission reduction technology, strategies, and plans are constantly 
being developed.  As a result, the proposed project would cause a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any nonattainment criteria pollutant.  Therefore, cumulative operational impacts 
associated with implementation of the proposed project would be less than significant.   

 

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: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?   ü  
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WHY?  As described above, construction and operation of development on the project site may 
increase air emissions above current levels.  Some population groups, including children, the 
elderly, and acutely and chronically ill persons (especially those with cardio-respiratory diseases), 
are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others.  Sensitive receptors are defined as 
facilities or land uses that include members of the population that are particularly sensitive to the 
effects of air pollutants, such as children, the elderly, and people with illnesses.  Examples of these 
sensitive receptors are residences, schools, hospitals, and daycare centers.  CARB has identified 
the following groups of individuals as the most likely to be affected by air pollution: the elderly over 
65, children under 14, athletes, and persons with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases 
such as asthma, emphysema, and bronchitis.   
 
Sensitive receptors near the project site include multi-family residences located approximately 0.12 
miles northwest of the project site.  In order to identify impacts to sensitive receptors, the SCAQMD 
recommends addressing localized significance thresholds for construction and operations impacts 
(stationary sources only).   
 
Localized Significance Thresholds 
 
Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs) were developed in response to SCAQMD Governing 
Boards’ Environmental Justice Enhancement Initiative (I-4).  The SCAQMD provided the Final 
Localized Significance Threshold Methodology (dated June 2003 [revised 2008]) for guidance.  The 
LST methodology assists lead agencies in analyzing localized air quality impacts.  The SCAQMD 
provides the LST lookup tables with screening thresholds for one, two, and five acre projects 
emitting CO, NOX, PM2.5, or PM10.  The LST methodology and associated mass rates are not 
designed to evaluate localized impacts from mobile sources traveling over the roadways.  The 
project is located within Source Receptor Area (SRA) 8, West San Gabriel Valley.   
 
The SCAQMD guidance on applying CalEEMod to LSTs specifies the amount of acres a particular 
piece of equipment would likely disturb per day.  The project site is approximately 0.5-acre, and 
thus, the project would disturb no more than 0.5 acre of land per day.  Therefore, the LST thresholds 
for one acre were utilized for the construction LST analysis.  The closest sensitive receptors to the 
project site are residential uses to the northwest.  These sensitive land uses may be potentially 
affected by air pollutant emissions generated during on-site construction activities.  LST thresholds 
are provided for distances to sensitive receptors of 25, 50, 100, 200, and 500 meters.  As the 
nearest sensitive uses are located approximately 0.12 miles northwest of the project site, the lowest 
available LST values for 25 meters were used.  Table 4, Localized Significance of Emissions, shows 
the localized unmitigated and project construction-related emissions for NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 
compared to the LSTs for SRA 8.  It is noted that the localized emissions presented in Table 4 are 
less than those in Table 2 because localized emissions include only on-site sources (i.e., from 
construction equipment and fugitive dust), and do not include off-site emissions (i.e., from hauling 
activities).  As shown in Table 4, project construction emissions would not exceed the LSTs for SRA 
8.   
 
For project operations, the one-acre threshold was utilized.  As the nearest sensitive uses are 
located 0.12 miles from the project site, the 25 meter threshold was used.  Table 4 depicts PM10 and 
PM2.5 mitigated operational emissions, which would not exceed the LST screening threshold.  As 
noted above, the area source emissions do not include the use of wood burning fireplaces per 
SCAQMD Rule 445, and include Project Design Features that are inherent to the project’s location 
and design.  As seen in Table 4, operational emissions would be below the LSTs for SRA 8 and a 
less than significant impact would occur in this regard.   
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Table 4 
Localized Significance of Emissions 

 

Source 
Pollutant (pounds/day) 

NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 
Construction 
   Year 1 (2015) 
Total Unmitigated Emissions1 40.94 27.37 6.41 4.20 
Total Project Emissions1,2 40.94 27.37 3.80 2.77 

Localized Significance Threshold2 69 535 4 3 
Thresholds Exceeded? No No No No 

   Year 2 (2016)     
Total Unmitigated Emissions1 35.14 22.58 6.29 4.08 
Total Project Emissions1,2 35.14 22.58 3.68 2.66 

Localized Significance Threshold2 69 535 4 3 
Thresholds Exceeded? No No No No 

   Year 3 (2017)     
Total Unmitigated Emissions1 19.11 14.31 1.23 1.18 
Total Project Emissions1,2 19.11 14.31 1.23 1.18 

Localized Significance Threshold2 69 535 4 3 
Thresholds Exceeded? No No No No 

Operational 
Unmitigated Area Source Emissions 0.27 21.11 2.77 2.77 
Project Area Source Emissions2 0.04 3.02 0.06 0.06 

Localized Significance Threshold3 69 535 1 1 
Thresholds Exceeded? No No No No 

Notes: 
1. Construction emissions include the worst-case on-site emissions: For construction Year 1, the demolition phase emission are presented as the worst case scenario 

for NOX and CO emissions, and the grading phase emissions are presented as the worst case scenario for PM10 and PM2.5 emissions.  For construction Year 2, the 
grading phase emissions are presented as the worst case scenario for NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  For construction Year 3, the building construction 
phase emissions are presented as the worst case scenario for all pollutants. 

2. As depicted in this table, the recommended best available control measures would be required to ensure compliance with SCAQMD Rules and Regulations, which 
would be verified and enforced through the City’s development review process.  The reduction/credits for project construction emissions are based on mitigation 
included in CalEEMod and as typically required by the SCAQMD.  The best available control measures includes the following: properly maintain mobile and other 
construction equipment; replace ground cover in disturbed areas quickly; water exposed surfaces three times daily; cover stock piles with tarps; water all haul roads 
twice daily; and limit speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour.   

3.   The Localized Significance Threshold was determined using Appendix C of the SCAQMD Final Localized Significant Threshold Methodology guidance document 
for pollutants NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5.  The Localized Significance Threshold was based on the anticipated daily acreage disturbance for construction, the total 
acreage for operational, the distance to sensitive receptors, and the source receptor area (SRA 8). 

 
 
Carbon Monoxide Hotspots 
 
CO emissions are a function of vehicle idling time, meteorological conditions, and traffic flow.  Under 
certain extreme meteorological conditions, CO concentrations near a congested roadway or 
intersection may reach unhealthful levels (i.e., adversely affecting residents, school children, 
hospital patients, the elderly, etc.).   
 
The SCAQMD recommends a quantified assessment of CO hotspots when a project increases the 
volume-to-capacity ratio (also called the intersection capacity utilization) by 0.02 (two percent) for 
any intersection with an existing level of service LOS D or worse.  Because traffic congestion is 
highest at intersections where vehicles queue and are subject to reduced speeds, these hot spots 
are typically produced at intersections.   
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The Basin is designated as an attainment/maintenance area for the Federal CO standards and an 
attainment area for State standards.  There has been a decline in CO emissions even though 
vehicle miles traveled on U.S. urban and rural roads have increased.  On-road mobile source CO 
emissions have declined 24 percent between 1989 and 1998, despite a 23 percent rise in motor 
vehicle miles traveled over the same 10 years.  California trends have been consistent with national 
trends; CO emissions declined 20 percent in California from 1985 through 1997 while vehicle miles 
traveled increased 18 percent in the 1990s.  Three major control programs have contributed to the 
reduced per-vehicle CO emissions: exhaust standards, cleaner burning fuels, and motor vehicle 
inspection/maintenance programs.   
 
A detailed CO analysis was conducted in the Federal Attainment Plan for Carbon Monoxide (CO 
Plan) for the SCAQMD’s 2003 Air Quality Management Plan.  The locations selected for microscale 
modeling in the CO Plan are worst-case intersections in the Basin, and would likely experience the 
highest CO concentrations.  Thus, CO analysis within the CO Plan is utilized in a comparison to the 
proposed project, since it represents a worst-case scenario with heavy traffic volumes within the 
Basin. 
 
Of these locations, the Wilshire Boulevard/Veteran Avenue intersection in Los Angeles experienced 
the highest CO concentration (4.6 parts per million [ppm]), which is well below the 35-ppm 1-hr CO 
Federal standard.  The Wilshire Boulevard/Veteran Avenue intersection is one of the most 
congested intersections in southern California with an average daily traffic (ADT) volume of 
approximately 100,000 vehicles per day.  As the CO hotspots were not experienced at the Wilshire 
Boulevard/Veteran Avenue intersection, it can be reasonably inferred that CO hotspots would not be 
experienced at any intersections within the City of Pasadena near the project site due the addition of 
approximately 282 daily trips that would occur as a result of project implementation.  Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant in this regard.  

 

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: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people?   ü  

 
WHY?  According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses associated with odor 
complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, 
chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding.  The proposed 
project does not include any uses identified by the SCAQMD as being associated with odors.   
 
Construction activities associated with the project may generate detectable odors from heavy-duty 
equipment exhaust.  Construction-related odors would be short-term in nature and cease upon 
project completion.  Any impacts to existing adjacent land uses would be short-term, would not 
affect a substantial number of people, and are less than significant.  Therefore, the proposed project 
would not create objectionable odors, and would have less than significant impacts.   
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2.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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? 

   ü 

 
WHY?  The project site is located in a developed urbanized area within the City.  Although 
ornamental trees are present on the project site, no known candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species exist on or in the immediate vicinity of the site.  According to the City’s General Plan Open 
Space and Conservation Element, 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. 
The project site and surrounding area do not provide suitable habitat for sensitive species, and the 
project would not directly affect or modify the habitat of any identified sensitive species.  Therefore, 
no impacts would occur in this regard. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

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, and regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

   ü 

 
WHY?  As discussed above, the project is located in a developed urbanized area.  Vegetation 
present on-site is limited to ornamental trees.  The project site and surrounding area do not include 
any vegetation that constitutes a plant community.  The project site is not located within a biological 
resources area, and no riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities are present in the 
project area as identified in regional plans or regulations of the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
 
There are no designated natural communities in the City.  Natural habitat areas within the City’s 
boundaries are largely limited to the upper and lower portions of the Arroyo Seco, the City’s western 
hillside area, and Eaton Canyon.  The project is not located near any of these natural habitat areas.  
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any impacts on riparian habitat or other sensitive 
communities.   
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Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

c. Have a substantial adverse effect of federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means? 

   ü 

 
WHY?  Drainage courses with definable bed and bank and their adjacent wetlands are “waters of 
the United States” and fall under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in 
accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  Jurisdictional wetlands, as defined by the 
USACE are lands that, during normal conditions, possess hydric soils, are dominated by wetland 
vegetation, and are inundated with water for a portion of the growing season.   
 
As discussed above, the project site is located in an urbanized area and does not include any 
discernable drainage courses, inundated areas, wetland vegetation, or hydric soils, and thus does 
not include USACE jurisdictional drainages or wetlands.  There are no federally protected waters or 
wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, on the site.  No water features or other 
topographic depressions are present on the site that could support wetlands.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would have no impact to federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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? 

   ü 

 
WHY?  According to the City’s General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element, 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 would the project impede any use of native 
wildlife nursery sites.  The project is located in a developed urban area and does not involve the 
dispersal of wildlife nor would the project result in a barrier to migration or movement.  Therefore, no 
impacts to migratory species, wildlife movement corridors, or native wildlife nursery sites would 
occur as a result of the proposed project. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

  ü  
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WHY?  The City of Pasadena’s Ordinance 6896, City Trees and Tree Protection Ordinance, as 
amended by Ordinance No. 7184, codified in Chapter 8.52 of the PMC, aims to protect landmark, 
native, and specimen trees to preserve and grow the tree canopy cover in the City.  The six 
categories of trees protected by the ordinance include public, landmark, landmark-eligible, 
specimen, mature, and native trees.  Based on the tree inventory, the project contains two private 
protected trees: two European Olive Trees (Olea Europaea) located in the northwest and northeast 
corners of the project site, which are identified as specimen trees.4  The project requests Private 
Tree Removal permits in order to remove the three existing trees.  The proposed tree removals 
would be subject to Hearing Officer’s approval to ensure that they meet the requirements of the 
City’s Tree Protection Ordinance.  Upon approval and issuance of the appropriate permits, the 
proposed project would not conflict with the City’s Tree Protection Ordinance or with local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, and impacts would be less than significant.  
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation 
Plan (HCP), Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP), 
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan? 

   ü 

 
WHY?  Currently, there are no adopted Habitat Conservation or Natural Community Conservation 
Plans within the City of Pasadena.  There are also no approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plans.  Therefore, no impacts would occur as a result of the proposed project.   
 
2.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES  
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5? 

 ü   

 
WHY?  The following discussion summarizes the analysis and findings of The 254 E Union Street 
Pasadena, California Historical Resource Report (Historical Resource Report), prepared by GPA 
Consulting (dated June 2015); refer to Appendix B, Historical Resource Report.  The purpose of the 
Historical Resource Report is to determine whether the proposed project would impact any historical 
resources.  The discussion presents an overview of the historical resources on the project site and 
surrounding area, the main issues regarding whether or not the proposed project would result in 
significant impacts to the historical resources, and the findings of the consulting architectural 
historians and the City of Pasadena.  
 

                                                 
4 City of Pasadena, Specimen Tree List. 
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Methodology 
 
To identify potential historical resources and assess potential project impacts, the following tasks 
were performed: a field inspection of the proposed project site and vicinity, a records search from 
the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC), a review of the City’s building permit and file 
records for the property, an evaluation of the building on the project site for eligibility for listing in 
National, California, and local registers of historical resources, a review of project plans, schematic 
designs, and renderings, and a review and analysis of ordinances, statutes, regulations, bulletins, 
and technical materials relating to federal, state, and local historic preservation designations, and 
assessment processes and programs. 
 
Study Area Description 
 
The project site is located on the south side of Union Street between Marengo Avenue and Garfield 
Avenue in the Civic Center Sub-District of the City of Pasadena.  The surrounding parcels are 
generally developed with institutional and governmental buildings to the north and east and 
commercial buildings to the south.  A surface parking lot is located directly across Union Street to 
the north of the project site and is proposed to be developed with a six-story hotel as part of the 
adaptive reuse of the former YWCA building, located north and west of the project site.  The 
Pasadena City Hall is located northeast of the project site, while the U.S. Post Office is located east 
of the project site.  Commercial buildings located south of the project site front along Colorado 
Boulevard, the City’s primary commercial corridor, while those located west of the project site, 
fronting along Marengo Avenue, originally housed a number of financial institutions. 
 
There are two National Register historic districts in the immediate vicinity of the project site, the 
Pasadena Civic Center Historic District and the Civic Center Financial Historic District; refer to 
Exhibit 14, Study Area and Nearby Historic Districts.  The Old Pasadena Historic District is further 
removed, located one and one-half blocks east of the project site.  The north and east property lines 
of the project site abut the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District, which was listed in the National 
Register in 1979.  The Pasadena Civic Center Historic District is a nationally significant example of a 
civic center, designed by Bennett, Parsons and Frost in the City Beautiful style of the 1920s. 
 
The designers located the main buildings as terminations of axes, which showed the structures off 
to their best advantage, and gave a sense of interest, scale, and unity to the center of the City.  The 
project site abuts the eastern boundary of the Civic Center Financial Historic District, which was 
listed in the National Register in 1982.  The Civic Center Financial Historic District is significant as a 
group reflecting the early twentieth century development of Pasadena, particularly the 1920s, and as 
individual structures exhibiting high-quality architectural designs.  The prestige and beauty of this 
example of the City Beautiful movement attracted other institutions to the immediate area, such as 
banks, and developed into an important office and retail locale. 
 
Project Site History and Description 
 
The project site is primarily characterized by a surface parking lot with a parking attendant’s booth 
and attached garages located at the Union Street frontage (refer to Appendix B, Figures 4, 5, and 
6).  The surface parking lot is accessed from driveways on Union Street.  The driveways are 
covered by a flat canopy attached to a parking attendant’s booth and two garages.  This structure 
was designed by architect Breo Freeman and built in 1951 for then property owner Citizens Bank.  A 
canopy-mounted sign, which originally read “Parking for Citizens Bank & Building,” is mounted on 
the northern edge of the structure’s roof and was likely installed at the same time as the structure.   
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Source:  GPA Consulting, 254 E Union Street Pasadena, California, Historical Resource Report, June 2015.
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In 2009, the sign was removed without permits and subsequently required by the City to be 
reinstalled.  In 2011, the City approved the rehabilitation of the sign, which incorporated the original 
lettering for the words “Parking” and “Building”, replication of the word “for”, and fabrication of new 
letters for the number “225” and the word “Colorado”.  Currently, the sign reads “Parking for 225 
Colorado Building”. 
 
The building is a low concrete block structure with a central glass-enclosed parking attendant booth 
between the two driveways.  The canopy-mounted sign is included in the City’s Historic Sign 
Inventory and is a locally designated historic resource in the Historic Sign category.  The sign has a 
Status Code of 5S1 and is considered a historical resource.  The rest of the property, including the 
associated parking attendant’s booth/garage structure, has not been identified as eligible for 
designation in any previous surveys conducted by the City.  For the purpose of the Historical 
Resource Report, this building was identified as a potential historical resource because it is over 45 
years of age.  An evaluation of the building’s eligibility for designation is described below. 
 
Evaluation of Eligibility 
 
National Register of Historic Places 
 
Criterion A.  To be eligible for the National Register under Criterion A, a resource must have a direct 
association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history. 
The contexts considered in this evaluation are the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District and the 
Civic Center Financial Historic District.   
 
Criterion B.  To be eligible for listing in the National Register under Criterion B, a property must be 
associated with the lives of persons significant in our past. 
 
Criterion C.  To be eligible for listing under Criterion C, a property must embody the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, represent the work of a master, possess 
high artistic values, or represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 
individual distinction. 
 
Criterion D.  Criterion D was not considered in this report, as it generally applies to archeological 
resources.  There is no reason to believe that the subject building has yielded, or will yield 
information important to the prehistory or history of the local area, California, or nation. 
 
Integrity.  In order for properties to be eligible for listing in the National Register, they must retain 
integrity in addition to possessing significance.  The seven aspects of integrity are location, setting, 
design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.   
 
California Register of Historic Places 
 
The California Register criteria for eligibility mirror those of the National Register. 
 
City of Pasadena Landmarks 
 
Similarly, the Pasadena Landmarks criteria were modeled on those of the National and California 
Registers.   
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Eligibility Analysis 
 
Under Criterion A, research did not reveal the property to be the site of any historical events.  In 
terms of broad patterns of history, the building is adjacent to the Pasadena Civic Center Historic 
District and provides parking for the Citizens Bank Building, which is within the Civic Center 
Financial Historic District.  However, the project site building was constructed as a combined parking 
attendant’s booth and covered garage spaces in 1951, and does not share the common style, type, 
or period of construction as either of these adjacent districts.  Unlike the contributing buildings in the 
adjacent districts, the project site building is not a high style public or institutional building meant to 
convey importance or permanence.  As a parking facility, it serves an ancillary function to the nearby 
buildings, and did not play an important role in the development of the Pasadena Civic Center 
Historic District or the Civic Center Financial Historic District.  In conclusion, the project site building 
is not significant under Criterion A. 
 
For Criterion B, Citizens Bank is a business that was closely associated with the project site building 
over time, from the time it was established as an ancillary parking use for the Citizens Bank Building 
at 225 E Colorado Boulevard in 1951 until the bank moved out of that building in recent years.  The 
banking institution was established as “Citizens Commercial Trust and Savings Bank of Pasadena” 
in 1912.  It merged into and subsequently operated as part of Citizens Business Bank in 1996, and 
changed its name to “Citizens Business Bank” in that same year.  William H. Hubbard was the first 
president of Citizens Savings Bank of Pasadena.  M. Vilas Hubbard, son of William H., served as 
Citizen Savings’ first cashier, and was previously assistant cashier at American Bank.  By the time 
the project site building was constructed in 1951, M. Vilas was President of Citizen Savings.  In 
1964, Robert Vilas Hubbard, son of M. Vilas, was elected as president of Citizens Savings.  
Although the property does have a connection to Citizens Bank and the individuals associated with 
that business, research did not reveal any of those individuals to be historically significant 
personages.  Moreover, the Citizens Bank Building at 225 E Colorado Boulevard, rather than the 
ancillary parking use that was later established at the project site, would better represent the life’s 
work of those individuals associated with Citizens Bank.  In conclusion, the property is not eligible 
under Criterion B. 
 
Under Criterion C, the project site building was constructed in 1951 as a parking attendant’s booth 
and covered automobile parking.  It is of a simple, utilitarian design and constructed of concrete 
blocks.  It is relatively unornamented, except for built-in benches and planters and a canopy-
mounted sign.  The project site building possesses only a few references to the Mid-Century Modern 
style, namely simple rectangular forms, flat exterior surfaces, and little decorative detailing.  
However, it does not possess characteristics to make it a good representation of the Mid-Century 
Modern style and is more accurately characterized as a Vernacular Modern building.  The building 
was evaluated for its potential to represent the work of a master.  The original building permit 
indicates that it was designed by architect Breo Freeman.  Early in his career, Freeman designed a 
number of residences in the Pasadena area, as well as a remodel of the lobby and storefronts of the 
Washington Theater in 1937 (since reversed), and the Mediterranean style County Court building 
(now Municipal Court building) in 1952.  In collaboration with Neptune & Thomas Associates, 
Freeman later designed the New Formalism style Pasadena Courthouse and the parking structure 
at Marengo Avenue and Walnut Street in 1967.  Aside from the court buildings in Pasadena, 
Freeman was involved in the design of other public buildings, including several structures at El Toro 
Marine Base with architects Robert Ainsworth and George Duncan in 1959, and a new press box for 
the Rose Bowl in 1961 (since replaced).  However, despite his involvement in a number of projects 
in Pasadena and southern California, no information was found to indicate that Breo Freeman could 
be considered a master architect.  Additionally, even if he was considered a master architect, it is 
highly unlikely that this small, modest, utilitarian building would be able to adequately represent his 
body of work. 
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The possession of high artistic values refers to a building’s articulation of a particular design concept 
so fully that it expresses an aesthetic ideal.  A building eligible under this aspect of Criterion C would 
need to possess ornamentation and detail to lend it high artistic value.  The project site building 
does not possess high artistic value and does not represent a significant and distinguishable entity 
whose components lack individual distinction, which generally applies to historic districts.  Therefore, 
these last two aspects of Criterion C do not apply to the project site building. 
 
As for integrity, the building has not been moved, so it retains integrity of location.  Sanborn maps 
indicate that the subject property was used for auto parking prior to the construction of the subject 
building, and that the surrounding buildings consisted of commercial, governmental, and institutional 
uses, as is true today.  Therefore, the building’s integrity of setting is intact.  The building has 
undergone no apparent alterations, except for rehabilitation of the canopy-mounted sign.  Therefore, 
the building retains integrity of design, materials, and workmanship.  The building also retains 
integrity of feeling, as it remains recognizable as a 1950s parking attendant’s booth and garage.  
The project site building retains integrity.  However, as the building was found not to be significant 
under Criteria A or B, there is no relevant association to evaluate. 
 
In conclusion, although the building at 254 E Union Street retains integrity, it is ineligible for listing in 
the National Register due to a lack of significance under any of the four established criteria.  As the 
California Register eligibility criteria mirror those of the National Register, the building at 254 E Union 
Street is ineligible for listing in the California Register for the same reasons discussed above.  
Similarly, as the Pasadena Landmarks criteria were modeled on those of the National and California 
Registers, the building is ineligible for designation as a Pasadena Landmark for the same reasons 
outlined above.  Therefore, the locally-designated historic sign is the only historical resource present 
on the project site. 
 
Historical Resources in the Study Area 
 
There are a total of 13 historical resources within the study area including one historical resource (a 
locally-designated historic sign) present on the project site, 11 other historical resources within the 
study area, and the two historic districts; refer to Exhibit 15, Historical Resources in the Study Area. 
The proposed project would be located either across a street, alley, or intersection from these 
historical resources, which are described below. 
 

1.  254 E Union Street, Parking for Citizens Bank & Building Sign (c. 1951) 
 
As discussed above, the project site includes one historical resource, a locally-designated 
Historic Sign known as the Parking for Citizens Bank & Building sign.  Currently, the sign reads 
“Parking for 225 Colorado Building”.  The sign has a Status Code of 5S1, indicating that it was 
designated as a local Historic Sign in 1987.  Prior to demolition of the structure, the historic sign 
would be removed from the parking attendant’s booth and be installed on the proposed building 
above the parking garage entrance on Skillen Alley. 
 
2.  231-243 E Colorado Boulevard, Garrett Van Pelt, Jr. (1928) 
 
The building situated at 231-243 E Colorado Boulevard is located on the north side of Colorado 
Boulevard, southwest of the project site, across Brainard Alley.  The two-story stone retail and 
office building, divided into six bays by piers, is a notable Pasadena example of Art Deco 
merging into Moderne.  The ground floor has angular fluted piers topped by cast stone urns 
overflowing with abstract fruit and flower forms.  The second story has piers with notched 
corners extending above the parapet roof.  Second story windows are recessed in a secondary 
wall plane and consist of metal framed casements with three rectangular panes topped by three 
smaller square panes.  Additional ornamentation includes bands of stylized fruit, animal, and 
human forms at the top of each story and the upper portion of each second story pier. 
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The building has a Status Code of 1D, denoting that it was listed in the National Register in 
1982, as a contributor to the Civic Center Financial Historic District. 
 
3.  225 E Colorado Boulevard/18 N Marengo Avenue, Citizens Bank Building, John 

Parkinson and Edwin Bergstrom (1914) 
 
The Citizen’s Bank Building is located at the northeast corner of Colorado Boulevard and 
Marengo Avenue, southwest of the project site.  The Neoclassical seven-story bank and office 
structure has dual south and west facades.  The richly ornamented first story is faced in cream 
terra-cotta.  Doric pilasters with ornamented recessed shafts are located between large, almost 
square, plate glass windows and topped by entablature.  A simple, marble, trabeated entrance 
on Colorado Boulevard includes a doorway surrounded by Doric pilasters, sidelights and 
transom.  An entrance to the upper stories on Marengo Avenue includes intricate terra-cotta with 
composite pilasters flanking a richly molded elliptical arch doorway and supporting an ornate 
entablature.  The six-story office portion of the building is faced in light gray stone, and contains 
single-light, double-hung, sash windows.  The top story has “bundled rod” molding below 
windows, raised field panels between windows, and is surmounted by a bold bracketed cornice 
with classical moldings and cresting of alternating swags and shields.  A square metal clock 
(erected in 1926, and restored in 1980) overhangs the sidewalk at southwest corner of the 
building.  The building has a Status Code of 1D, denoting that it was listed in the National 
Register in 1982, as a contributor to the Civic Center Financial Historic District.  
 
4.  24-26 N Marengo Avenue, Equitable Savings and Loan Association, Benjamin G. 

Horton (1926) 
 
The Equitable Savings and Loan Association building is located at the northeast corner of 
Marengo Avenue and Brainard Alley, west of the project site, across Stratton Place.  The 
Neoclassical, two-story, brick structure with beige terra-cotta façade was originally used as a 
bank and offices.  It has a temple-like design comprised of two-story engaged Ionic columns and 
Doric corner pilasters flanking a central doorway containing a transom and entablature.  An 
entablature across the facade above the second story is topped by a parapet with projecting 
pediment.  Single-light, double-hung, sash windows are located on the second floor.  A doorway 
leading to the upper story is located on the north end of the first floor.  The south elevation 
(facing Brainard Alley) has tripartite windows with massive stone lintels and sills.  The building 
has a Status Code of 1D, denoting that it was listed in the National Register in 1982, as a 
contributor to the Civic Center Financial Historic District. 
 
5.  28-30 N Marengo Avenue, Wolfangle Building, W. B. Edwards (1905) 
 
The Wolfangle Building is located on the east side of Marengo Avenue, and west of the project 
site, across Stratton Place.  The two-story office building of buff brick is in a stretcher bond 
pattern.  The altered wood and stucco storefront includes a square post and recessed entryway. 
The storefront’s north end consists of windows in various pane sizes and doorway at angle to 
street, while the south end contains wooden double doors leading to the upper story, each with 
large, oval, beveled light.  The second floor has double-hung windows with corbelled brickwork 
below the sills.  A rectangular recessed panel extends across the facade near the roofline.  The 
building has a Status Code of 1D, denoting that it was listed in the National Register in 1982, as 
a contributor to the Civic Center Financial Historic District. 
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6. 32-38 N Marengo Avenue, Crown Building and Loan Association, C. F. Driscoll (1907) 
and Leon C. Brockway (1928) 

 
The Crown Building and Loan Association building is located on the east side of Marengo 
Avenue, and west of the project site, across Stratton Place.  The two-story brick building was 
constructed in 1907 and altered to a terra-cotta facade in 1928.  The ornate Beaux Arts second 
story has a symmetrical composition and is faced in cream terra-cotta with a row of four over 
four sash windows.  Tan terra-cotta paired pilasters separating each window are located 
between a continuous lintel and sill.  The wall plane of each end bay projects slightly, with 
pilasters extending down to a mid-cornice above the first floor, creating a visual terminus for the 
design.  The parapet roof, with ornate cornice just below roofline, is topped by coping above end 
bays and a center section of anthemion cresting.  The ground floor was restored in recent years. 
The building has a Status Code of 1D, denoting that it was listed in the National Register in 
1982, as a contributor to the Civic Center Financial Historic District. 
 
7.  42-44 N Marengo Avenue, Loweman Building, A. Thorns (1920) and Wilfrid Vervey 

(1933) 
 
The Loweman Building is located at the southeast corner of Marengo Avenue and Union Street, 
north of the Civic Center Financial Historic District, and west of the project site, across Stratton 
Place.  When surveyed in 2000, it was noted that the building “appears to qualify for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places as a contributor to the listed Civic Center Financial Historic 
District, to which it is adjacent.”  However, the 1981 National Register nomination for the district 
noted that “several adjacent buildings beyond these (buildings at East Colorado and North 
Marengo) to the east and north are omitted (from the district); although comparable in scale and 
use, they are architecturally undistinguished.”  Indeed, a similar building located immediately 
east of the district at 245-249 E Colorado Boulevard was noted as “lack(ing) sufficient integrity 
necessary to merit consideration as an addition to the district” in the 2000 survey.  Regardless, 
based on the survey evaluation in 2000, the Loweman Building has a Status Code of 3S, which 
denotes that it appeared eligible for listing in the National Register, as a contributor to the Civic 
Center Financial Historic District.  Therefore, for the purpose of this report, the Loweman 
Building is considered a historical resource. 
 
8. 75 N Marengo Avenue, First Baptist Church, Carleton Winslow and Frederick Kennedy 

(1925) 
 
The First Baptist Church is located on the west side of Marengo Avenue, between Holly and 
Union Streets, and northwest of the project site, across the intersection of Marengo Avenue and 
Union Street.  The tower, which is the dominant feature of the building, is derived from the tower 
of the famous Romanesque church of St. Trophime in Arles, France.  The entrance portal is 
derived from Romanesque precedents.  The rest of the building has fenestration in the Gothic 
style.  The simple warm plaster walls and Mediterranean tile roofs tie the whole complex 
together and relate it successfully to the other buildings in the Pasadena Civic Center Historic 
District.  The building has a Status Code of 1D, denoting that it was listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places 1979, as a contributor to the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District. 
 
9.  78 N Marengo Avenue, Pasadena YWCA, Julia Morgan (1922) 
 
Pasadena YWCA is located on the east side of Marengo Avenue, between Union and Holly 
Streets, and north of the project site, across Union Street.  The building has a Status Code of 
1D, denoting that it was listed in the National Register of Historic Places in 1979, as a 
contributor to the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District.  The building also has a Status Code 
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of 5S1, indicating that it was designated as a local Pasadena Historic Monument.  The National 
Register Nomination for the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District describes the Pasadena 
YWCA as an important work of Julia Morgan’s middle period, whose proportions and scale 
make one feel at home.  The Mediterranean-style is eminently suitable for southern California 
and the building is understated and unobtrusive.  The property is proposed to be adaptively 
reused as a hotel, including a new six-story building to be constructed on an existing surface 
parking lot located immediately southeast of the existing YWCA building. 
 
10.  100 N Garfield, Pasadena City Hall, John Bakewell and Arthur Brown (1927) 
 
The Pasadena City Hall is located on the east side of Garfield Avenue, between Union and 
Ramona Streets, and northeast of the project site, across the intersection of Garfield Avenue 
and Union Street.  The Pasadena City Hall is the dominant building of the Pasadena Civic 
Center Historic District.  All the decoration from the very large scaled cornice, to the swags, 
garlands, lions’ heads, urns, pylons and other ornaments, to the characteristic and beautiful 
lighting fixtures, is reminiscent of architect Arthur Brown’s work in San Francisco and 
Washington D.C.  The outsize “lantern” at the top of the dome is a viewing gallery which 
overlooks the whole city.  The building has a Status Code of 1D, denoting that it was listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places in 1979, as a contributor to the Pasadena Civic Center 
Historic District.  The building also has a Status Code of 5S1, indicating that it was designated 
as a local Pasadena Landmark. 
 
11. 281 E Colorado Boulevard, United States Post Office, Oscar Wenderoth (1914) and 

Sylvanus Marston (1939 addition along Union Street) 
 
The U.S. Post Office is located on the west side of Garfield Avenue between Colorado 
Boulevard and Union Street, and located east of the project site, across Skillen Alley.  The 
primary façade (built 1914) faces south on to Colorado Boulevard, while the secondary façade 
(built 1939) faces north on to Union Street.  The U.S. Post Office building has white plaster walls 
and a red tile roof, as well as an entrance composed of a series of arches slightly reminiscent of 
the California missions.  As a formal public building, it is set on a podium of white marble, with 
sophisticated white marble pilasters between the columns and white marble arched pediments 
with delicate finals over the first story windows.  The five pairs of iron grilled gates and the iron 
balconies on the second floor give the building an even more Mediterranean flavor.  The building 
has a Status Code of 1D, denoting that it was listed in the National Register of Historic Places in 
1979, as a contributor to the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District. 
 
12. 301 E Colorado Boulevard, Mutual Savings & Loan Association Plaza and Gardens, 

Ruth Shellhorn (1963) 
 
The Mutual Savings & Loan Association building is located on the east side of Garfield Street, 
between Colorado Boulevard and Union Street.  Ruth Shellhorn’s landscape design for the site 
surrounds the building and includes geometric planters with sculptural flowering trees, a water 
fountain with statuary at the rear, and rows of palms and smaller shrubs along the east and west 
sides.  The rear portion of the plaza along Union Street is sunken below street level, while the 
portion at the front along Colorado Boulevard is raised above the street.  Through the survey 
evaluation in 2012, and as part of the City’s Historic Designed Gardens survey, the Plaza and 
Gardens has a Status Code of 3S, denoting that it appeared eligible for listing in the National 
Register, as an individual property.  Therefore, for the purposes of this Historical Resource 
Report, the landscape is considered a historical resource.  The Mutual Savings & Loan 
Association building itself is a nine-story, concrete-frame office building that was designed by 
Welton Beckett.  The building has a Status Code of 6L, indicating that it was determined by the 
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City of Pasadena in 2004 to be ineligible for local listing or designation, but may warrant special 
consideration in local planning.  As such, for the purposes of this Historical Resource Report, 
the building is not considered a historical resource. 

 
Significance of Impacts on Historical Resources 
 
Based on the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and Title 14 California 
Code of Regulations 15064.5(b)(1), the test for determining whether or not a proposed project would 
have a significant impact on an identified historical resource is whether or not it would materially 
impair the physical integrity of the historical resource such that it would no longer be eligible for 
listing in the National or California Registers or other landmark programs such as the list of 
Pasadena Landmarks. 
 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
 
Projects that may affect historical resources are considered to be mitigated to a level of less than 
significant if they are consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties (Standards).  It is important to note that projects that do not conform to the 
Standards do not necessarily result in significant impacts pursuant to CEQA.  However, projects that 
conform to the Standards are presumed to clearly not have a significant impact on historic resources 
pursuant to CEQA.  The Standards were issued by the National Park Service.  The Standards are 
accompanied by Guidelines for four types of treatments for historical resources: Preservation, 
Rehabilitation, Restoration, and Reconstruction.  Although the proposed project is not technically a 
rehabilitation project, the definition of rehabilitation most closely resembles the project scope as it 
assumes that at least some repair or alteration of the historical resource would be needed in order to 
provide for an efficient contemporary use; however, these repairs and alterations must not damage 
or destroy materials, features or finishes that are important in defining the resource’s historic 
character.  Thus, the Standards for Rehabilitation were selected as the appropriate first-tier analysis 
to determine if the project has the potential to cause a significant impact on a historical resource.  In 
this case, the alteration of a historical resource is the relocation of the historic sign.  The Standards 
for Rehabilitation also include language for new construction adjacent to historical resources.  For 
the proposed project, the new construction standards were applied both to the historic sign and to 
the 13 other historical resources in the project vicinity. 
 
The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation apply to all historical resource types, and 
are as follows: 
 

1. A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal 
change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships. 
 

2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved.  The removal of 
distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that 
characterize a property will be avoided. 

 
3. Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and use.  Changes 

that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or 
elements from other buildings, will not be undertaken. 

 
4. Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own right will be 

retained and preserved. 
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5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of 
craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved. 

 
6. Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced.  Where the severity of 

deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the old 
in design, color, texture, and, where possible, materials.  Replacement of missing features 
will be substantiated by documentary and physical evidence. 

 
7. Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be undertaken using the gentlest means 

possible.  Treatments that cause damage to historic materials will not be used. 
 

8. Significant archeological resources affected by a project will be protected and preserved.  If 
such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken. 

 
9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic 

materials that characterize the property.  The new work shall be differentiated from the old 
and will be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the 
historic integrity of the property and its environment. 

 
10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner 

that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its 
environment would be unimpaired. 
 

Analysis of Project Impacts 
 
The proposed project would have the potential to directly impact one historical resource – the 
historical sign located on the project site.  This historical resource is proposed to be relocated on the 
project site from its current position above the existing driveway along Union Street to the proposed 
new driveway at the northeast corner of the project site, on Skillen Alley, near Union Street.  The 
project would also have the potential to indirectly impact 13 other historical resources in the study 
area that are on parcels across an alley, street, or intersection from the project site.  The 13 
historical resources include portions of two historic districts, the Pasadena Civic Center Historic 
District and the Civic Center Financial Historic District, and the 11 other historical resources 
discussed above.   
 
Work directly involving the historic materials that comprise a historic property are primarily 
addressed in Standards #1 through #8, while work related to the indirect effects of related new 
construction is primarily addressed in Standards #9 and #10.  Based on project plans, including 
schematic designs and renderings, the following discussion analyzes the proposed project’s 
compliance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 
 
Standard #1.  The proposed project is consistent with Standard #1.  The “property” in this case is a 
historic sign, and not a building.  The sign would continue to be used for its historic purpose of 
indicating the location of parking for the building at 225 E Colorado Boulevard.  It would be relocated 
on the project site to a position above the proposed new driveway at the northeast corner of the 
project site, near the intersection of Skillen Alley and Union Street (refer to Appendix B, Figure 5).  
The property’s setting would change as it would be affixed to a five-story building, instead of a one-
story structure; however, the sign would remain highly visible from Union Street due to the broad 
width of the Skillen Alley.  All other characteristics of the sign would remain unchanged. 
 
Standard #2.  The proposed project is consistent with Standard #2.  The character of the historic 
sign would be retained and preserved, as there would be no changes to the sign’s existing materials 
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or the features that comprise its design.  The location would be minimally changed but the sign 
would remain highly visible and be similarly situated above a new driveway, as described above. 
 
Standard #3.  The proposed project is consistent with Standard #3.  No new features or elements 
are proposed to be added to the historic sign.  The sign’s materials and text configuration would be 
preserved as they exist now.  The sign would be affixed to the proposed building, which is 
contemporary in nature.  As such, it would not be conjectural or create a false historical sense. 
 
Standard #4.  The proposed project is consistent with Standard #4.  The historic sign does not 
involve any changes which have acquired significance in their own right.  Therefore, there are no 
such changes to preserve.  In 2009, the historic sign was removed and later rehabilitated in 2011, 
resulting in a text change from “Parking for Citizens Bank & Building” to “Parking for 225 Colorado 
Building”.  The words “Parking” and “Building” are original, while the word “for” has been replicated 
to match, and the number “225” and word “Colorado” are new and subtly differentiated.  These 
changes, although not yet old enough to have acquired historic significance in their own right, would 
remain after relocation.  
 
Standard #5.  The proposed project is consistent with Standard #5.  The historic sign’s materials 
and design would be maintained as they exist now.  Therefore, the finishes and craftsmanship that 
characterize the sign would be preserved. 
 
Standard #6.  The proposed project is consistent with Standard #6.  As described above, the historic 
sign was rehabilitated in 2011.  Since that time, there has not been any significant deterioration.  
Therefore, no repairs or replacement are currently proposed. 
 
Standard #7.  The proposed project is consistent with Standard #7.  No chemical or physical 
treatments are currently proposed for the historic sign.  Mitigation Measure CUL-1 requires that 
surface cleaning, if required when the sign is removed from the existing building for storage during 
construction and/or prior to re-installation on the proposed new building, shall be undertaken using 
the gentlest means possible as not to cause damage to the historic materials.  Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would ensure the proposed project would not significantly impact the 
historic sign.   
 
Standard #8.  The proposed project is consistent with Standard #8; refer to Impact Statement 2.5(b), 
below.  The relocation of the historic sign does not have the potential to affect any archaeological 
resources.  The construction of the proposed building would involve excavation to allow for two 
levels of subterranean parking.  If any archeological resources are discovered during construction, 
Mitigation Measure CUL-2 requires all project grading and construction efforts to stop until a 
qualified archeologist investigates the situation and determines the best means for protection and 
preservation.  Incorporation of Mitigation Measure CUL-2 discussed further in Impact Statement 
2.5(b), below would ensure the proposed project would not significantly impact archaeological 
resources.   
 
Standard #9.  The proposed building is compatible with the materials, massing, size, scale, 
proportion, and architectural features of the historic sign.  The design provides a flat overhang as 
the new location, which is similar to the sign’s historic location on a flat overhang above the parking 
booth.  The massing of the building at the new sign location is recessed at the first two stories, 
framing the sign and drawing appropriate attention to it.  The scale and proportion of the new 
construction is reasonable in relation to the sign, so it does not overwhelm it.  Lastly, the materials 
palette and architectural features of the proposed building are simple and modern, creating a 
compatible but differentiated new building.  
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As described above, in addition to the historic sign, there are a total of 13 historical resources in the 
study area surrounding the project site.  The proposed building would be located directly northeast 
and east of the building at 231-243 E Colorado Boulevard, Citizens Bank Building, Equitable 
Savings and Loan Association, Wolfangle Building, Crown Building and Loan Association, and 
Loweman Building, which are (or have been surveyed as eligible) contributors to the Civic Center 
Financial Historic District, and would be physically separated from these resources by Brainard Alley 
and Stratton Place.  The proposed building would also be located directly south of the Pasadena 
YWCA, a locally-designated Pasadena Historic Monument, and directly west of the U.S. Post Office. 
Both of these historic resources are contributors to the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District, and 
would be physically separated from the proposed building by Union Street and Skillen Alley, 
respectively.  The proposed building would be physically separated from the remaining three 
historical resources in the study area by the intersection of Union Street and Marengo Avenue (First 
Baptist Church) and the intersection of Union Street and Garfield Avenue (Pasadena City Hall and 
the Mutual Savings & Loan Association Plaza and Gardens).  The First Baptist Church and 
Pasadena City Hall are contributors to the Pasadena Civic Center Historic District.  Pasadena City 
Hall is also a locally-designated Pasadena Landmark.  The Mutual Savings & Loan Association 
Plaza and Gardens was surveyed as eligible for listing in the National Register. 
 
The proposed building is compatible with the materials, massing, size, scale, proportion, and 
architectural features of these nearby historical resources.  The proposed building would be five 
stories tall and a maximum of 60 feet in height, which is taller than the two- to three-story 
commercial buildings in the study area, but not so much as to visually overwhelm these nearby 
structures.  The separation created by alleys and streets that bound the proposed building on all 
sides helps to further ensure this condition.  The proposed building would also be lower in height 
than other historic buildings in the study area, including the Citizens Bank Building (86.9 feet) and 
Pasadena City Hall (64.5 feet), and relatively equal to the First Baptist Church (60.4 feet) and the 
proposed Kimpton Hotel addition to the YWCA Building.  Most importantly, the proposed building 
would not interfere with the key views of Pasadena City Hall along the axis of Holly and Garfield 
Streets that define the Civic Center.  The proposed building would be generally shielded from views 
along Colorado Street, as only a small portion of the building’s roof would be visible, and only when 
directly south of the project site (refer to Appendix B, Figure 9). 
 
The proposed building design is vertically organized into three masses with a strong first floor 
“base,” a four-level “shaft,” and a fifth story “capital” that are defined by changes in material and 
articulation, similar to the traditional building organization that exists in most of the surrounding 
historical resources.  The massing of the proposed building would also be visually broken into 
smaller vertical bays, particularly along Union Street and Skillen Alley where there are rectangular 
openings proposed at the ground level (refer to Appendix B, Figure 10).  This is consistent with the 
historic commercial storefronts of nearby buildings.  The primary materials used on the exterior of 
the proposed building would be limestone and smooth stucco.  Stone and smooth stucco are also 
employed as exterior materials in the surrounding historic buildings. 
 
In summary, the proposed project is consistent with Standard #9 as the proposed building would not 
destroy historic materials, features, or spatial relationships that characterize the property’s historic 
sign or any of the adjacent historical resources.  It is compatible with the property’s historic sign in 
terms of materials, massing, scale, proportion, and architectural features, yet adequately 
differentiated as modern.  In addition, it is compatible in massing and scale, yet differentiated from 
the adjacent historical resources by its contemporary design.  The architectural features of the 
proposed building make reference to the traditional building organization and materials in the study 
area and project vicinity. 
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Standard #10.  The proposed project is consistent with Standard #10.  The historic sign could be 
easily removed from the proposed new building in the future without altering or destroying its 
essential character-defining features.  In addition, the proposed building is sufficiently set back from 
the historical resources on abutting parcels, pursuant to building code requirements relating to 
building separation as well as existing alleys, streets, and intersections.  If the proposed building 
were removed in the future, the adjacent historical resources would not be materially affected and 
the essential form and integrity of the historical resources and their environment would be 
unimpaired. 
 
Conclusion 
 
As discussed above, the proposed project is consistent with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards.  
The proposed project involves relocation of the historic sign, which would not materially impair the 
historic sign.  In addition, the design of the proposed building is compatible, yet differentiated from 
the historic sign.  Although the proposed project would introduce a new visual element to the area, 
the proposed building would be physically separated from the nearby historical resources and would 
be compatible, yet differentiated from them. 
 
The proposed project would not negatively impact the physical integrity of the historic sign on the 
project site, nor any of the historical resources in the project vicinity, as mitigation has been included 
to ensure surface cleaning of the sign would not significantly impact the historic sign.  All of the 
identified historical resources in the study area would remain listed or eligible for listing under the 
relevant designation programs.  The ability of these historical resources to convey their significance 
would not be materially impaired by the proposed project.  Furthermore, the proposed project would 
not negatively impact the two National Register historic districts in the immediate vicinity of the 
project site.  As the project is consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, it would 
clearly have a less than significant impact on historical resources with the implementation of 
mitigation.   
 
Mitigation Measures:  
 
CUL-1 Surface cleaning, if required when the sign is removed from the existing building for 

storage during construction and/or prior to re-installation on the proposed new building, 
shall be undertaken using the gentlest means possible as not to cause damage to the 
historic materials.  Prohibited methods include sandblasting, bead-blasting, or any other 
abrasive method, high-pressure water washes, or harsh chemical cleaners with the 
potential to strip or alter the existing finish and colors.  Acceptable methods would 
include dry brushing lose dirt and debris, low-pressure water wash, mild chemical 
cleansers (basic household soaps), and pressurized air to dry the materials completely 
after any kind of water-based cleaning.  Prior to any cleaning, the project Applicant shall 
consult with the City of Pasadena to identify techniques that are considered appropriate.  

 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?  ü   

 
WHY?  There are no known prehistoric or historic archeological sites on the project site.  In 
addition, the project site does not contain undisturbed surficial soils.  The project site has been 
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previously disturbed by prior development and contains artificial fill materials.  If archaeological 
resources once existed on-site, it is likely that previous grading, construction, and modern use of the 
site have either removed or destroyed them.  Consequently, surficial soils on the project site are 
devoid of archaeological resources.   
 
Although it is not expected that archaeological resources would be encountered during construction 
due to previous disturbance at the site, the project would require excavation for implementation of 
the proposed subterranean parking levels.  As such, Mitigation Measure CUL-2 is provided in the 
unlikely event such resources are discovered during the grading and excavation process.  Mitigation 
Measure CUL-2 requires all project grading and construction efforts, to halt until an archeologist 
examines the site, identifies the archaeological significance of the find, and recommends a course 
of action.  Incorporation of Mitigation Measure CUL-2 would ensure the proposed project would not 
significantly impact archaeological resources.  Impacts to archaeological resources would be less 
than significant. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  
 
CUL-2 If archaeological resources are encountered during project construction, all construction 

activities in the vicinity of the find shall halt until an archeologist certified by the Society of 
Professional Archeologists examines the site, identifies the archaeological significance 
of the find, and recommends a course of action.  Construction shall not resume until the 
site archaeologist states in writing that the proposed construction activities would not 
significantly damage archaeological resources. 

 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource 
or site or unique geologic feature?  ü   

 
WHY?  The project site is located within a highly developed area and has been previously disturbed 
and graded as a result of the existing on-site structures.  This portion of the City does not contain 
any unique geologic features and is not known or expected to contain paleontological resources.  
Although it is not expected that paleontological resources would be encountered during 
construction, the project would require excavation and trenching that could unearth undocumented 
subsurface paleontological resources.  In such a case, Mitigation Measure CUL-3 would require all 
project construction activities to halt until a paleontologist identifies the paleontological significance 
of the find and recommends a course of action.  As such, Mitigation Measure CUL-3 is provided in 
the unlikely event such resources are discovered during the grading and excavation process.  Upon 
implementation of the recommended mitigation measure, impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Mitigation Measures: 
 
CUL-3 If paleontological resources are encountered during project construction, all construction 

activities in the vicinity of the find shall halt until a paleontologist meeting the satisfaction 
of the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County identifies the paleontological 
significance of the find, and recommends a course of action.  Construction shall not 
resume until the site paleontologist states in writing that the proposed construction 
activities would not significantly damage paleontological resources. 
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Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal ceremonies?   ü  

 
WHY?  There are no known human remains on the site.  The project site is not part of a formal 
cemetery and is not known to have been used for disposal 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, those 
remains would require proper treatment, in accordance with applicable laws.  State of California 
Public Resources Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5-7055 describe the general provisions for 
human remains.  Specifically, Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 describes the requirements if 
any human remains are accidentally discovered during excavation of a site.  As required by State 
law, the requirements and procedures set forth in Section 5097.98 of the California Public 
Resources Code would be implemented, including notification of the County Coroner, notification of 
the Native American Heritage Commission and consultation with the individual identified by the 
Native American Heritage Commission to be the “most likely descendant.”  If human remains are 
found during excavation, excavation must stop in the vicinity of the find and any area that is 
reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent remains until the County coroner has been called out, and 
the remains have been investigated and appropriate recommendations have been made for the 
treatment and disposition of the remains.  Following compliance with existing State regulations, 
which detail the appropriate actions necessary in the event human remains are encountered, 
impacts in this regard would be considered less than significant. 
 
2.6 ENERGY  
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a. Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans?   ü  
 
WHY?  In order to promote energy conservation, the City has adopted an amended California 
Green Building Standards Code per PMC Section 14.04.010.  In conformance with the City’s 
Building Code, the project would be designed to comply with the performance levels of an amended 
California Green Building Standards Code, which would reduce energy consumption compared to 
standard building practices.  As the project is a five story mixed-use development, the proposed 
project is required to comply with mandatory measures, as well as Tier 1 requirements.   
 
The proposed project would therefore be required to comply with the energy standards in the 
California Energy Code, Part 6 of the California Building Standards Code (Title 24).  Measures to 
meet these energy standards may include low-flow plumbing fixtures, water efficient irrigation 
systems, high-efficiency heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) and hot water storage tank 
equipment, lighting conservation features, higher than required rated insulation, and dual-glazed 
windows.  Compliance with these regulations would ensure the proposed project would not conflict 
with adopted energy conservation plans.  Impacts would be less than significant. 
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Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

b. Use non-renewable resources in a wasteful and inefficient 
manner?   ü  

 
WHY?  
 
Oil-Based Products   
 
Construction of the proposed project would result in a short-term consumption of oil-based energy 
products to power construction vehicles and equipment.  During project operations, motor vehicle 
travel would account for nearly all of the consumption of oil-based energy products.  The level of 
consumption attributable to the proposed project would not create a high enough demand to require 
the development of new energy sources or a significant reduction in available supplies.  Additionally, 
consumption of gasoline generated by project vehicle trips would be reduced by adherence to the 
Trip Reduction Ordinance per PMC Chapter 10.64 to a level that is not significant.  Thus, impacts 
due to the consumption of oil-based products would be less than significant.  
 
Energy 
 
An increase in energy consumption would result from the development of new residences and 
commercial uses.  The proposed project would result in the estimated consumption of 1,038 
kilowatt-hours of electrical energy per day and approximately 1,327 thousand British thermal units 
(kBTU) per day of natural gas.  Utility estimation calculations can be found in California Emissions 
Estimator Model (CalEEMod) outputs within Appendix A.  These consumption rates are conservative 
in nature, and actual consumption is anticipated to be substantially lower given that the project must 
comply with the amended 2013 edition of the California Green Building Standards Code and the 
2013 California Energy Code.  Energy-efficient project components may include low-flow plumbing 
fixtures, water efficient irrigation systems, high-efficiency HVAC and hot water storage tank 
equipment, lighting conservation features, insulation with a rating higher than required, and double-
glazed windows.  The energy conservation measures would be prepared and shown on building 
plans.  Prior to building permit issuance, building plans would be submitted to Pasadena Water and 
Power (PWP) and to the Building Official for review and approval.  In addition, as discussed in 
Section 2.8(a) below, the project would be designed to meet the requirements of California Green 
Building Standards Code Tier 1 requirements, which would further reduce energy demand.  
Therefore, impacts related to consumption of energy would be less than significant. 
 
The long-term impact from increased energy use by the proposed project is not significant in 
relationship to the number of customers currently served by the electrical and gas utility companies. 
Supplies are available from existing mains, lines, and substations in the area.  The surrounding area 
is completely developed with urban uses; therefore, new infrastructure would not have to be 
constructed to accommodate the proposed project.  The amount of resources consumed by the 
proposed project would result in a less than significant impact, and the existing service providers 
would be able to supply the necessary resources. 
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Water 
 
For analysis purposes, it is conservatively assumed that the project would result in approximately 
7,283 gallons per day in water consumption, equivalent to wastewater generation.5  This number 
represents a nominal amount compared to the total water consumption for Pasadena and would 
therefore represent a less than significant increase in water consumption in the City.6  Additionally, 
during drought periods, the project is required to adhere to the Comprehensive Water Conservation 
Plan and the Water Shortage Procedure Ordinance, which restricts water consumption to 90 percent 
of expected consumption during each billing period. 
 
Over the past several years, PWP has been impacted by several factors that have restricted local 
and regional water supply.  PWP’s groundwater rights in the Raymond Basin have been curtailed in 
order to mitigate groundwater depletion experienced over the last half century.  With respect to 
imported supplies, a decade-long drought has reduced the ability to replenish regional groundwater 
supplies; drought conditions in the American Southwest have reduced total deliveries of water from 
the Colorado River to southern California, and legal and environmental issues have resulted in 
reduced water deliveries through the State Water Project to the region.  The City accounted for 
these conditions in its current Water Integrated Resources Plan (adopted January 2011) and Urban 
Water Management Plan (adopted June 2011).  As of April 2011, the Metropolitan Water District 
(MWD) has lifted allocation restrictions as a result of improvements in southern California’s water 
reserves.  Although restrictions were previously lifted, record drought conditions during 2013–2014 
prompted the release of the January 2014 Drought Declaration with goals of reducing per capita 
water consumption by 20 percent.  Further, on May 5, 2015, the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) adopted a Mandatory Water Conservation Regulation that established a 
requirement for PWP to reduce overall customer water use by 28 percent from calendar year 2013 
levels. 
 
The City of Pasadena approved a Comprehensive Water Conservation Plan (CWCP) in 2009 that 
includes a variety of approaches and recommendations for achieving 10 percent, 20 percent, and 30 
percent reductions in water consumption.  As a long-term goal, the CWCP presupposes an initial 
target of reducing per-capita potable water consumption 10 percent by 2015 and 20 percent by 
2020.  The Water Waste Prohibitions and Water Supply Shortage Plan Ordinance per PMC Chapter 
13.10 also became effective in 2009 and established 13 permanent mandatory restrictions on 
wasteful water use activities and four levels of Water Supply Shortages with increasingly restrictive 
measures to address water shortages.  On June 1, 2015, the City adopted the Level 2 Water Supply 
Shortage Plan requiring additional mandatory water restrictions for residents and businesses 
including further limiting watering days, requiring leaks, breaks, or other malfunctions are fixed, and 
limiting the filling of ornamental lakes or ponds.  Additional water-use restrictions set forth in PMC 
Section 13.10.060, Additional Water Shortage Measures, have also been implemented including 
prohibition of irrigation of turf within 48-hours following a measurable precipitation, prohibition of 
washing hard or paved surfaces using potable water, except to alleviate safety and/or sanitary 
hazards, and installation of water-efficient fixtures among multifamily properties.  In addition, 
statewide water demand reduction requirements such as the 20x2020 Plan, and the current work 
being done by the California Department of Water Resources, the SWRCB, and other state 
agencies to implement the Governor’s 20x2020 Water Conservation Initiative Program.   
                                                 

5 Water generation estimates were calculated based on proposed land use type, building square footages for 
commercial uses, number of residential units, and water duty factors from the City of Pasadena Water System Master 
Plan Table 2-15 – Future Water Duty Factors, 2002, resulting in water demand of 7,011 gallons per day, which is less 
than estimated wastewater that would be generated based upon the Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD) 
generation factors.  A lower water demand when compared to wastewater generation is likely associated with 
demand/generation factors from different agencies (City of Pasadena and LACSD) and that the City of Pasadena 
demand factors are locally derived versus those of the LACSD, which are derived on a countywide basis. 

6 According to the City’s 2010 UWMP, total water demands in 2007 amounted to 39,168 acre-feet per year.  
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As a result, to meet these water policy goals, the proposed project would be required to comply with 
the City’s CWCP and PMC Chapter 13.10, the Water Shortage Procedure Ordinance, and the City’s 
goal to meet the 20x2020 goals by submitting a water-conservation plan demonstrating that the 
proposed project would limit the water consumption to 80 percent of its originally anticipated 
amount.  This plan is subject to review and approval by the City’s PWP and the Building Division 
prior to building permit issuance.  Upon PWP and Building Division approval of this plan, the project 
would not have any individual or cumulative impacts on water supply.  Further, the project’s irrigation 
and plumbing plans are also required to comply with the approved water-conservation plan and the 
City’s requirements for landscape irrigation.  As such impacts in this regard would be less than 
significant.    
 
2.7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS  
 
This section evaluates the geologic and seismic conditions within the project site and the potential 
for geologic hazard impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project.  Information in 
this section is based primarily upon the Geotechnical Investigation Report, Proposed Four-Story 
Office Building, 254 E. Union Street (Geotechnical Investigation) prepared by Converse Consultants, 
September 10, 2007 and the Update to Geotechnical Investigation Report, 250 East Union Street 
Project (Geotechnical Investigation Update) prepared by Converse Consultants, March 14, 2015; 
refer to Appendix C, Geology and Soils Reports. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a. Expose people or structures to 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. 

  ü  

 
WHY?  Southern California, including the project area, is subject to the effects of seismic activity 
due to the active faults that traverse the area.  Active faults are defined as those that have 
experienced surface displacement within Holocene time (approximately the last 11,000 years) 
and/or are in a State-designated Earthquake Fault Zone.  According to the City’s General Plan 
Safety Element, the San Andreas Fault is a “master” active fault and controls seismic hazard in 
Southern California.  This fault is located approximately 21 miles north of Pasadena. 
 
The County of Los Angeles and the City of Pasadena are both affected by Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zones.  Pasadena is in four U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Quadrants, the Los Angeles, Mt. 
Wilson, El Monte, and Pasadena quadrangles.  The quadrants, with the exception of the Pasadena 
quadrangle, were mapped for earthquake fault zones under the Alquist-Priolo Act in 1977.  The 
proposed project is located within the Pasadena USGS quadrangle.7 
 
These Alquist-Priolo maps show only one Fault Zone in or adjacent to the City of Pasadena, the 
Raymond (Hill) Fault Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone.  This fault is located primarily south of 
City limits; however, the southernmost portions of the City lie within the fault’s mapped Fault Zone.  
                                                 

7 U.S. Geological Survey, State of California Seismic Hazard Zones, Pasadena Quadrangle, March 25, 1999.  
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The City’s General Plan Safety Element identifies the following three additional zones of potential 
fault rupture in the City: 
 

• The Eagle Rock Fault Hazard Management Zone, which traverses the southwestern portion 
of the City. 

 
• The Sierra Madre Fault Hazard Management Zone, which includes the Tujunga Fault, the 

North Sawpit Fault, and the South Branch of the San Gabriel Fault.  This Fault Zone is 
primarily north of the City, and only the very northeast portion of the City and portions of the 
Upper Arroyo lie within the mapped fault zone.  

 
• A Possible Active Strand of the Sierra Madre Fault appears to join a continuation of the 

Sycamore Canyon Fault.  This fault area traverses the northern portion of the City and is 
identified as a Fault Hazard Management Zone for Critical Facilities Only. 

 
While the project site is located in the seismically active region of Southern California, according to 
the General Plan Safety Element, the project site is not located on or adjacent to any of these 
potential fault rupture zones.  The closest mapped fault zone, the Eagle Rock Fault Zone, is 1.5 
miles southwest from the project site.   
 
According to the Geotechnical Investigation, the project site is not located in a Seismic Hazard 
Zone, defined as a mapped California State Earthquake (previously Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zone), Liquefaction or Earthquake Induced Landslide zone per the California Geological Survey 
(CGS) state maps.  The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone 
and no faults were identified on the site by Alquist-Priolo fault zone maps prepared by the USGS 
and CGS.  Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects caused by the rupture of a known fault.  Impacts would be less than 
significant in this regard. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:     

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking.   ü  
 
WHY?  Southern California has numerous active seismic faults subjecting people to potential 
earthquake and seismic-related hazards.  Seismic activity poses two types of potential hazards for 
people and structures, categorized either as primary or secondary hazards.  Primary hazards include 
ground rupture, ground shaking, ground displacement, subsidence, and uplift from earth movement. 
Primary hazards can also induce secondary hazards such as ground failure (lurch cracking, lateral 
spreading, and slope failure), liquefaction, water waves (seiches), movement on nearby faults 
(sympathetic fault movement), dam failure, and fires.  As with most locations in Southern California, 
the project site is susceptible to seismic ground shaking emanating from causative faults during an 
earthquake.  Seismic activity along the San Andreas, Raymond, Eagle Rock, and Sierra Madre 
faults, or on any other of the numerous faults within the Southern California area, could affect the 
proposed project and would be considered during project design.  
 
Since the City of Pasadena is within a larger area traversed by active fault systems, such as the San 
Andreas and Newport-Inglewood Faults, any major earthquake along these systems would likely 
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cause seismic ground shaking in Pasadena.  Much of the City is on sandy, stony, or gravelly loam 
formed on the alluvial fan adjacent to the San Gabriel Mountains.  This soil is more porous and 
loosely compacted than bedrock, and thus subject to greater impacts from seismic ground shaking 
than bedrock. 
 
The National Seismic Zone maps, published by the International Code Council in the California 
Building Code (CBC), divide the United States into four major seismic zones numbered from 1 
through 4.  Zone 1 has the lowest earthquake danger, while Zone 4 has the highest earthquake 
danger.  The City of Pasadena is in Seismic Zone 4.8 
 
As discussed above, there are no active faults projecting toward or extending across the project site. 
According to the Geotechnical Investigation, the project site is not within a currently designated 
Earthquake Hazard Zone, but is located approximately two miles north of the Raymond Fault-
Rupture Hazard Zone.  The Verdugo fault, which is located approximately 1.4 miles southwest from 
the site, is closer to the site, but is not currently included in a designed Earthquake Hazard Zone.  
Due to the close proximity of the site to the Raymond fault and the Verdugo fault zones, very strong 
shaking could result from a major seismic event on this fault.   
 
However, the risk of earthquake damage is minimized because new structures are required to be 
built according to the Uniform Building Code (UBC), CBC requirements, and other applicable codes, 
and are subject to inspection during construction.  Structures for human habitation must be 
designed to meet or exceed UBC and CBC standards.  Buildings constructed or retrofitted according 
to these standards would have the highest level of resistance to building collapse and major injury 
during a seismic event.  Upon conformance with these required standards, impacts would be less 
than significant due to strong seismic ground shaking. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction as 
delineated on the most recent Seismic Hazards Zones 
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based 
on other substantial evidence of known areas of 
liquefaction. 

  ü  

 
WHY?  Liquefaction is the sudden decrease in shearing strength of cohesionless soil due to 
vibration.  During dynamic or cyclic shaking, the soil mass is distorted, and interparticulate stresses 
are transferred from the sand grains to the pore water.  When the pore water pressure increases to 
the point that the interparticulate effective stresses are reduced to zero, the soil behaves temporarily 
as a viscous fluid (liquefaction) and, consequently, loses its capacity to support structures.  
Liquefaction potential has been found to be the greatest where the groundwater level and loose 
sands occur within a depth of about 50 feet or less.  The potential for liquefaction decreases with 
increasing grain size and clay and gravel content, but increases as the ground acceleration and 
duration of shaking increase. 
 

                                                 
8 The California Seismic Safety Commission, Homeowner’s Guide to Earthquake Safety, 2005 Edition pp. 7 and 

38. 
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The project site is not located within a Liquefaction Hazard Zone, as shown on Plate P-1 of the 
City’s General Plan Safety Element.  This plate was developed considering the liquefaction hazard 
zones, as shown on the State of California Seismic Hazard Zone maps for the City.9  According to 
the Geotechnical Investigation, groundwater was not encountered within a depth of 61 feet based on 
borings drilled for the proposed project compared to historical high groundwater level for the 
Pasadena Quadrangle at approximately 100 feet below the ground surface.  During the site 
exploration, standard penetration tests results indicated that soil deposits beneath the site are 
generally dense and stiff.  As a result, it has been concluded that the potential for liquefaction at the 
project site is considered very low to nil.  Therefore, the project would not result in seismic related 
ground failure, including liquefaction, and impacts would be less than significant. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:     

iv) Landslides as delineated on the most recent Seismic 
Hazards Zones Map issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial evidence of known 
areas of landslides. 

   ü 

 
WHY?  Landslides and other forms of slope failure form in response to the long-term geologic cycle 
of uplift, mass wasting, and disturbance of slopes.  Mass wasting refers to a variety of erosional 
processes from gradual downhill soil creep to mudslides, debris flows, landslides, and rock fall, 
processes that are commonly triggered by intense precipitation, which varies according to climactic 
shifts.  Often, various forms of mass wasting are grouped together as landslides, which are 
generally used to describe the downhill movement of rock and soil.  
 
The project site and surrounding area is relatively flat and in an urbanized area of the City, making 
the possibility of landslides extremely remote.  In addition, the project site is not within a Landslide 
Hazard Zone as shown on Plate P-1 of the City’s General Plan Safety Element.  This Plate was 
developed considering the Earthquake-Induced Landslide areas, as shown on the State of 
California Seismic Hazard Zone maps for the City.10  Additionally, due to the absence of slopes on or 
adjacent to the site, the potential for seismically induced landslides and/or other types of slope 
failures, such as lateral spreading on or adjacent to slope surfaces, adversely affecting the site is 
considered to be very low.  Therefore, the project would have no impacts from seismic induced 
landslides.   
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?   ü  
 
WHY?  Grading and earthwork activities associated with project construction activities would 
expose soils to potential short-term erosion by wind and water.  The natural water erosion potential 
                                                 

9 U.S. Geological Survey, State of California Seismic Hazard Zones, Pasadena Quadrangle, March 25, 1999. 
10 U.S. Geological Survey, State of California Seismic Hazard Zones, Pasadena Quadrangle, March 25, 1999.  
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of soils in Pasadena is low, unless these soils are disturbed during the wet season.  Both the 
Ramona and Hanford soils, which underlay much of the City, have high permeability, low surface 
runoff, and slight erosion hazard due to the gravelly surface layer and low topographic relief away 
from the steeper foothill areas of the San Gabriel Mountains.  According to the Geotechnical 
Investigation, the site is located near the easterly end of the San Gabriel Valley within the Peninsular 
Ranges Province.  Earth materials underlying the site have been classified as preconsolidated 
Pleistocene age sedimentary deposits that are part of the Altadena Fan.  The depth of these 
deposits beneath the site is estimated to be on the order of 100 feet or more.   
 
All demolition and construction activities within the City would be subject to compliance with the 
CBC.  Construction of the project would result in an export of approximately 17,750 cubic yards of 
soil.  The displacement of exported soil would be controlled by the CBC related to grading and 
excavation, other applicable building regulations, and standard construction techniques.  
Additionally, based on the Geotechnical Investigation, temporary slopes may be used during 
excavations where not constrained by adjacent utilities and structures.  Where space is limited due 
to adjacent facilities and buried utilities to be salvaged and protected, shoring may be required.  As 
temporary shoring may be required for support of construction excavations, shoring design 
recommendations are discussed in the Geotechnical Investigation.  Based upon the soils 
encountered in the borings, sloped temporary excavations may be cut according to the slope ratios 
presented in the Geotechnical Investigation Table No.4, Temporary Excavation Slopes; refer to 
Appendix C.  During inclement periods of the year, when rain is threatening, an erosion control plan 
would be implemented in order to reduce the potential of site erosion.  The existing building 
regulations would ensure that construction activities do not create unstable earth conditions and 
potential impacts would be less than significant.   
 
In accordance with Clean Water Act and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
requirements, water erosion during construction would be minimized by limiting construction to dry 
weather, covering exposed excavated dirt during periods of rain, and protecting excavated areas 
from flooding with temporary berms.  In addition, site preparation would be conducted in compliance 
with the City’s requirement for Best Management Practices (BMPs) and state and local codes and 
requirements for erosion control, grading, and soil remediation.   
 
Construction may also temporarily expose the soil to wind and/or water erosion.  Fugitive dust would 
be controlled in compliance and implementation of SCAQMD Rules 403 and 1166.  The following 
erosion control features associated with SCAQMD Rules utilized during remedial activities are 
expected to be employed: covering stockpile with plastic sheeting; covering loaded soils with 
secured tarps; prohibiting work during periods of high winds; and watering exposed soils during 
construction. 
 
As the proposed project involves more than 250 cubic yards of export, the Applicant would be 
required to submit an erosion and sediment transport control plan as part of the project’s grading 
plan.  The grading plan must be approved by the Building Official and the Public Works Department 
prior to the issuance of any building permits. 
 
Long-term operation of the proposed project would not result in substantial soil erosion or loss of 
topsoil, as the majority of the project site would be covered by the proposed mixed-use development 
and paving.  Soil erosion after construction would be controlled by implementation of an approved 
landscape and irrigation plan.  This plan is required to be submitted to the Zoning Administrator (or 
the appropriate staff) for review and approval prior to the issuance of a building permit.  With the 
implementation of these erosion control features, potential impacts associated with erosion during 
project construction and operation would be less than significant.   
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Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

c. 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 on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  As discussed above, the project site is located within a seismically active region.  Impacts 
related to liquefaction would be less than significant.  In addition, the project site would not be 
subject to earthquake-induced landslides.   
 
The City of Pasadena rests primarily on an alluvial plain.  To the north, the San Gabriel Mountains 
are relatively new in geological time.  These mountains run generally east-west and have the San 
Andreas Fault on the north and the Sierra Madre Fault to the south.  The action of these two faults in 
conjunction with the north-south compression of the San Andreas tectonic plate is pushing up the 
San Gabriel Mountains.  This uplifting combined with erosion has helped form the alluvial plain.  As 
shown on Plate 2-4 of the Technical Background Report to the 2002 Safety Element, the majority of 
the City lies on the flat portion of the alluvial fan, which is expected to be stable.  According to the 
Geotechnical Investigation, field samples and sampling blow counts indicate that the soils underlying 
the project site are predominately dense silty fine sands that are not sensitive to seismically induced 
settlement. 
 
The project site is not located on known unstable soils or geologic units, and therefore, would not 
likely cause on- or off-site landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse.  Soil 
excavation and grading activities associated with the project would be required to comply with the 
CBC related to grading and excavation, other applicable building regulations, and standard 
construction techniques.  The displacement of soil through export would be controlled by the CBC 
related to grading and excavation.  Adherence to existing regulations would ensure impacts would 
be less than significant in this regard.   
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

  ü  

 
WHY?  According to the City’s General Plan Safety Element, the project site is underlain by alluvial 
material from the San Gabriel Mountains.  This soil consists primarily of sand and gravel and is in 
the low to moderate range for expansion potential.  Based on the Geotechnical Investigation, the 
underlying alluvial soils encountered are in general silty sands, sands, sandy clays, sandy silts, silts, 
sands with silt, and gravelly sands.  Based upon laboratory testing, the on-site soils were identified 
as non-expansive as defined by the CBC.  As a result, special design and/or construction for 
expansive soil conditions for the proposed project are not considered necessary.  As stated above, 
the proposed project would be designed and constructed in accordance with the requirements of the 
CBC, which would minimize any potential impacts related to expansive soils.  Impacts would be 
considered less than significant.  
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Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where 
sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater? 

   ü 

 
WHY?  The proposed project would be required to connect to the existing sewer system.  Further, 
no septic tanks or alternative wastewater systems would be constructed as part of the project.  
Therefore, no impacts would occur in this regard. 
 
2.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS  
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are referred to as greenhouse gases (GHG).  
Among the prominent GHGs contributing to the greenhouse effect are carbon dioxide (CO2), ozone, 
methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O).  GHGs are emitted by both natural processes and human 
activities.  In response to growing scientific and political concern with global climate change, 
California has recently adopted a series of laws to reduce emissions of GHGs to the atmosphere 
from commercial and private activities within the State. 
 
The proposed project would produce GHGs as a result of both construction and operation.  Thus, 
the proposed project would contribute to global warming as described by the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).  GHG emissions are presented as carbon dioxide equivalent 
(CO2e) using the global warming potentials (GWPs) in the IPCC’s Second Assessment Report.  
GWPs are defined by the California Air Resources Board as the radiative forcing impact (degree of 
warming to the atmosphere) of one mass-based unit of GHG relative to an equivalent unit of CO2.  
For example, one ton of CH4 is equivalent to approximately 21 tons of CO2 in the atmosphere. 
 
SCAQMD Thresholds 
 
The SCAQMD has formed a GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Working Group (Working Group) 
to provide guidance to local lead agencies on determining significance for GHG emissions in their 
CEQA documents.  As of the last Working Group meeting (Meeting No. 15) held in September 2010, 
the SCAQMD is proposing to adopt a tiered approach for evaluating GHG emissions for 
development projects where SCAQMD is not the lead agency.11 
 
With the tiered approach, the project is compared with the requirements of each tier sequentially 
and would not result in a significant impact if it complies with any tier.  Tier 1 excludes projects that 
                                                 

11 The most recent SCAQMD GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Working Group meeting was held on 
September 2010.   
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are specifically exempt from Senate Bill (SB) 97 from resulting in a significant impact.  Tier 2 
excludes projects that are consistent with a GHG reduction plan that has a certified final CEQA 
document and complies with AB 32 GHG reduction goals.  Tier 3 excludes projects with annual 
emissions lower than a screening threshold.  For all non-industrial projects, the SCAQMD is 
proposing a screening threshold of 3,000 million metric tons (MT) of CO2eq (MTCO2eq) per year 
(MTCO2eq/yr).  SCAQMD concluded that projects with emissions less than the screening threshold 
would not result in a significant cumulative impact.   
 
Tier 4 consists of three decision tree options.  Under the Tier 4 first option, the project would be 
excluded if design features and/or mitigation measures resulted in emissions 30 percent lower than 
business as usual emissions.  Under the Tier 4 second option, the project would be excluded if it 
had early compliance with AB 32 through early implementation of CARB’s Scoping Plan measures.  
Under the Tier 4 third option, the project would be excluded if it was below an efficiency-based 
threshold of 4.8 MTCO2eq per service population (SP) per year.12  Tier 5 would exclude projects that 
implement offsite mitigation (GHG reduction projects) or purchase offsets to reduce GHG emission 
impacts to less than the proposed screening level.  
 
GHG efficiency metrics are utilized as thresholds to assess the GHG efficiency of a project on a per 
capita basis or on a “service population” basis (the sum of the number of jobs and the number of 
residents provided by a project) such that the project would allow for consistency with the goals of 
AB 32 (i.e., 1990 GHG emissions levels by 2020 and 2035).  GHG efficiency thresholds can be 
determined by dividing the GHG emissions inventory goal of the State, by the estimated 2035 
population and employment.  This method allows highly efficient projects with higher mass 
emissions to meet the overall reduction goals of AB 32, and is appropriate, because the threshold 
can be applied evenly to all project types (residential or commercial/retail only and mixed-use).   
 
For the proposed project, the 3,000 MTCO2eq/yr non-industrial screening threshold is used as the 
significance threshold in addition to the qualitative thresholds of significance set forth below from 
Section VII of CEQA Guidelines Appendix G.   
 
Project-Related Sources of Greenhouse Gases   
 
Project-related GHG emissions would include emissions from direct and indirect sources.  The 
proposed project would result in direct and indirect emissions of CO2, N2O, and CH4, and would not 
result in other GHGs that would facilitate a meaningful analysis.  Therefore, this analysis focuses on 
these three forms of GHG emissions.  Direct project-related GHG emissions include emissions from 
construction activities, area sources, and mobile sources, while indirect sources include emissions 
from electricity consumption, water demand, and solid waste generation.  Operational GHG 
estimations are based on energy emissions from natural gas usage and automobile emissions.  The 
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) relies upon trip generation rates from the 
Transportation Impact Analysis, and project specific land use data to calculate emissions.  
Accordingly, the proposed project would generate approximately 282 total daily trips.  Table 5, 
Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions, presents the estimated CO2, N2O, and CH4 emissions of the 
proposed project.  The CalEEMod outputs are contained within the Appendix A, Air 
Quality/Greenhouse Gas Data. 
 

                                                 
12 The project-level efficiency-based threshold of 4.8 MTCO2eq per SP per year is relative to the 2020 target 

date.  The SCAQMD has also proposed efficiency-based thresholds relative to the 2035 target date to be consistent with 
the GHG reduction target date of SB 375.  GHG reductions by the SB 375 target date of 2035 would be approximately 40 
percent.  Applying this 40 percent reduction to the 2020 targets results in an efficiency threshold for plans of 4.1 
MTCO2eq per SP per year and an efficiency threshold at the project level of 3.0 MTCO2eq/year. 
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Table 5 
Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 

Source 
CO2 CH4 N2O Total 

Metric 
Tons of 
CO2eq 

Metric 
Tons/yr 

Metric 
Tons/yr 

Metric Tons 
of CO2eq1 

Metric 
Tons/yr 

Metric Tons 
of CO2eq1 

Direct Emissions       
• Construction (amortized over 30 years) 24.82 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 24.92 
• Area Source 11.78 0.01 0.30 0.00 0.08 12.16 
• Mobile Source 415.06 0.02 0.41 0.00 0.00 415.47 

Total Unmitigated Direct Emissions2 451.66 0.03 0.81 0.00 0.08 452.55 
Indirect Emissions       

• Energy 450.13 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.60 450.93 
• Water Demand 39.18 0.08 2.10 0.00 0.62 41.90 
• Waste 3.92 0.23 5.80 0.00 0.00 9.72 

Total Unmitigated Indirect Emissions2 243.25 0.55 13.80 0.00 0.00 502.55 
Total Unmitigated Project-Related Emissions2 955.10 MTCO2eq/yr 
Notes: 
1. Emissions calculated using California Emissions Estimator Model.  
2. CO2 Equivalent values calculated using the U.S. EPA Website, Greenhouse Gas Equivalencies Calculator, http://www.epa.gov/ 

cleanenergy/energy-resources/calculator.html, accessed June 2015. 
3. Totals may be slightly off due to rounding. 
Refer to Appendix A, Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Data, for detailed model input/output data. 
 
Direct Project-Related Sources of Greenhouse Gases 
 

• Construction Emissions.  Construction GHG emissions are typically summed and amortized 
over the lifetime of the project (assumed to be 30 years), then added to the operational 
emissions.13  Construction of the proposed project would result in a total of 747.18 
MTCO2eq, which represents 24.92 MTCO2eq/yr when amortized over 30 years.   

 
• Area Source.  The project would directly result in 12.16 MTCO2eq/yr from area source 

emissions.  
 

• Mobile Source.  CalEEMod relies upon trip generation rates within the Traffic Impact 
Analysis, and project specific land use data to calculate mobile source emissions.  The 
project would directly result in 415.47 MTCO2eq/yr of mobile source-generated GHG 
emissions; refer to Table 5. 

 
Indirect Project-Related Sources of Greenhouse Gases 
 

• Energy Consumption.  Energy Consumption emissions were calculated using CalEEMod 
and project-specific land use data.  Electricity would be provided to the project site via PWP. 
The project would indirectly result in 450.93 MTCO2eq/year due to energy consumption; 
refer to Table 5. 

 

                                                 
13 The project lifetime is based on the standard 30 year assumption of the South Coast Air Quality Management 

District (South Coast Air Quality Management District, Minutes for the GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Stakeholder 
Working Group #13, August 26, 2009).  

http://www.epa.gov/ 
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• Water Demand.  The project operations would result in a demand of approximately 4.14 
million gallons of water per year.  Emissions from indirect energy impacts due to water 
supply would result in 41.90 MTCO2eq/year.  

 
• Solid Waste.  Solid waste associated with operations of the proposed project would result in 

9.72 MTCO2eq/year; refer to Table 5. 
 
Total Proposed Project-Related Sources of Greenhouse Gases 
 
As shown in Table 5, the total amount of proposed project-related GHG emissions from direct and 
indirect sources combined would total 955.10 MTCO2eq/yr.   
 
Project Design Features 
 
Although the proposed project’s GHG emissions are below the 3,000 MTCO2eq/yr GHG threshold, 
the proposed project includes design features that would further reduce project-related GHG 
emissions.  The project consists of an infill development that would locate residential and retail uses 
less than 0.04-mile from local bus and Metro lines.  The project site is served by the Metro Gold Line 
and multiple bus services (Pasadena Area Rapid Transit System Routes 10, 51, and 52; Foothill 
Transit Route 187; and Metro Routes 180, 181, 256, 686 and 687) with bus stops along East 
Colorado Boulevard.  Further, the project is in proximity to the downtown area with commercial 
centers that include restaurants, retail shops, and other service uses within 0.5-mile of the site, 
making it possible to walk to many daily needs, thereby reducing vehicle trips.  The proposed project 
would be subject to compliance with PMC Chapter 13.10, Pasadena’s Water Waste Prohibitions and 
Water Supply Shortage Plans Ordinance and the Level 2 Water Supply Shortage Plan, which 
require mandatory water restrictions including installation of water efficient irrigation systems and 
landscapes.   
 
Conclusion 
 
As shown in Table 5, project-related GHG emissions would be 955.10 MTCO2eq/yr, which are below 
the 3,000 MTCO2eq/yr threshold.  The proposed project’s energy, transportation, and water 
efficiency design features would further reduce project-related GHG emissions.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would result in a less than significant impact with regard to GHG emissions. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

b. Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an 
agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  California has adopted several policies and regulations for the purpose of reducing GHG 
emissions.  AB 32 was enacted in 2006 to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. 
Senate Bill (SB) 375 (Linking Regional Transportation Plans to State Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
Goals; codified at Government Code Sections 65080, 65400, 65583, 65584.01, 65584.02, 
65584.04, 65587, 65588, 14522.1, 14522.2, and 65080.01 as well as Public Resources Code 
Sections 21061.3 and 21159.28 and Chapter 4.2.) was enacted in 2009 with the goal of reducing 
GHG emissions by limiting urban sprawl and its associated vehicle emissions.  Per the requirements 
of SB 375, SCAG created a “sustainable communities strategy” (SCS) that integrates transportation 
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and land use elements in order to achieve the emissions reduction target.  The SCS encourages 
Transit-Oriented Development (TOD), which places residential uses and employment centers near 
mass transit stations to increase use of mass transit and reduce vehicle trips.  The proposed project 
is considered a TOD, as it is located less than a half-mile from the Memorial Park and Del Mar Gold 
Line light rail stations.   
 
In addition, the project would be subject to applicable Federal, State, and local regulatory 
requirements, further reducing project-related GHG emissions.  The project would develop a mix of 
residential and commercial land uses.  In developing a residential/commercial mixed-use 
development, it would inherently reduce vehicle trips, vehicle miles traveled, and related GHG 
emissions.  The project would not conflict with or impede implementation of reduction goals 
identified in AB 32, SB 375, and other strategies to help reduce GHG emissions.  The project would 
not conflict any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG 
emissions and impacts would be less than significant in this regard. 
 
2.9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  
 
This section is based upon the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA) prepared by 
Advantage Environmental Consultants, LLC (AEC), dated January 4, 2014, for the project site; refer 
to Appendix D, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment.  The goal of the Phase I ESA is to identify 
recognized environmental conditions (RECs) which are defined by the American Society for Testing 
and Materials (ASTM) Standard Practice E 1527-13, Standard Practice for ESA as “the presence or 
likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products in, on, or at a property: 1) due to 
any release to the environment; 2) under conditions indicative of a release to the environment; or 3) 
under conditions that pose a material threat of a future release to the environment.  The Phase I 
ESA included a search for environmental liens and other potential environmental related 
encumbrances to title of the site; an evaluation of standard environmental record sources contained 
within Federal, State, and local environmental databases; an evaluation of additional environmental 
record sources obtained from regulatory departments/agencies; a qualitative evaluation of the 
physical characteristics of the site; a physical inspection of the site conducted to search for 
conditions indicative of potential environmental concerns as defined in the ASTM E 1527-13 
standard; and a physical assessment of indications of past uses and visual observations of adjacent 
and surrounding properties to assess potential impacts to the site; and interviews with current 
project site owner and local regulatory agency representatives. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  The project involves construction activities associated with removal of existing structures, 
grading, and construction and operation of a mixed-use development.  Generally, the exposure of 
persons to hazardous materials could occur in the following manners: 1) improper handling or use of 
hazardous materials or hazardous wastes during construction or operation of future development, 
particularly by untrained personnel; 2) an accident during transport; 3) environmentally unsound 
disposal methods; or 4) fire, explosion or other emergencies.  The severity of potential effects varies 
with the activity conducted, the concentration and type of hazardous material or wastes present, and 
the proximity of sensitive receptors. 
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Construction activities associated with the proposed project may involve the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials, such as petroleum-based fuels or hydraulic fluid used for 
construction equipment.  The construction contractor would be required to use standard construction 
controls and safety procedures that would avoid and minimize the potential for hazards associated 
with the transport and use of hazardous materials.  Standard construction practices would be 
observed such that any materials released are appropriately contained and remediated as required 
by local, State, and Federal law.   
 
The project does not involve the use or storage of hazardous substances other than the small 
amounts of cleaning and degreasing solvents, fertilizers, pesticides, and other materials used in the 
regular maintenance of buildings and landscaping.  While the risk of exposure to hazardous 
materials cannot be eliminated, measures can be implemented to reduce risk to acceptable levels.  
Adherence to existing regulations would ensure compliance with safety standards related to the use 
and storage of hazardous materials, and the safety procedures mandated by applicable Federal, 
State, and local laws and regulations, which would ensure that risks resulting from the routine 
transportation, use, storage, or disposal of hazardous materials or hazardous wastes associated 
with implementation of the proposed project would be less than significant. 
 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  
 
Phase I ESA 
 
The Phase I ESA consisted of a records review, site reconnaissance, interviews, and an 
assessment and recommendations for any known or potentially hazardous materials located on-site, 
and/or on adjoining or surrounding uses. 
 
Records Review 
 
The Phase I ESA included a records review of the project site, adjoining properties, and nearby 
properties in the surrounding area.  The Phase I ESA included information from Federal, State, and 
local environmental databases provided by Environmental Data Resources (EDR), Inc. pertaining to 
documented and/or suspected releases of regulated hazardous substances and/or petroleum 
products within specified search distances.   
 
The Phase I ESA also reviewed unmappable sites listed in the environmental database report by 
cross-referencing addresses and site names.  Unmappable (“orphan”) sites are sites that cannot be 
plotted with confidence, but can be located by zip code or city name.  In general, a site cannot be 
mapped because of inaccurate or missing location information in the record provided by the 
regulatory agency.  Any unmappable sites that the Phase I ESA identified within the specified search 
radii were evaluated.  According to the Phase I ESA, none of the orphan listings are considered to 
be an environmental concern to the project site.  Further, the project site is not listed on any of the 
EDR databases.   
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Table 6, Phase I ESA EDR Findings, provides a description of each property identified in the EDR, 
mapped within a one-mile radius of the site listed on the standard regulatory database.  
 

Table 6 
Phase I ESA EDR Findings 

 

Listed Property and 
Address Database(s)1 

Mapped Distance 
and Direction from 

Site2 
Details 

Likely 
Concern to 
the Site? 

Pacific Bell, 
117 E Colorado Boulevard 

RCRA-GEN 
LUST 
UST 

0.080-mile 
WSW 

Small quantity generator with no 
violations found.  Minimal information 
provided by Environmental Data 
Resources (EDR) for the Leaking 
Underground Storage Tank (LUST) 
case.  The reported leak date was 
February 19, 1991. 

No 

Pasadena Police 
Department,  
207 N. Garfield Avenue 

UST 0.119-mile 
N 

Registered tank location. No 

Kaiser Permanente, 393 
Walnut Street 

LUST 0.243-mile 
NE 

Referenced with an “Open – Eligible 
for Closure” status as of December 
13, 2013. 

No 

ARCO #614 
445 Walnut Street E 

LUST 0.279-mile 
NE 

Referenced with a “Completed – Case 
Closed” as of February 22, 2005. 

No 

Shell, 
200 Fair Oaks Avenue N 

LUST 0.338-mile 
WNW 

Referenced with a “Completed - Case 
Closed” regulatory status as of July 
28, 1994. 

No 

Monitor Polishing and 
Plating,  
390 S Pasadena Avenue 

CORRACTS 
ENVIROSTOR 

0.698-mile 
SW 

Facility was assigned a low corrective 
action priority. 

No 

Globe Asbestos Company ENVIROSTOR 0.750-mile 
SSW 

Referenced with an “Inactive – Needs 
Evaluation” case status as of July 1, 
2005. 

No 

Associated 
Manufacturing Co. 

ENVIROSTOR 0.750-mile 
SSW 

Referenced with an “Inactive – Needs 
Evaluation” case status as of July 1, 
2005. 

No 

Huntington Hospital, 
100 West California 
Boulevard 

ENVIROSTOR 0.825-mile 
SSW 

No details provided.   No 

HQ South District., 
9th Service Co 

ENVIROSTOR 0.829-mile 
E 

Referenced with an “Inactive – Needs 
Evaluation” case status as of July 1, 
2005. 

No 

Hunting Trust 
707 S Raymond Avenue 

ENVIROSTOR 0.907-mile 
SSW 

Referenced as refer to “1248 Local 
Agency” case status as of December 
16, 2003. 

No 

Notes:  
1. RCRA GEN = Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Hazardous Waste Generators; LUST = Leaking Underground Storage Tanks; UST = 

Underground Storage Tanks; CORRACTS = A list of handlers with RCRA Corrective Action Activity; ENVIROSTOR = The Department of Toxic 
Substances Control’s (DTSC’s) Site Mitigation and Brownfields Reuse Program’s (SMBRP’s) EnviroStor database identifies sites that have known 
contamination or sites for which there may be reasons to investigate further. 

2. N = North; W = West; E = East; and S = South. 
Source:  Advantage Environmental Consultants, LLC, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, January 4, 2014. 

 
As shown in Table 6, none of these facilities are considered to represent an environmental concern 
to the project site.  This result is based on several factors including the nature of the regulatory 
database listings, distance of the off-site listed properties from the project site, orientation of the 
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listed properties relative to the project site, interpreted direction of groundwater flow, and/or 
regulatory case status information for the various properties as described in the databases. 
 
The Phase I ESA reviewed a list of non-ASTM databases and concluded that the project site is not 
listed on any searched non-ASTM databases.  There are three properties located within one-eighth 
mile of the project site listed on the non-ASTM Los Angeles County Hazardous Materials System 
(HMS) database, which include the City of Pasadena Referrals at 100 N Garfield Avenue (0.073-
mile northeast of the project site), the City of Pasadena at 207 N Garfield Avenue (0.119-mile north 
of the project site) and Pacific Bell PSDNCA71/K1205 at 177 E Colorado Boulevard (0.080-mile 
westsouthwest of the project site).  These properties are not expected to have adversely impacted 
the project site.  This finding is based on several factors including distance of the off-site listed 
properties from the project site, orientation of the listed properties relative to the project site, 
interpreted direction of groundwater flow, and/or regulatory case status information for the various 
properties as described in the database report both in the HMS database and other regulatory 
databases that such properties appear on (where applicable). 
 
State Water Resources Control Board 
 
The Phase I ESA included a search on the SWRCB maintained Geotracker database for 
information regarding past or present environmental regulatory cases and/or hazardous material 
releases in connection with the project site or its adjacent and nearby properties.  Based on the 
Geotracker database search, no release cases were identified for the project site.   
 
Historical Use Information 
 
Historical sources including topographic maps, aerial photographs, fire insurance maps, City 
directories, and State Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) were reviewed to 
develop a history of the previous uses of the site and adjacent/nearby properties to help identify the 
likelihood of past uses having led to RECs in connection with the project site.  Based on the 
historical research information described below and the project site owner and client knowledge 
regarding project site history, consultation of additional records sources including the City of 
Pasadena Building Department records were not warranted during the preparation of the Phase I 
ESA.   
 
Topographic Maps.  The Phase I ESA included a review of historical topographic maps from the 
years 1913, 1920, 1927, 1931, 1940, 1955, 1960, 1968, 1975, 1988, 1994 and 1999.  The Phase I 
ESA identified no environmental concerns in connection with the project site during the historical 
topographic map review. 
 
Aerial Photographs.  Based on the Phase I ESA review of historical aerial photographs from the 
years 1953, 1964, 1972, 1977, 1980, 1994, 2002, 2003, 2004 and 2005, the project site appears to 
be used as a parking lot with a single structure similar to existing conditions.  The surrounding area 
appears to be developed with multiple buildings in all directions (similar to the current configuration) 
on all of the aerial photographs.  Adjacent roadways also appear in their current configurations on all 
of the aerial photographs. 
 
Fire Insurance Maps.  The Phase I ESA provided a review of historical fire insurance maps from the 
years 1887, 1888, 1889, 1890, 1894, 1903, 1910, 1931, 1950, 1952 and 1968.  The Phase I ESA 
identified no environmental concerns in connection with the project site during the fire insurance 
map review.   
 



City of Pasadena 
 Union Street Condominiums Project  
 Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 
 

 
August 2015 84 Public Review Draft 

City Directories.  The Phase I ESA included a review of historical City directory listings provided by 
EDR for the project site and its adjacent/nearby properties from varying dates ranging from 1920 to 
2013.  Historical addresses associated with the project site include 250, 254, and 264 East Union 
Street.  The 250 East Union Street address is referenced as residences and a beauty shop in 
directories ranging from 1921 to 1950.  The 254 East Union Street address is referenced as 
residences and an automobile parking facility in directories ranging from 1921 to 1956.  The 264 
East Union Street address is referenced as residences in directories ranging from 1921 to 1937.  
Adjacent and nearby properties are referenced as being used for residential, retail, offices, and 
general commercial uses dating back to 1920, with information consistent with that noted during the 
fire insurance map review.  The Phase I ESA identified no environmental concerns in connection 
with the project site during the City directory review.  
 
State of California Division of Oil and Gas Records.  According to the California Department of 
Conservation, DOGGR, there are no oil, gas or geothermal wells located on the project site or its 
adjacent properties. 
 
Site Reconnaissance  
 
Site reconnaissance was conducted to obtain information indicating the likelihood of RECs in 
connection with the project site.  Site reconnaissance consisted of walking the project site and along 
public sidewalks (for viewing of adjacent/nearby properties).  Full access to the project site was 
provided and photographs were taken to document existing project site conditions.  However, it 
should be noted that much of the surface area of the parking lot area of the project site was 
obstructed from view due to the presence of parked vehicles.  The project site was examined for 
evidence of potential environmental concerns.  According to the Phase I ESA, area drains were 
present at the project site and reportedly lead to the municipal stormwater conveyance system, and 
no evidence of potential environmental concerns were noted in and around such drain systems.  In 
addition, solid waste disposal areas (dumpsters located along the western boundary of the project 
site) were observed to be present on-site.  According to the Phase I ESA, no staining was observed 
in the vicinity of the dumpsters and no evidence of improper dumping was observed on-site.   
 
Interviews  
 
Three parties were interviewed at the time of preparation of the Phase I ESA: one current property 
owner of the project site, an employee at the City of Pasadena Fire Department Hazardous 
Materials Division, and an employee at the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
Environmental Programs Division.  The Phase I ESA identified no evidence of hazardous materials 
on the project site from the information obtained during the interviews. 
 
Findings and Conclusions  
 
Based on a records review, site reconnaissance, and interviews, the Phase I ESA concluded that 
there is no evidence of RECs that would have the potential to impact the project site. 
 
Short-Term Construction Impacts 
 
One of the means through which human exposure to hazardous substance could occur is through 
accidental release.  Incidents that result in an accidental release of hazardous substance into the 
environment can cause contamination of soil, surface water, and groundwater, in addition to any 
toxic fumes that might be generated.  If not cleaned up immediately and completely, the hazardous 
substances can migrate into the soil or enter a local stream or channel causing contamination of soil 
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and water.  Human exposure of contaminated soil or water can have potential health effects on a 
variety of factors, including the nature of the contaminant and the degree of exposure.   
 
Construction activities associated with the proposed project could release hazardous materials into 
the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions.  There is a 
possibility of accidental release of hazardous substances such as petroleum-based fuels or 
hydraulic fluid used for construction equipment.  The level of risk associated with the accidental 
release of hazardous substances is not considered significant due to the small volume and low 
concentration of hazardous materials utilized during construction.  The construction contractor would 
be required to use standard construction controls and safety procedures that would avoid and 
minimize the potential for accidental release of such substances into the environment.  Standard 
construction practices would be observed such that any materials released are appropriately 
contained and remediated as required by local, State, and Federal law. 
 
According to the Phase I ESA, the existing on-site structures were constructed between 1950 to the 
present.  Thus, the potential for asbestos containing materials (ACM) and/or lead-based paints 
(LBPs) within these structures exists.  The proposed project would require demolition of the existing 
structures.  Demolition of the structures could expose construction personnel and the public to 
ACMs or LBPs.  Federal and State regulations govern the renovation and demolition of structures 
where ACMs and LBPs are present.  All demolition that could result in the release of ACMs or LBPs 
must be conducted according to Federal and State standards.   
 
The National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) mandates that building 
owners conduct an asbestos survey by an Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act (AHERA) 
and California Division of Occupational Safety and Health (Cal/OSHA) certified building inspector to 
determine the presence of ACMs prior to the commencement of any remedial work, including 
demolition.  If ACM material is found, abatement of asbestos would be required prior to any 
demolition activities.  If paint is separated from building materials (chemically or physically) during 
demolition of the structures, the paint waste would be required to be evaluated independently from 
the building material by a qualified Environmental Professional.  If LBP is found, abatement would 
be required to be completed by a qualified Lead Specialist prior to any demolition activities.  
Compliance with Federal and State regulations governing the demolition of structures where ACMs 
and LBPs are present, as well as SCAQMD Rule 1403, would reduce potential impacts in this 
regard to less than significant levels. 
 
Long-Term Operational Impacts 
 
Due to the nature of the proposed project (residential and commercial), there would be no 
substantial use of hazardous materials as part of long-term 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.  Once constructed, the proposed project would not result in the significant transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials.  Impacts in this regard would be less than significant. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter 
mile of an existing or proposed school? 

  ü  
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WHY?  The project site is not located within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.  
The nearest school is the Mayfield Junior School, located approximately 0.52 mile southeast of the 
project site.  The nearest public school is McKinley School, located approximately 0.63 mile 
southeast of the project site.  The proposed project operations do not involve hazardous emissions 
or acutely hazardous materials that would pose a potential health hazard.  The proposed project 
would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.  Thus, a less than 
significant impact would occur in this regard. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  Government Code Section 65962.5 refers specifically to a list of hazardous waste facilities 
compiled by the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC).  According to the Phase I ESA, 
the project site was not included in any regulatory agency database records; refer to Impact 
Statement 2.9(b).  Additionally, the project site is not included on the DTSC’s hazardous waste 
facilities list.14  Therefore, the project site has not been included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.  Impacts would be less than significant in 
this regard.   
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

e. For a project 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 for people residing or working in the project area? 

   ü 

 
WHY?  The project site is not located 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 Bob Hope Airport in Burbank, 
which is located approximately 12.5 miles northwest from the project site.  The proposed project 
would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the vicinity of an airport.  No 
impacts would occur in this regard. 

                                                 
14 Department of Toxic Substances Control, Hazardous Waste and Substance Site List (CORTESE), 

http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/mandated_reports.asp, accessed on July 7, 2015. 

http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/mandated_reports.asp, accessed on July 7, 2015.
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Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working 
in the project area? 

   ü 

 
WHY?  The project site is not within two miles of a private airstrip.  Therefore, the proposed project 
would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the vicinity of a private airstrip 
and no impacts would occur in this regard.   
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  The City of Pasadena Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) addresses the City’s planned 
response to emergencies associated with natural disasters and technological incidents.  It provides 
an overview of operational concepts, identifies components of the City’s emergency management 
organization within the Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS) and the National 
Incident Management System (NIMS) and describes the overall responsibilities of the federal, state, 
and county entities and the City for protecting life and property and assuring the overall well-being of 
the population.15  Further, the City maintains a SEMS/NIMS Emergency Response Plan, which 
addresses planned responses to emergency/disaster situations associated with natural disasters, 
technological incidents, and national security emergencies.  The Pasadena Fire Department 
maintains the disaster plan.16  In case of a disaster, the Pasadena Fire Department is responsible 
for implementing the plan, and the Pasadena Police Department devises evacuation routes based 
on the specific circumstance of the emergency.  The City has pre-planned evacuation routes for 
dam inundation areas associated with Devil’s Gate Dam, Eaton Wash, and the Jones Reservoir.   
 
The construction and operation of the proposed project would not place any permanent or temporary 
physical barriers on any existing public streets.  Additionally, all construction staging would occur 
within the boundaries of the project site and would not interfere with circulation along Union Street, 
Marengo Avenue, Garfield Avenue, or Colorado Boulevard, or any other nearby roadways.  
Therefore, the proposed project would not be expected to interfere with any emergency response or 
emergency evacuation plans.  Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant is required to 
submit appropriate plans for plan review to ensure compliance with zoning, building, and fire codes. 
Adherence to these requirements ensures that the project would not have a significant impact on 
emergency response and evacuation plans.  Therefore, a less than significant impact would occur in 
this regard.   
 

                                                 
15 City of Pasadena, Emergency Operations Plan, 2011.  
16 City of Pasadena, SEMS/NIMS Emergency Response Plan, 2012.  
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Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury 
or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are 
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 

   ü 

 
WHY?  As shown on the General Plan Safety Element Plate P-2, the project site is not located in an 
area of moderate or very high fire hazard.  The project site is located within an urbanized area and 
the surrounding area is not adjacent to any wildlands.  Therefore, the proposed project would not 
expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires.  No 
impacts would occur in this regard.  
 
2.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY  
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements?   ü  

 
WHY?  Section 303 of the federal Clean Water Act requires states to develop water quality 
standards to protect the beneficial uses of receiving waters.  In accordance with California’s 
Porter/Cologne Act, the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) of the SWRCB are 
required to develop water quality objectives that ensure their region meets the requirements of 
Section 303 of the Clean Water Act. 
 
Pasadena lies within the greater Los Angeles River watershed, and thus, within the jurisdiction of 
the Los Angeles RWQCB.  The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) 
adopted water quality objectives in its Stormwater Quality Management Plan (SQMP).  This SQMP 
is designed to ensure stormwater achieves compliance with receiving water limitations.  As such, 
stormwater generated by a development that complies with the SQMP does not exceed the 
limitations of receiving waters, and therefore does not exceed water quality standards.  
 
Compliance with the SQMP is enforced by application of Section 402 of the Clean Water Act, the 
NPDES.  Under this section, municipalities are required to obtain permits for the water pollution 
generated by stormwater in their jurisdiction.  These permits are known as Municipal Separate 
Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) permits.  The City of Pasadena is a co-permittee in the Los Angeles 
County MS4 permit (Order No 01-182; NPDES No. CAS0041 as amended by Orders R4-2006-0074 
and R4-2007-0042).  Under this MS4, each permitted municipality is required to implement the 
SQMP. 
 
In accordance with the countywide MS4 permit, all new developments must comply with the SQMP.  
In addition, as required by the MS4 permit, the City of Pasadena has adopted a Standard Urban 
Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) ordinance to ensure new developments comply with SQMP.  
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This ordinance requires most new developments to submit a plan to the City that demonstrates how 
the project would comply with the City’s SUSMP.  
 
The project proposes a mixed-use development with 36 residential units and 2,625 square feet of 
commercial space.  None of the proposed uses would be point source generators of water 
pollutants.  Therefore, no quantifiable water quality standards apply to the project.  As an urban 
development, the proposed project would add typical, urban, nonpoint-source pollutants to storm 
water runoff.  As discussed, these pollutants are permitted by the countywide MS4 permit, and 
would not exceed any receiving water limitations.  Since the proposed development meets the City’s 
SUSMP requirement thresholds,17 the applicant is required to submit and implement a SUSMP 
compliance plan.  Compliance with the MS4 permit and SUSMP would ensure that the proposed 
project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, and would 
have no related significant impacts. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would 
be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits 
have been granted)? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  The project would not install any groundwater wells, and would not otherwise directly 
withdraw any groundwater.  In addition, there are no known aquifer conditions at the project site or in 
the surrounding area, which could be intercepted by excavation or development of the project.  
Therefore, the proposed project would not physically interfere with any groundwater supplies.   
 
The project would use the existing water supply system provided by the PWP.  The source of some 
of this water supply is ground water, stored in the Raymond Basin.  Thus, the project could indirectly 
withdraw groundwater.  However, the proposed water usage would be negligible in comparison to 
the overall water service provided by the PWP.  This amount of water use would not result in 
significant impacts from depletion of groundwater supplies.  Under normal operation, it is 
conservatively assumed that the project would use approximately 7,283 gallons of water per day, 
which amounts to 8.16 acre-feet per year (AFY).18  According to 2010 Urban Water Management 
Plan (2010 UWMP), dated June 2011, the City has a water demand of 37,440 AFY for 2015.  The 
proposed project would result in a 0.02 percent water demand increase.  Adequate sources can 
serve the proposed project and this incremental increase in water use would not result in significant 
impacts associated with depletion of groundwater supplies.  
 
                                                 

17 City of Pasadena, Storm Water Pollution Prevention Regulation Thresholds (SUSMP).  
18 Refer to Section 20, Utilities and Service Systems.  Water generation estimates were calculated based on 

proposed land use type, building square footages for commercial uses, number of residential units, and water duty 
factors from the City of Pasadena Water System Master Plan Table 2-15 – Future Water Duty Factors, 2002, resulting in 
water demand of 7,011 gallons per day, which is less than estimated wastewater that would be generated based upon 
the Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD) generation factors.  A lower water demand when compared to 
wastewater generation is likely associated with demand/generation factors from different agencies (City of Pasadena and 
LACSD) and that the City of Pasadena demand factors are locally derived versus those of the LACSD, which are derived 
on a countywide basis.  
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As noted in Impact Statement 2.6(b), over the past several years, PWP has been impacted by 
several factors that have restricted local and regional water supply.  PWP’s groundwater rights in the 
Raymond Basin have been curtailed in order to mitigate groundwater depletion experienced over the 
last half century.  With respect to imported supplies, a decade-long drought has reduced the ability 
to replenish regional groundwater supplies; drought conditions in the American southwest have 
reduced deliveries of water from the Colorado River to the region, and legal and environmental 
issues have resulted in reduced water deliveries through the State Water Project to southern 
California. 
 
The PMC Chapter 13.10, Pasadena’s Water Waste Prohibitions and Water Supply Shortage Plans 
Ordinance, establishes 13 permanent mandatory restrictions on wasteful water use activities.  In 
addition, there are also statewide water demand reduction requirements such as the 20x2020 Water 
Conservation Plan (“20x2020”), and the current work being done by the California Department of 
Water Resources, the SWRCB, and other state agencies to implement the Governor’s 20x2020 
Water Conservation Initiative Program.  
 
As a result, to meet these water policy goals, the current project must comply with the City’s 
Comprehensive Water Conservation Plan, PMC Chapter 13.10, and the City’s goal to meet the 
20x2020 goals by submitting a water-conservation plan limiting the water consumption to 80 percent 
of its originally anticipated amount.  Through compliance with the above requirements, the project 
would not have any individual or cumulative impacts on water supply.  This plan is subject to review 
and approval by the PWP and the Building Division before the issuance of a building permit.  The 
applicant’s irrigation and plumbing plans are also required to comply with the approved water-
conservation plan and the City’s requirements for landscape irrigation.   
 
The efficient use of irrigation and plant materials would also be required by Chapter 17.44, 
Landscaping, of the Zoning Code.  As discussed in Impact Statement 2.6(a), the City has adopted 
the amended California Green Building Standards Code (PMC Section 14.04.500) for all new 
construction and tenant improvements.   
 
Compliance with existing City requirements would result in less than significant impacts on 
groundwater supplies. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream 
or river, in a manner, which would result in substantial erosion 
or siltation on-or off-site? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  The project site does not contain any streams, rivers, or other drainage features.  The 
project site is generally flat and is located within an urbanized area.  Development of the site would 
involve excavation and grading, but would not substantially alter the drainage pattern of the site or 
surrounding area.  The project would construct a mixed-use development in place of an existing 
asphalt parking lot and would result in similar drainage patterns as existing conditions, as the 
majority of the site would remain impervious.   
 
The drainage of surface water from the project would be controlled by building regulations and 
directed towards the existing streets, flood control channels, storm drains, and catch basins.  The 
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proposed drainage of the site would not channel runoff on exposed soil, would not direct flows over 
unvegetated soils, and would not otherwise increase the erosion or siltation potential of the site or 
any downstream areas.   
 
As discussed above, the proposed project is subject to NPDES requirements, including the 
countywide MS4 permit and the City’s SUSMP ordinance.  In accordance with these requirements, 
the applicant is required to submit a plan to the City that demonstrates how the project would comply 
with the City’s SUSMP.  To comply with the SUSMP, the proposed project must implement Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) that reduce water quality impacts, including erosion and siltation, to 
the maximum extent practicable.  Complying with the City’s SUSMP and implementing the required 
BMPs would ensure that the proposed project would not result in significant erosion or siltation 
impacts due to changes to drainage patterns.   
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream 
or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner, which would result in flooding on- or off-
site? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  The project site is currently developed with a surface parking lot and kiosk structure.  The 
project would not substantially change the site’s drainage patterns and would not alter a discernable 
drainage course resulting in flooding.  The project would be required to comply with the City’s 
SUSMP ordinance which requires post-development peak storm water runoff rates to not exceed 
pre-development peak storm water runoff rates.  Compliance with this SUSMP requirement would 
be ensured through the City’s drainage plan review and approval process. 
 
Since the project does not involve alteration of a discernable watercourse and post-development 
runoff discharge rates are 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 cause flooding and would result in less than 
significant impacts in this regard. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

e. 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? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  As noted above, the project site is generally flat and is currently developed.  Project 
implementation would result in similar drainage patterns as existing conditions, as the majority of the 
site would remain impervious.  As such, the amount of stormwater runoff from the site would not 
increase and the development is not expected to exceed the capacity of existing/planned storm 
water drainage systems.  As discussed above in Impact Statements 2.10(c) and 2.10(d), compliance 
with the City’s SUSMP ordinance would ensure that post-development peak storm water runoff rates 



City of Pasadena 
 Union Street Condominiums Project  
 Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 
 

 
August 2015 92 Public Review Draft 

do not exceed pre-development peak storm water runoff rates.  Therefore, the City’s existing storm 
drain system can adequately serve the proposed development.   
 
Similarly, as discussed above in Impact Statements 2.10(a) and 2.10(c), the project would generate 
only typical, non-point source, urban stormwater pollutants.  These pollutants are covered by the 
countywide MS4 permit.  In addition, the project, through the City’s SUSMP ordinance would be 
required to implement BMPs in order to reduce stormwater pollutants to the maximum extent 
practicable.  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.  
Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.   
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?   ü  
 
WHY?  As discussed above, the proposed development would not be a point-source generator of 
water pollutants.  The only long-term water pollutants expected to be generated onsite are typical 
urban stormwater pollutants.  Compliance with the City’s SUSMP ordinance would ensure these 
stormwater pollutants would not substantially degrade water quality.   
 
The project, however, also has the potential to generate short-term water pollutants during 
construction, including sediment, trash, construction materials, and equipment fluids.  The 
countywide MS4 permit requires construction sites to implement BMPs to reduce the potential for 
construction-induced water pollutant impacts.  These BMPs include methods to prevent 
contaminated construction site stormwater from entering the drainage system and preventing 
construction-induced contaminates from entering the drainage system.  The MS4 identifies the 
following minimum requirements for construction sites in Los Angeles County: 
 
Sediments generated on the project site shall be retained using adequate Treatment Control or 
Structural BMPs: 
 

• Construction-related materials, wastes, spills or residues shall be retained at the project site 
to avoid discharge to streets, drainage facilities, receiving waters, or adjacent properties by 
wind or runoff; 

 
• Non-storm water runoff from equipment and vehicle washing and any other activity shall be 

contained at the project site; and 
 

• Erosion from slopes and channels shall be controlled by implementing an effective 
combination of BMPs (as approved in Regional Board Resolution No. 99-03), such as the 
limiting of grading scheduled during the wet season; inspecting graded areas during rain 
events; planting and maintenance of vegetation on slopes; and covering erosion susceptible 
slopes. 

 
Complying with the both the MS4’s construction site requirements as well as the City’s SUSMP 
ordinance would ensure that construction of the proposed project would not substantially degrade 
water quality.  Impacts in this regard would be less than significant.   
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Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped 
on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate 
Map or dam inundation area as shown in the City of Pasadena 
adopted Safety Element of the General Plan or other flood or 
inundation delineation map? 

   ü 

 
WHY?  According to Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), Flood Insurance Rate Map 
(FIRM), no portions of the City of Pasadena are within a 100-year floodplain.  As shown on FEMA 
FIRM panel 06037C1375F, the project site is located in Zone X.19  Zone X is located outside of the 
special flood hazard areas subject to inundation by the 1 percent annual chance of flood (100-year 
floodplain), and no floodplain management regulations are required.   
 
In addition, according to the City’s Dam Failure Inundation Map (Plate 3-1, of the City’s General Plan 
Safety Element) the project is not located in a dam inundation area.  As such, no impacts would 
occur in this regard.   
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures, which 
would impede or redirect flood flows?    ü 

 
WHY?  As discussed in Impact Statement 2.10(g), no portions of the City of Pasadena are within a 
100-year floodplain identified by FEMA.  As shown on FEMA FIRM panel 06037C1375F, the project 
site is located in Zone X, for which no floodplain management regulations are required.  Therefore, 
the proposed project would not place structures within the flow of the 100-year flood, and the project 
would have no related impacts.  
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury 
or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the 
failure of a levee or dam? 

   ü 

 
WHY?  No portions of the City of Pasadena are within a 100-year floodplain identified by FEMA.  As 
shown on FEMA map Community Number 065050, most of the City is in Zone X with some 
scattered areas in Zone D, for which no floodplain management regulations are required.  In 
addition, according to the City’s Dam Failure Inundation Map (Plate P-2 of the City’s General Plan 
Safety Element) the project is not located in a dam inundation area.  Therefore, the project would 
                                                 

19 Federal Emergency Management Agency, Flood Insurance Rate Map # 06037C1375F Panel 1375 of 2350, 
September 26, 2008.   
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not have a significant impact from exposing people or structures to flooding risks, including flooding 
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?    ü 
 
WHY?  The City of Pasadena is not located near any inland bodies of water or the Pacific Ocean so 
as to be inundated by either a seiche or tsunami.  Mudflows result from the downslope movement of 
soil and/or rock under the influence of gravity.  The project site would not be susceptible to mudflow 
due to its relatively flat geography and distance from hillside soils.  No impacts would occur in this 
regard.   
 
2.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING  
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a. Physically divide an existing community?    ü 
 
WHY?  According to the General Plan Land Use Element, the project site is designated Central 
District Specific Plan.  The Central District’s role as the City’s urban core is strengthened by 
encouraging urban villages, work-live spaces, in-town housing and cultural and entertainment 
opportunities.  Further, the Central District area is located near the light rail stations and would 
benefit immediate neighborhoods and the overall City through development, jobs, and housing.  As 
the project proposes 36 residential dwelling units and 2,625 square feet of commercial uses, the 
project would provide housing, jobs, and pedestrian-serving retail opportunities within the area, 
consistent with the role of the Central District.  The project would encourage pedestrian traffic and 
would provide a consumer base for on- and off-site commercial uses by locating a higher density 
mixed-use development in immediate proximity to commercial centers and neighborhood-serving 
retail.   
 
The project would not physically divide an existing community, as the proposed mixed-use project 
consists of an infill development within a highly urbanized area characterized by a mix of land uses.  
The proposed project would extend multi-family residential uses along Marengo Avenue and provide 
local-serving commercial uses along Union Street.  The project site would be compatible with 
existing surrounding uses, as similar development including residential, restaurant, retail, 
commercial, and office uses are located to the south and office and commercial buildings are 
located to the west.  Therefore, no impacts would occur in this regard. 
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Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation 
of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but 
not limited to the general plan, specific plan, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect? 

  ü  

 
WHY? Pasadena is currently in the process of updating the General Plan Land Use and Mobility 
Chapters.  The General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report and final versions of the 
Land Use and Mobility Elements, which represent the General Plan Update, have recently been 
reviewed by the Transportation Advisory Commission and Planning Commission and will undergo 
review by the City Council.  Although not approved at the time this Initial Study and Mitigated 
Negative Declaration was being prepared, a consistency analysis of the proposed project with both 
the currently adopted General Plan and the proposed General Plan Update has been included 
below. 
 
General Plan (2004) 
 
The General Plan Land Use Element (2004) designates the project site Central District Specific 
Plan.  Development of the project site with the proposed mixed-use residential development would 
be generally consistent with the land uses anticipated by the General Plan (2004).  Supplemental 
land use goals and objectives for this area are provided in the Central District Specific Plan (refer to 
the Central District Specific Plan discussion below).  Table 7, Pasadena General Plan (2004) Policy 
Consistency Analysis, considers the General Plan (2004) objectives and policies that are applicable 
to the proposed project.   
 
Central District Specific Plan 
 
The Central District Specific Plan, adopted on November 8, 2004, explores the relationship between 
land use policy, design standards and guidelines, and implementation strategies to accomplish the 
goal of a vibrant downtown.  The Central District Specific Plan includes a diverse mix of land uses 
designed to create the primary business, financial, retailing, and government center of the City.  As 
stated, the project site is located within the Civic Center Sub-district (CD-2) of the Central District 
Specific Plan.  This sub district objective is to strengthen its role as the symbolic and governmental 
center of the City, encouraging the presence of civic, cultural and public service institutions, while 
augmenting the character of the area with a supportive mixture of uses.  The proposed project 
would implement this objective by providing a mixed-use development at the project site.   
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Table 7 
Pasadena General Plan (2004) Policy Consistency Analysis 

 
Objective/Policy Project Consistency 

Land Use Element  
Objective 1 - TARGETED DEVELOPMENT: Direct higher 
density development away from Pasadena’s residential 
neighborhoods and into targeted areas, creating an exciting 
urban core with diverse economic, housing, cultural and 
entertainment opportunities. 

Consistent.  Given the project site’s location within the Central District 
Specific Plan, the proposed project is within the urban core of the City. 
The project proposes a mixed-use development with high density 
residential uses as well as pedestrian-serving commercial uses, which 
further enhances various economic, housing, cultural, and 
entertainment opportunities within the area.   

Policy 1.3 - Transit-Oriented and Pedestrian-Oriented 
Development: Within targeted development areas, cluster 
development near light rail stations and along major 
transportation corridors thereby creating transit oriented 
development “nodes” and encouraging pedestrian access. 

Consistent.  The project site is located within the Central District 
Transit Oriented Development Area,20 and is considered a transit-
oriented development.  The project encourages future residents, 
employees, and patrons to use transit as the project site is within 
close proximity to and served by multiple public transit services (Metro 
Gold Line; Pasadena Area Rapid Transit System; Foothill Transit; 
LADOT Commuter Express).  In addition, the project provides a safe 
and pleasant pedestrian-oriented environment, supporting pedestrian 
traffic within immediate proximity to commercial centers, civic uses, 
and neighborhood-serving retail.   

Policy 1.4 - Mixed-use: Authorize and encourage Mixed 
Use development in targeted areas, including in-town 
housing, live-work spaces, and in-town commercial uses. 

Consistent.  As the project proposes a mixed-use development with 
36 residential dwelling units and 2,625 square feet of commercial 
uses, the project supports a balanced mix of residential development 
and pedestrian-serving commercial uses.  The project promotes the 
efficient development of mixed-use residential and commercial uses 
within close proximity to employment, transportation, and activity 
centers.   

Objective 10 – DIVERSE ECONOMY: Pasadena shall 
promote a diverse economic base that serves local 
residents by providing jobs, by providing city revenues, by 
enhancing our dynamic social and cultural life, and by 
meeting the needs of international competition. 

Consistent.  The project would provide a diverse economic base by 
bringing market rate residences to the site and enhancing the site’s 
commercial uses.  The project would provide new employment 
opportunities and help maximize social and cultural life of local 
residents.  These mix of uses would create opportunities for greater 
spending within the City through ease of access and improving the 
economic opportunities of all businesses, both on-site and nearby off-
site locations.   

Policy 10.2 - Transit Oriented Development: Within targeted 
development areas, cluster development near light rail 
stations and along major transportation corridors to 
maximize transit use by local businesses and employees. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy 1.3. 

Objective 12 – FISCAL HEALTH – Encourage a business 
climate that contributes to the City’s fiscal well-being. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Objective 10.   

Policy 12.1 – Retail: Encourage retail and sales-producing 
businesses to remain, expand in, or come to, Pasadena and 
promote healthy retail areas. 
Policy 12.3 – Pay Your Own Way: Ensure that new 
development pays its own way rather than burdens existing 
businesses and residents with increased costs for services 
and infrastructure needs. 

Consistent.  The project is located within an urbanized area of the 
City, currently served by public services and utilities.  Further, as 
stated in Section 2.15, Public Services and Section 2.16, Recreation, 
the project would pay park impact fees in accordance with Ordinance 
No. 6252, which uses the funds for park maintenance and 
improvement programs.   

                                                 
20 City of Pasadena, Pasadena Municipal Code Figure 3-5 Central District Transit Oriented Development Area.  
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Table 7 [continued] 
Pasadena General Plan (2004) Policy Consistency Analysis 

 
Goal/Policy Project Consistency 

Objective 14 – ACCESSIBLE AND WELL-DESIGNED 
CITY: Promote safe, well-designed, accessible and human-
scale residential and commercial areas where people of all 
ages can live, work and play. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy 1.4. 

Objective 20 – LAND USE/TRANSPORTATION 
RELATIONSHIP: Promote the relationship of land use and 
transportation. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy 1.3.   

Policy 20.1 – Transit Accessibility: Increase accessibility to 
all public transportation services. 
Policy 20.3 – Bicycles/Pedestrians: Promote the use of 
non-motorized modes of transportation, such as bicycles 
and walking within the City. 

Consistent.  The project proposes storage and parking for six 
bicycles.  In addition, the project encourages pedestrian traffic as the 
project would place residential and neighborhood-serving commercial 
uses in close proximity to residential, commercial, employment, 
transportation, and activity centers.   

Objective 21 – CIRCULATION: Make Pasadena a city 
where there are effective and convenient alternatives to 
using cars. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policies 1.3 and 20.3.   

Policy 21.1 – Transit-Oriented and Pedestrian-Oriented 
Development: Within targeted development areas, cluster 
development near light rail stations and along major 
corridors served by transportation thereby creating transit-
oriented development “nodes” and encouraging pedestrian 
access. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy 1.3.   

Policy 21.5 – Parking Management: Manage parking to 
reduce the amount of land devoted to frequently vacant 
parking lots. 

Consistent.  The project would replace the existing asphalt paved 
parking lot and enhance the project site by proposing a mixed-use 
development that provides dedicated parking spaces to serve the 
proposed residential and commercial uses as well as dedicated 
parking spaces for the office uses located at 225 East Colorado 
Boulevard.   

Policy 21.8 – In-fill and Revitalization Sites: Transit-oriented 
developments on in-fill and revitalization sites should 
redevelop underutilized parcels and incorporate existing 
surrounding uses into the form and function of the transit-
oriented development. 

Consistent.  The project would replace the existing asphalt paved 
parking lot and enhance the project site by proposing a mixed-use 
development, bringing market rate residences and commercial uses to 
the site.  By providing improved uses, the project would help maximize 
the site’s market potential, commercial opportunities, and provide new 
employment opportunities.  As the project site is located within the 
Central District Transit Oriented Development Area,21 and within close 
proximity to and served by multiple public transit services (Metro Gold 
Line; Pasadena Area Rapid Transit System), the project enhances the 
form and function of a transit-oriented development.  The project’s 
design, configuration, and mix of uses emphasizes a pedestrian 
oriented environment and reinforces the use of alternative 
transportation.   

Policy 21.10 – Bicycles/Pedestrians: Promote the use of 
non-motorized modes of transportation, such as bicycles 
and walking within the City. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy 20.3.   

                                                 
21 City of Pasadena, Pasadena Municipal Code Figure 3-5 Central District Transit Oriented Development Area.  
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Table 7 [continued] 
Pasadena General Plan (2004) Policy Consistency Analysis 

 
Goal/Policy Project Consistency 

OBJECTIVE 22 – TRANSIT/PEDESTRIAN 
COORDINATION: Coordinate development between transit-
oriented and pedestrian districts. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy 1.3.   

Policy 22.2 – Shop Orientation: Encourage a balance in the 
configuration of shops in the downtown between pedestrian 
and auto comfort, visibility and accessibility; anchor stores 
shall orient to the street and transit stops in addition to 
parking lots, and smaller shops shall orient primarily to 
pedestrian “main” streets and urban open spaces. 

Consistent.  The project proposes commercial uses that would front 
Union Street with ease of visibility to surrounding uses within the 
project vicinity.  Additionally, the project provides vehicular access 
along Skillen Alley from one access driveway, a location appropriate 
for vehicles travelling in and out of the building.   
 

Housing Element 
Policy HE-1.1 Neighborhood Character.  Encourage, 
foster, and protect a balanced mix, density, and form of 
residential and mixed-use districts and neighborhoods. 
Preserve the character, scale, and quality of established 
residential neighborhoods. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy 1.4.  As the 
project site is located within the Central District Transit Oriented 
Development Area,22 and within close proximity to and served by 
multiple public transit services (Metro Gold Line; Pasadena Area 
Rapid Transit System), the project preserves the character, scale, and 
quality of a transit-oriented development.  The project’s design, 
configuration, and mix of uses emphasizes a pedestrian oriented 
environment and reinforces the use of alternative transportation.   

Policy HE-1.3 Housing Design.  Require excellence in 
design of housing through use of materials and colors, 
building treatments, landscaping, open space, parking, and 
environmentally sensitive and sustainable building design. 

Consistent.  As described in Section 1.0, Project Information, the 
commercial level exterior would be limestone and the exterior of the 
upper residential levels would be smooth stucco, precast panels, and 
metal guardrails.  The materials would be featured on all facades.  
The commercial uses would have signs designed to be compatible 
with the building design.  Furthermore, the ground parking level would 
reuse the existing historic parking entry signage.  In addition, refer to 
Response to Policy 1.4.  As the project proposes a mixed-use 
development, the type of development offers an efficient and 
sustainable building design.   
 

Policy HE-2.1 Housing Diversity.  Facilitate and 
encourage diversity in types, prices, ownership, and size of 
single-family homes, apartments, town homes, mixed-uses, 
transit-oriented developments, and work/live housing, 
among others. 

Consistent.  Refer to Reponses to Land Use Policies 1.3 and 1.4.   

Policy HE-2.2 Strategic Growth.  Direct new residential 
development into the Central District, neighborhood, and 
transit villages to create neighborhoods where people can 
live and work, shop, and benefit from access to a Gold Line 
station or public transit. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy 1.4.   

Policy HE-2.3 Environmental Sustainability.  Encourage 
sustainable patterns of residential growth and preservation 
with respect to land use, building and site design, resource 
conservation, open space, and health considerations. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy HE-1.3.  The 
project site and its location is appropriate for a mixed-use project, 
stimulating new residential and commercial expansion and providing 
basic resources for sustainable patterns of socio-economic growth in 
the City of Pasadena.   

                                                 
22 Ibid.  
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Table 7 [continued] 
Pasadena General Plan (2004) Policy Consistency Analysis 

 
Goal/Policy Project Consistency 

Noise Element 
Policy 2a The City will encourage noise-compatible land 
uses along major roadways. 

Consistent.  Noise and any potential impacts associated with project 
construction and operations are analyzed in Section 2.13, Noise.  
Based on the noise analysis, project related on- and off-site noise 
levels were determined to be within the City’s ordinance requirements. 
  
 

Objective 6 The City will minimize noise spillovers from 
commercial and industrial operations into adjacent 
residential neighborhoods and other sensitive uses, while 
maximizing the Land Use Element's objectives to encourage 
mixed-use development in the Central District and other 
Specific Plan areas as well as to promote economic vitality. 
Objective 7 The City will minimize the effects of nuisance 
noise on sensitive land uses as defined in Figure 1 to the 
degree feasible. 

Consistent.  As noted above, noise and any potential impacts 
associated with project construction and operations are analyzed in 
Section 2.13, Noise.  Based on the noise analysis, project related on- 
and off-site noise levels were determined to be within the City’s 
ordinance requirements.  Implementation of recommended conditions 
of approval, which requires the use of modern equipment having 
improved engine insulation and mufflers, the designation of a “Noise 
Disturbance Coordinator,” construction haul routes, and orientation of 
stationary construction equipment away from nearby sensitive 
receivers, among other requirements as well as compliance with the 
General Plan Noise Element and PMC requirements would further 
reduce construction noise impacts, resulting in a less than significant 
impact.   

Policy 7b The City will encourage limitations on 
construction activities adjacent to sensitive noise receptors 
as defined in Figure 1. 
Policy 7c The City will encourage construction and 
landscaping activities that employ techniques to minimize 
noise. 
Policy 7d The City will enforce noise level restrictions 
contained in the City of Pasadena Noise Regulations (PMC 
Chapter 9.36), except during federal, State, or local 
emergencies (such as power generators required for energy 
emergencies). 
 
The Central District Specific Plan provides land use implementation strategies for achieving the 
desired distribution and mix of land uses as presented in the District-wide Land Use Concept.  In 
Section 4, District-wide Map 11: Land Use Character Concept, the project site is located in a land 
use mix area desired as Main Commercial Boulevard (commercial and mixed-use emphasis).  The 
project proposes a mixed-use development of residential and commercial uses.  Additionally, the 
proposed Central District Zoning Map divides the Central District into four main zoning districts.  The 
project is located in the Central District (CD) Zone, which encompasses the majority of Downtown.  
The primary purpose of the CD Zone is to implement the objective and policies of the Central District 
Specific Plan, with an emphasis on permitting a diverse mixture of land uses.  This includes 
provisions for higher density, mixed-use environments that support transit- and pedestrian-oriented 
mobility strategies.  Specific purposes of the CD Zone regulations and standards are as follows:  
 

a) Support a broad mixture of complementary uses throughout the CD Zone and each of its 
designated Zoning Sub-Districts, including both residential and commercial development 
that creates opportunities to work, shop, live and play Downtown. 
 

b) Protect and reinforce the distinctive character and architectural heritage found within the CD 
Zone, by requiring that new development respond sensitively to the existing character. 
 

c) Encourage land uses and design strategies that support an active street life, including 
restrictions on the location and design of off-street parking, as well as requirements for 
pedestrian- oriented uses along principal shopping streets. 
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d) Provide opportunities for medium- to high-density (48 - 87 dwelling units per acre) residential 
development throughout the CD Zone, with the highest residential densities directed toward 
areas surrounding light rail stations. 
 

e) Promote mixed-use projects that include a combination of residential and non-residential 
uses. 
 

f) Make provisions for a range of housing opportunities, including non-traditional forms such as 
work-live accommodations. 
 

g) Encourage compact transit-oriented development near light rail stations. 
 

h) Balance requirements for adequate parking with shared parking and traffic demand 
management strategies that support transit usage and pedestrian activity, and reduce 
reliance on the automobile. 

 
The proposed project would be consistent with the Specific Plan land uses identified for the project 
site and would further the objective of the Central District Specific Plan by providing a mixed-use 
development within the downtown as well as extending mixed-use and commercial retail 
development in the existing vicinity.  The project proposes a non-traditional housing layout with 
ground floor commercial uses and upper residential levels at 72 dwelling units per acre.  As the 
project site is within close proximity to multiple transit services, the project serves as a transit-
oriented development and supports transit usage and pedestrian activity with reduced auto 
dependency.  In addition, the project provides shared dedicated parking for residents, guests, 
employees, and patrons utilizing the project site and dedicated parking to serve the office uses 
located at 225 East Colorado Boulevard.  Therefore, the proposed project implements the 
realization of the Central District Specific Plan’s CD Zone specific purposes.   
 
Draft General Plan Update 
 
The Draft General Plan Land Use Element Update provides eight Guiding Principles and a series of 
goals and policies that demonstrate the relationship between land use policies and policies that 
foster high quality design, the arts and culture, sustainable infrastructure, a vital economy, 
exemplary public services, and public involvement and participation.  The update to the Land Use 
Element also includes a Land Use Diagram depicting general distribution, location, and density of 
land uses in the City based on the policies of the General Plan and existing land uses.  The update 
to the Mobility Element consists of new goals and objectives, which address complete streets, a 
bicycle transportation plan, and short-range transit plan. 
 
The Draft General Plan Land Use Element Update designates the project site Medium Mixed Use.  
Development within the Medium Mixed Use designation allows a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of up to 
2.25 and a maximum of 87 dwelling units per acre.  The Medium Mixed Use designation is intended 
to support the development of multi-story buildings with a variety of compatible commercial (retail 
and office) and residential uses.  As the project proposes a mixed-use residential development with 
a FAR of 2.25 and 72 dwelling units per acre, implementation of the proposed project would be 
consistent with the Medium Mixed Use land use designation proposed by the General Plan Update.  
The General Plan Update goals and policies considered particularly relevant to the proposed project 
are outlined in Table 8, Pasadena General Plan Update Policy Consistency Analysis.   
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Table 8 
Pasadena General Plan Update Policy Consistency Analysis 

 
Goal/Policy Project Consistency 

Land Use Element Update  
Policy 1.1 – Basic Growth Policy.  Accommodate growth 
that is consistent with community values and that 
complements the scale and character of Pasadena’s unique 
residential neighborhoods, business districts, and open 
spaces. 

Consistent.  The project site is located within the Central District 
Transit Oriented Development Area,23 and within close proximity to 
and served by multiple public transit services (Metro Gold Line; 
Pasadena Area Rapid Transit System).  The project would introduce 
residential and retail uses, consistent with the scale and character of 
existing and anticipated development within the area.  The project’s 
design, configuration, and mix of uses emphasizes a pedestrian 
oriented environment and reinforces the use of alternative 
transportation.  Further, the Medium Mixed Use land use designation 
is intended to support the development of multi-story buildings with a 
variety of compatible commercial (retail and office) and residential 
uses of up to 87 dwelling units per acre.  As the project proposes a 
mixed-use development with 36 residential dwelling units and 2,625 
square feet of commercial uses, the project supports a balanced mix 
of residential development and pedestrian-serving commercial uses, 
consistent with the types, densities, and location of housing within the 
Medium Mixed Use land use designation.  As such, the proposed 
project complements Pasadena’s community values in building a more 
diverse housing stock with available pedestrian, bicycle, and transit 
opportunities,  

Policy 1.2 – Targeted Growth.  Target growth and new 
construction in infill areas and away from Pasadena’s 
residential neighborhoods and open spaces by redeveloping 
underutilized commercial and industrial properties, 
especially within the Central District, Transit Villages, 
Neighborhood Villages, and along selected corridors. 

Consistent.  The project would replace the existing asphalt paved 
parking lot with a mixed-use development, bringing market rate 
residences and commercial uses to an underutilized infill site within 
the Central District.  By providing improved uses, the project would 
help maximize the site’s market potential, commercial opportunities, 
and provide new employment opportunities.   

Policy 1.9 – Development Costs.  Require new 
development to provide public services and facilities through 
equitable fees and exactions. 

Consistent.  The project is located within an urbanized area of the 
City, currently served by public services and utilities.  As stated in 
Section 2.15, Public Services and Section 2.16, Recreation, the 
project would pay park impact fees in accordance with Ordinance No. 
6252, which uses the funds for park maintenance and improvement 
programs.   

Policy 2.1 – Housing Choices.  Provide opportunities for a 
full range of housing types, densities, locations, and 
affordability levels to address the community’s fair share of 
regional, senior, and workforce housing needs and provide 
a strong customer base sustaining the economic vitality of 
Pasadena’s commercial land uses.  The types, densities, 
and location of housing shall be determined by the Land 
Use Diagram and reflect the projected needs specified in 
the Housing Element. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy 1.1.   

Policy 2.5 – Mixed Use.  Create opportunities for 
development projects that mix housing with commercial 
uses to enable Pasadena’s residents to live close to 
businesses and employment, increasing non-auto travel, 
and interact socially. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy 1.1. 

                                                 
23 Ibid.  
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Table 8 [continued] 
Pasadena General Plan Update Policy Consistency Analysis 

 
Goal/Policy Project Consistency 

Policy 2.6 – Transit-Related Land Uses.  Promote the 
development of uses that support and capture the economic 
value induced by the presence of transit corridors and 
stations. 

Consistent.  The project site is located within the Central District 
Transit Oriented Development Area,24 and is considered a transit-
oriented development.  The project encourages future residents, 
employees, and patrons to use transit as the project site is within 
close proximity to and served by multiple public transit services (Metro 
Gold Line; Pasadena Area Rapid Transit System; Foothill Transit; 
LADOT Commuter Express).  In addition, the project provides a safe 
and pleasant pedestrian-oriented environment, supporting pedestrian 
traffic within immediate proximity to commercial centers, civic uses, 
and neighborhood-serving retail.   

Policy 4.1 – Sustainable Urban Form.  Provide an overall 
pattern of land uses and densities that encourages 
sustainable development; offers convenient alternatives to 
auto travel; ensures compatibility among uses; enhances 
livability and public health; sustains economic vitality; and 
reduces air pollution, greenhouse gas emissions, and 
energy consumption. 

Consistent.  Refer to Responses to Land Use Policy 1.1 and Policy 
2.6.  The project would sustain economic vitality by bringing market 
rate residences to the site and enhancing the site’s commercial uses.  
The project would provide new employment opportunities and help 
maximize social and cultural life of local residents.  These mix of uses 
would create opportunities for greater spending within the City through 
ease of access and improving the economic opportunities of all 
businesses, both on-site and nearby off-site locations.  Furthermore, 
the location of the project site would provide increased opportunity for 
residents and retail patrons to walk, bike, or use transit, reducing air 
pollution, greenhouse gas emissions, and energy consumption.     

Policy 4.2 – A Diversity of Places.  Maintain and enhance 
the City’s urban form with distinct, compact, and walkable 
areas with a diversity of uses, densities, and characters.  
Offer choices for living, working, shopping, and recreation 
consistent with community values, needs, and 
demographics. 

Consistent.  Refer to Responses to Land Use Policy 1.1 and Policy 
2.1. 

Policy 4.3 – An Active Central District.  Continue and 
reinforce the Central District as a vital, pedestrian-oriented 
place, linked to local and regional transit designed for all 
ages and serving as the focal point of community identity, 
business activity, employment, living, governance, and 
culture. 

Consistent.  As the project site is located within the Central District 
Transit Oriented Development Area,25 and is within close proximity to 
and served by multiple public transit services (Metro Gold Line; 
Pasadena Area Rapid Transit System), the project reinforces the 
Central District as an active, vital, pedestrian-oriented place linked to 
local and regional transit.  The project’s design, configuration, and mix 
of uses emphasizes a pedestrian oriented environment within walking 
distance to commercial centers, civic uses, and neighborhood-serving 
retail.   

Policy 4.4 – Transit Villages.  Accommodate and intensify 
a mix of local and regional commercial, residential, and 
public uses close to the Metro Gold Line stations.  Design 
these areas to accommodate safe and convenient walking, 
bicycling, and transit use.  Include gathering places and 
amenities to enhance their quality and livability. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy 2.6.  In addition, 
the project site is served by the Metro Gold Line, with the nearest 
stations, Memorial Park Station located approximately 0.20 mile 
northwest and Del Mar Station located approximately 0.35 mile 
southwest from the project site.26  The project also proposes storage 
and parking for six bicycles.   

                                                 
24 City of Pasadena, Pasadena Municipal Code Figure 3-5 Central District Transit Oriented Development Area.  
25 City of Pasadena, Pasadena Municipal Code Figure 3-5 Central District Transit Oriented Development Area.  
26 Metro, Gold Line Map and Station Locations, http://www.metro.net/riding/maps/gold-line/, accessed July 23, 2015. 

http://www.metro.net/riding/maps/gold
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Table 8 [continued] 
Pasadena General Plan Update Policy Consistency Analysis 

 
Goal/Policy Project Consistency 

Policy 4.7 – Strengthen Major Corridors.  Encourage the 
economic improvement of underused parcels along 
Pasadena’s corridors by clustering more intense uses at 
major intersections and lower intensity mixed-use or 
commercial development between major intersections.   

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy 1.2.   

Policy 4.8 – Complete and Livable Neighborhoods.  
Maintain the pattern of distinct residential neighborhoods 
oriented around parks, schools, and community meeting 
facilities that are connected to and walkable from 
neighborhood-serving businesses and public transit. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy 4.3. 

Policy 4.11 – Development that is Compatible.  Require 
that development demonstrates a contextual relationship 
with neighboring structures and sites addressing such 
elements as building scale, massing, orientation, setbacks, 
buffering, the arrangement of shared and private open 
spaces, visibility, privacy, automobile and truck access, 
impacts of noise and lighting, landscape quality, 
infrastructure, and aesthetics. 

Consistent.  Refer to Responses to Land Use Policies 23.2 and 25.6 
addressing automobile access.  As discussed in Section 2.1, 
Aesthetics, the proposed project is consistent with the allowed building 
scale and setbacks within the Central District Specific Plan.  Further, 
although partial view blockage of Pasadena City Hall would occur 
along portions of Colorado Boulevard, the proposed mixed-use 
building would not substantially increase view blockage compared to 
the existing structures surrounding the project site.  In addition, the 
proposed project would be required to comply with PMC standards 
that regulate glare and outdoor lighting.  Additionally, the design of the 
project, including its finish, colors, and materials, would be reviewed 
for approval through the Design Review process.  The project would 
not result in significant impacts associated with visibility, lighting, and 
aesthetics.  Noise and any potential impacts associated with project 
construction and operations are analyzed in Section 2.13, Noise.  
Based on the noise analysis, project related on- and off-site noise 
levels were determined to be within the City’s ordinance requirements. 
  

Policy 4.12 – Transitions in Scale.  Require that the scale 
and massing of new development in higher-density centers 
and corridors provide appropriate transitions in building 
height and bulk and are sensitive to the physical and visual 
character of adjoining lower-density neighborhoods. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy 4.11.  As 
discussed in Section 2.1, the proposed building is compatible with the 
materials, massing, size, scale, proportion, and architectural features 
of these nearby historical resources.  Although the proposed building 
would be five stories tall and a maximum of 60 feet in height, which is 
taller than the two- to three-story commercial buildings in the study 
area, the proposed building would not visually overwhelm these 
nearby structures.  The proposed building would also be lower in 
height than other buildings in the study area, including the Citizens 
Bank Building (86.9 feet) and Pasadena City Hall (64.5 feet), and 
relatively equal to the First Baptist Church (60.4 feet).  Most 
importantly, the proposed building would not interfere with the key 
views of Pasadena City Hall along the axis of Holly and Garfield 
Streets that define the Civic Center.  The proposed building design is 
vertically organized into three masses that are defined by changes in 
material and articulation, similar to the traditional building organization 
that exists in most of the surrounding historical resources.  The 
massing of the proposed building would also be visually broken into 
smaller vertical bays.  Overall, the proposed building would be 
compatible in massing and scale, yet differentiated from the adjacent 
historical resources by its contemporary design. 
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Table 8 [continued] 
Pasadena General Plan Update Policy Consistency Analysis 

 
Goal/Policy Project Consistency 

Policy 6.1 – Sense of Place and History.  Require new 
development and changes to existing development to be 
located and designed to respect the defining elements of 
Pasadena’s character and history such as its grid street 
pattern, block scale, public realm, courtyards, paseos, 
alleys, neighborhoods and districts, building massing and  
heights, significant architecture, and relationship to the 
mountains and Arroyo Seco. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy 1.1.   
 

Policy 6.4 – View sheds.  Recognize and protect 
significant views of the San Gabriel Mountains, the Arroyo 
Seco, open spaces along with views of significant structures 
such as the City Hall cupola, Central Library, and the Civic 
Auditorium. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy 4.11. 

Policy 8.1 – Identify and Protect Historic Resources.  
Identify and protect historic resources that represent 
significant examples of the City’s history. 

Consistent.  Historic resources and any potential impacts associated 
with project construction and operations are analyzed in Section 2.5, 
Cultural Resources.  Project implementation would not significantly 
impact any historic resources on the project site or within the 
surrounding area.   

Policy 8.4 – Adaptive Reuse.  Encourage sensitive 
adaptive re-use including continuing the historic use of 
historic resources to achieve their preservation, sensitive 
rehabilitation, and continued economic and environmental 
value. 

Consistent.  As described in Section 2.5, the project site includes one 
historical resource, a locally-designated Historic Sign known as the 
Parking for Citizens Bank & Building sign.  Currently, the sign reads 
“Parking for 225 Colorado Building”.  Prior to demolition of the 
structure, the project proposes to remove the historic sign from the 
parking attendant’s booth and install it on the proposed building above 
the parking garage entrance on Skillen Alley.   

Policy 8.5 – Scale and Character of New Construction in 
a Designated Landmark and Historic Districts.  Promote 
an architecturally sensitive approach to new construction in 
Landmark and Historic districts.  Demonstrate the proposed 
project’s contextual relationship with land uses and patterns, 
spatial organization, visual relationships, cultural and 
historic values, and relationships in height, massing, 
modulation, and materials. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy 4.12.  As 
discussed in Section 2.5, the proposed project involves relocation of 
the historic sign, which would not materially impair the historic sign.  
The proposed project would not negatively impact the physical 
integrity of the historic sign on the project site, nor any of the historical 
resources in the project vicinity.  All of the identified historical 
resources in the study area would remain listed or eligible for listing 
under the relevant designation programs.  In addition, the design of 
the proposed building is compatible, yet differentiated from the historic 
sign.   

Policy 8.8 – Evolving Preservation Practices.  Continue 
to implement practices for historic preservation consistent 
with community values and conformance with the Secretary 
of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties, California Historical Building Code, State laws, 
and best practices. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy 8.5.  In addition, 
the design of the proposed building is compatible, yet differentiated 
from the historic sign.  The proposed project is consistent with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties, California Historical Building Code, State laws, and best 
practices. 

Policy 10.3 – Best Practices for Sustainability.  Monitor 
evolving sustainable development practices and 
technologies and implement those deemed appropriate and 
feasible in Pasadena. 

Consistent.  As discussed in Section 2.8, the project would be subject 
to applicable Federal, State, and local regulatory requirements for the 
purposes of reducing GHG emissions.   
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Table 8 [continued] 
Pasadena General Plan Update Policy Consistency Analysis 

 
Goal/Policy Project Consistency 

Policy 10.4 –Sustainable Building Practices.  Foster 
sustainable building practices and processes specified by 
the City’s Green Building Code by incorporating energy and 
water savings, toxic and solid waste reduction strategies 
into the building of new structures and remodeling of 
existing structures. 

Consistent.  Although the proposed project’s GHG emissions are 
below the SCAQMD GHG threshold, the proposed project includes 
sustainable design features that would further reduce project-related 
GHG emissions.  The proposed project would be subject to 
compliance with PMC Chapter 13.10, Pasadena’s Water Waste 
Prohibitions and Water Supply Shortage Plans Ordinance and the 
Level 2 Water Supply Shortage Plan, which require mandatory water 
restrictions including installation of water efficient irrigation systems 
and landscapes.   

Policy 11.1 – Business Expansion and Growth.  Support 
the growth and success of businesses that create new job 
opportunities and productive and satisfying employment for 
Pasadena residents. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy 4.1. 

Policy 18.1 – Development Mix and Densities.  
Accommodate the mix and density of land uses and urban 
form that induce walking, bicycling, and transit use as an 
alternative to the automobile, as specified by the Land Use 
Diagram. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policies 2.6 and 4.4. 

Policy 18.3 – Modal Choices.  Promote the development 
of infrastructure supporting walking, bicycling, and transit 
use and complete streets as specified by the Mobility 
Element. 
Policy 19.5 – Bicycle Parking.  Accommodate the 
development of bicycle parking centers in the Central 
District, Transit Villages, and Neighborhood Villages and 
require larger development projects to incorporate secured 
and convenient bicycle parking facilities. 

Consistent.  The project proposes storage and parking for six 
bicycles.   

Policy 23.2 – Parking Areas and Garages.  Minimize the 
visibility of parking areas and garages. 

Consistent.  The project provides minimal visibility of parking areas 
as two levels of subterranean parking would be proposed.  The first 
level would provide a combination of parking, commercial spaces, and 
resident-serving facilities for ease of access and convenience to 
resident and commercial services.  Further, the project provides 
vehicular access along Skillen Alley from one access driveway, a 
location with lesser prominence than Union Street.   

Policy 25.6 – Multi-Use of Public Alleys.  Consider alleys 
as multi-use public spaces that buffer commercial uses from 
residential areas and serve circulation, parking, utilities, 
loading areas and trash receptacles.  They may also 
provide access to paseos, rear commercial entries, multiple 
storefronts and public use areas. 

Consistent.  The project provides vehicular access along Skillen Alley 
from one access driveway, a location appropriate for vehicles 
travelling in and out of the building.   

Policy 25.12 – Retail Parking.  Develop alternative parking 
management strategies for businesses in areas with limited 
parking (such as East Washington Boulevard) while 
protecting nearby residential neighborhoods implementing 
such techniques as park once and shared lots and 
structures. 

Consistent.  The proposed project provides shared parking with 
dedicated parking spaces to serve the proposed residential and 
commercial uses as well as dedicated parking spaces for the office 
uses located at 225 East Colorado Boulevard.   
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Table 8 [continued] 
Pasadena General Plan Update Policy Consistency Analysis 

 
Goal/Policy Project Consistency 

Policy 28.1 – Land Use Mix.  Allow for the development of 
properties and buildings in areas designated as “Mixed Use” 
for a mix of compatible commercial and residential uses. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy 1.1. 

Policy 28.2 – Development Scale.  Establish standards to 
assure that an adequate scale and footprint of any single 
use is achieved in mixed-use areas to establish a cohesive 
environment that minimizes impacts attributable to the 
adjacency of different uses.  This may define minimum 
parcel and building size, number of housing units, and/or 
nonresidential square footage, as well as relationships and 
setbacks. 

Consistent.  As discussed in Table 9, Pasadena Zoning Consistency 
Analysis, the proposed project would be consistent with the Zoning 
Code, which establishes development standards for land uses 
permitted in the Central District Specific Plan.   

Policy 28.3 – On-site Amenities.  Require that 
residential/nonresidential mixed-use projects provide on-site 
amenities that contribute to the living environment of 
residents such as courtyards, outdoor barbecues, and 
recreation facilities. 

Consistent.  Several common space areas would be provided within 
the structure for use by the residents, including a podium level outdoor 
open space area and a roof deck area (a barbeque and bar area, a 
dog run, seating areas, a water feature, a shade structure, and a fire 
pit).   

Policy 29.4 – Bicycle Facilities.  Provide adequate bicycle 
facilities within one mile of Metro Gold Line station areas 
and throughout Transit Villages. 

Consistent.  Refer to Responses to Land Use Policies 4.4 and 19.5.   

Policy 31.4 – Contextual Development in Historic 
Districts.  Require new development within and adjacent to 
the historic districts to be compatible with the scale, density, 
and urban design features of existing historic buildings and 
districts. 

Consistent.  Refer to Responses to Land Use Policies 4.12, 8.5 and 
8.8. 

Policy 31.9 – Housing Choice.  Provide a wide variety of 
housing options in the Central District in terms of the type, 
location, size and price. 

Consistent.  Refer to Responses to Land Use Policies 1.1 and 2.1 

Policy 31.10 – Building Orientation.  Require businesses 
to be oriented primarily to pedestrian streets and urban 
spaces and secondarily to parking lots and to provide 
visibility and accessibility to customers arriving on foot, by 
bicycle, and by automobile. 

Consistent.  The project proposes commercial uses that would front 
Union Street with ease of visibility to surrounding uses within the 
project vicinity.   
 

MOBILITY ELEMENT 
Policy 1.1 – Encourage connectivity and accessibility to a 
mix of land uses that meet residents' daily needs within 
walking distance. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy 1.1.  The project 
would place residential and retail uses in walking distance to existing 
employment, transportation, and activity centers.     

Policy 2.9 – Ensure that secure and convenient bicycle 
parking is available at destinations. 

Consistent.  Refer to Response to Land Use Policy 19.5. 

Policy 3.7 – Examine ways to maintain and better utilize 
existing private and public parking structures through 
shared parking opportunities and advanced traveler 
information services to direct parkers to available spaces. 

Consistent.  The project would replace the existing asphalt paved 
parking lot and enhance the project site by proposing a mixed-use 
development with dedicated parking spaces to serve the proposed 
residential and commercial uses as well as providing shared parking 
for office uses located at 225 East Colorado Boulevard. 
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Zoning 
 
The proposed project is a mixed-use development project and is located in the Central District 
Specific Plan, Civic Center Sub-District (CD-2) zoning district.  According to PMC Section 17.30.020, 
the objective of the CD-2 sub-district is to strengthen its role as the symbolic and governmental 
center of the city, supporting civic, cultural, and public service institutions, while augmenting the 
character of the area with a complementary mixture of uses.  Where Pasadena zoning regulations 
and/or development standards are inconsistent with the Central District Specific Plan, the Central 
District Specific Plan standards and regulations would prevail.  However, any issue not specifically 
addressed in the Central District Specific Plan shall be subject to the general Zoning Code 
regulations.  Table 9, Pasadena Zoning Consistency Analysis, provides a consistency analysis 
between the Zoning Code regulations and the proposed project. 
 

Table 9 
Pasadena Zoning Consistency Analysis 

 
Development 

Standard Existing Zoning: CD-2 Project Consistency 

Permitted 
Uses 

As identified in PMC Section 17.30.030(A), 
Allowable land uses and permit requirements. 

Consistent.  A mixed-use project is permitted in the 
Central District Specific Plan, Civic Center Sub-District 
(CD-2) zone, as identified in PMC Section 17.30.030(A). 

Residential 
Density 

Per PMC Section 17.30.030, Figure 3-6, Central 
District Maximum Residential Density, the 
maximum residential density is 87 dwelling units 
per acre. 

Consistent.  The project proposes 36 dwelling units on 
the 0.50-acre site, which results in 72 dwelling units per 
acre.   

Building 
Height 

In accordance with PMC Section 17.30.060 Figure 
3-8, Central District Maximum Height, the 
maximum building height for the project area is 60 
feet.   

Consistent.  The maximum height of the proposed 
building is 60 feet.   

Floor Area 
Ratio 

As identified in PMC Section 17.30.030, Figure 3-
9, Central District Maximum Floor Area Ratio, the 
maximum floor area ratio (FAR) is 2.25. 

Consistent.  The maximum FAR of the proposed project 
is 2.25. 

Height – 
Ground Floor 

Per PMC Section 17.30.040, the minimum height 
of the ground floor of all non-residential buildings 
(including mixed use projects) shall be 15 feet.  
This height shall be measured from the floor of the 
first story to the floor of the second story.  If there 
is no second story, the height shall be measured 
to the top of the roof. 

Consistent.  The proposed height of the ground floor of 
the first story to the second story is 15 feet.   

Setbacks 

As identified in PMC Section 17.30.040, for non-
residential buildings, the front setback is allowed 
to be built up to the property line and there are no 
setback requirements for side and rear setbacks.   

Consistent.  The proposed front setback is built up to the 
property line and the proposed side and rear setbacks are 
5 feet.   

Ground Floor 
Depth 

The minimum required ground floor depth is 50 
feet per PMC Section 17.50.160(E), Commercial 
uses along street frontages the following 
requirements are applicable to the proposed 
project: 
 

1. Commercial uses shall be located 
along street frontages and have a 
minimum depth of 50 feet.   

Inconsistent.  The project proposes a maximum depth of 
approximately 28 feet and 6 inches, which is less than the 
minimum required depth of 50 feet.   
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Table 9 [continued] 
Pasadena Zoning Consistency Analysis 

 
Development 

Standard Existing Zoning: CD-2 Project Consistency 

Parking 

Per PMC Section 17.46.040, Number of Off-Street 
Parking Spaces Required, the mixed use 
developments off-street parking space 
requirements are a combination of individual and 
commercial parking requirements.   
 
The minimum parking space requirements for 
commercial retail sales is 2.7 spaces per 1,000 
square feet.27   
 
As identified in PMC Section 17.50.340(D), 
Parking requirements: 
3. Residential development projects: The following 
requirements apply to multi-family residential and 
mixed-use development projects proposing at 
least 48 dwelling units per acre. 
 

a. Residential parking shall be a minimum of: 
 
(1) 1 space for each unit for units less than 650 

square feet to a maximum of 1.25 spaces per 
unit; and 

 
(2) 1.5 spaces for each unit for units 650 

square feet or more to a maximum of 1.75 
spaces per unit. 

 
e. Guest parking shall be provided as required 

by Table 4-6 (Off-Street Parking Space  
Requirements). The number of guest parking 
shall not exceed the minimum required. 

 
In accordance with PMC Section 17.46.260 Table 
4-15, Loading Space Requirements, all 
nonresidential uses with total gross floor area 
between 8,000 and 20,000 square feet is required 
to provide one loading parking space.   

Consistent.  The project is required to have 7 parking 
spaces for the commercial component of the project as 
well as the 61 parking spaces that currently serves the 
office uses located at 225 East Colorado Boulevard.  The 
project meets the minimum non-residential parking space 
requirements as the project proposes a total of 68 
dedicated spaces to serve the proposed commercial uses 
and the office uses located at 225 East Colorado 
Boulevard.   
 
For the residential component of the project, 66 parking 
spaces are required to meet the off-street residential 
parking and would be provided by the proposed project.   
 
In addition, the project provides one loading parking 
space.   

Bicycle 
Parking 

As identified in PMC Section 17.46.320 Table 4-
16, Minimum Number of Bicycle Spaces Required, 
multi-family residential structures (three or more 
dwelling units) including units in a mixed use 
project is required to provide 1 space for every six 
dwelling units.   

Consistent.  The project would be required to provide six 
bicycle spaces.  The project proposes the storage and 
parking for six bicycles, consistent with the PMC.   

                                                 
27 The parking requirement for a retail use is 3 parking spaces for every 1,000 square feet of gross floor area; however, in 

the Transit Oriented Development area, this minimum amount shall be reduced by 10 percent. 
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Table 9 [continued] 
Pasadena Zoning Consistency Analysis 

 
Development 

Standard Existing Zoning: CD-2 Project Consistency 

Open Space 

Per PMC Section 17.50.350(E), Open space 
required, the following requirements are 
applicable to the proposed project.   
 

1. A minimum of 30 percent of the net floor 
area of the structure shall be provided as 
open space. 
 

2. The minimum dimension of any open 
space shall be six feet in any direction.  
Private balconies, at-grade patios, rooftop 
gardens (including upper level terraces), 
and the portion of a front or corner side 
yard setback that is greater than the 
minimum requirement may be counted as 
open space. 
 

3. Not more than 35 percent of the total open 
space may be met by counting balconies. 

Consistent.  The project is required to provide a minimum 
of 30 percent of the net floor area, resulting in a total of 
12,881 square feet.  A maximum of 4,508 square feet of 
the project’s total open space are allowed to be met with 
balconies.  The project provides a total of 14,123 square 
feet of total open space comprised of 3,770 square feet of 
private outdoor living space (balconies) and 10,353 
square feet of common outdoor living space.  Therefore 
the proposed project is consistent with the open space 
requirements.   

 
As indicated in Table 9, the proposed project would be consistent with the zoning requirements, with 
the exception of ground floor depth for the commercial uses.  The project proposes a maximum 
depth of approximately 28 feet and 6 inches, which is less than the minimum required depth of 50 
feet for commercial uses located along street frontages.  As such, the project requests approval of a 
Variance in order to allow the commercial uses on the ground floor to have a reduced depth along 
East Union Street.  Per PMC 17.61.080(D)(4), a Variance may be granted by the Hearing Officer for 
an adjustment from the requirements of the Zoning Code on additional land-use regulations such as 
ground floor depth.  A Variance may be approved after first finding that:  
 

• There are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applicable to the subject 
 site that do not apply generally to sites in the same zoning district;  
 

• Granting the application is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial 
property right of the applicant and to prevent unreasonable property loss or unnecessary 
hardship;  
 

• Granting the application would not be detrimental or injurious to property or improvements in 
the vicinity of the subject site, or to the public health, safety, or general welfare;  
 

• Granting the application is in conformance with the goals, policies, and objectives of the 
General Plan, and the purpose and intent of any applicable  specific plan and the purposes 
of this  Zoning Code, and would not constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent with 
limitations on other properties in the vicinity and in the same zone  district; and  
 

• Cost to the applicant of strict compliance with a regulation shall not be the primary reason for 
granting the Variance. 
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Upon approval of the Variance, the proposed project would be consistent with the Zoning Code.  
Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.      
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan (HCP) or 
natural community conservation plan (NCCP)?    ü 

 
WHY?  As discussed in Impact Statement 2.4(f), there are no adopted Habitat Conservation or 
Natural Community Conservation Plans within the City of Pasadena.  There are also no approved 
local, regional or state habitat conservation plans.  Thus, no impacts would occur in this regard.   
 
2.12 MINERAL RESOURCES  
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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? 

   ü 

 
WHY?  No active mining operations exist within the City.  There are two areas in the City of 
Pasadena that may contain mineral resources.  These two areas are 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 near these areas.  In addition, the project site is not 
located within an area known to contain mineral deposits or mineral resources28, and 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 resources impacts would occur. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

b. 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? 

   ü 

 
WHY?  The City’s General Plan Land Use Element does not identify any mineral recovery sites 
within the City.  Furthermore, there are no mineral-resource recovery sites shown in the 
Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan; or the 1999 “Aggregate Resources in the Los Angeles 
Metropolitan Area” map published by the California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines 

                                                 
28 U.S. Geological Survey, California State Minerals Information website, 2010-11 Minerals Yearbook, 

http://minerals.usgs.gov/minerals/pubs/state/ca.html, accessed June 9, 2015. 

http://minerals.usgs.gov/minerals/pubs/state/ca.html, accessed June 9, 2015. 
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and Geology.  No active mining operations exist in the City of Pasadena and mining is not currently 
allowed within any of the City’s designated land uses.  Therefore, the proposed project would not 
have significant impacts from the loss of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site.   
 
2.13 NOISE  
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess 
of standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  
 
Existing Stationary Sources  
 
The project area is highly urbanized, consisting of primarily commercial, office, retail, civic, and 
residential uses.  The primary sources of stationary noise in the project vicinity are urban-related 
activities (i.e., mechanical equipment, parking areas, slow-moving trucks, and pedestrians).  The 
noise associated with these sources may represent a single-event noise occurrence, short-term or 
long-term/continuous noise.  
 
Existing Mobile Sources  
 
Noise sources in the vicinity of the project site are currently generated by vehicles traveling from 
adjacent roadways such as Union Street, adjacent alleys and principal arterial and minor arterial 
roadways such as Colorado Boulevard, Marengo Avenue, and Garfield Avenue.  Traffic along these 
roadways generates substantial noise levels at roadside receptors.   
 
Existing Noise Conditions 
 
In order to quantify existing ambient noise levels in the project area, three short-term noise 
measurements were taken on June 4, 2015; refer to Table 10, Noise Measurements.  The noise 
measurement sites were representative of typical existing noise exposure within and immediately 
adjacent to the project site; refer to Exhibit 16, Noise Measurement Locations.  The ten-minute 
measurements were taken between 10:40 a.m. and 11:40 a.m.  Short-term equivalent sound level 
(Leq) measurements are considered representative of the noise levels throughout the day and relate 
closely with the City’s noise standards which are expressed in Day-Night Sound Level (Ldn).  Ldn 
values are calculated from hourly Leq values with penalties for the nighttime period (10:00 p.m. to 
7:00 a.m.) to reflect the greater disturbance potential from nighttime noise.  Noise sources in the 
project area (i.e., traffic and mechanical equipment) become less active and generate less noise in 
the project area during the nighttime period.  As a result, the variance between Leq and Ldn is 
typically less than one A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) in areas such as the project site.   



Exhibit 16

Noise Measurement Locations

Source:  Google Earth, 2015.
               - Approximate Project Boundary
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Table 10 
Noise Measurements 

 
Site 
No. Location Leq1 (dBA) Lmin1 (dBA) Lmax1 (dBA) Time 

1 On the northwest corner of Union Street and Marengo Avenue, 
approximately 250 feet northwest of the project site. 69.3 53.7 84.6 10:43 a.m. 

2 Along Union Street, on the northwest corner of the project site.   64.4 50.1 80.3 11:00 a.m. 

3 Along Skillen Alley, approximately five feet from the southeast 
corner of the project site.   57.5 53.2 70.5 11:24 a.m. 

Notes:   
1. Noise Descriptors are defined below: 

• Leq Equivalent Sound Level: The sound level containing the same total energy as a time varying signal over a given time period.  The 
Leq is the value that expresses the time averaged total energy of a fluctuating sound level. 

• Lmin Minimum Sound Level: The lowest individual sound level (dBA) occurring over a given time period. 
• Lmax Maximum Sound Level: The highest individual sound level (dBA) occurring over a given time period. 

Source:  Harris, Cyril M., Handbook of Noise Control, 1979; Michael Baker International, June 4, 2015. 
 
Meteorological conditions were clear skies, warm temperatures, with moderately light wind speeds 
(less than 5 miles per hour), and low humidity.  Measured noise levels during the daytime 
measurements ranged from 57.5 to 69.3 dBA Leq.  Noise monitoring equipment used for the ambient 
noise survey consisted of a Brüel & Kjær Hand-held Analyzer Type 2250 equipped with a Type 4189 
pre-polarized microphone.  The monitoring equipment complies with applicable requirements of the 
American National Standards Institute (ANSI) for Type I (precision) sound level meters.  The results 
of the field measurements are included in Appendix E, Noise Data.   
 
It is difficult to specify noise levels that are generally acceptable to everyone; what is annoying to 
one person may be unnoticed by another.  Standards may be based on documented complaints in 
response to documented noise levels, or based on studies of the ability of people to sleep, talk, or 
work under various noise conditions.  However, all such studies recognize that individual responses 
vary considerably.  Standards usually address the needs of the majority of the general population.  
 
Short-Term Noise Impacts 
 
Construction of the proposed project would occur over approximately 22 months and would include 
demolition (on-site structures), grading, construction of the new mixed-use building, and the 
application of architectural coatings.  Ground-borne noise and other types of construction-related 
noise impacts would typically occur during the initial demolition and earthwork phases. 
 
These phases of construction have the potential to create the highest levels of noise.  Typical noise 
levels generated by construction equipment are shown in Table 11, Maximum Noise Levels 
Generated by Construction Equipment.  Operating cycles for these types of construction equipment 
may involve one or two minutes of full power operation followed by three to four minutes at lower 
power settings.  Other primary sources of acoustical disturbance would be due to random incidents, 
which would last less than one minute (such as dropping large pieces of equipment or the hydraulic 
movement of machinery lifts).  It should be noted that there would be no pile driving during 
construction of the proposed project.   
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Table 11 
Maximum Noise Levels Generated by Construction Equipment 

 
Type of Equipment Acoustical Use Factor1 Lmax at 50 Feet (dBA) Lmax at 100 Feet (dBA) 

Concrete Saw 20 90 84 
Crane 16 81 75 
Concrete Mixer Truck 40 79 73 
Backhoe 40 78 72 
Dozer 40 82 76 
Excavator 40 81 75 
Forklift 40 78 72 
Paver 50 77 71 
Roller 20 80 74 
Tractor  40 84 78 
Water Truck 40 80 74 
Grader 40 85 79 
General Industrial Equipment 50 85 79 
Note: 
1. Acoustical Use Factor (percent): Estimates the fraction of time each piece of construction equipment is operating at full power (i.e., its loudest 

condition) during a construction operation. 
Source: Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model (FHWA-HEP-05-054), January 2006. 

 
Sensitive uses surrounding the project site include a church located approximately 250 feet 
northwest of the project site and multi-family residences located approximately 0.12 miles northwest 
of the project site.  These sensitive uses may be exposed to elevated noise levels during project 
construction.  However, the project would adhere to the City Noise Ordinance governing hours of 
construction, noise levels generated by construction and mechanical equipment, and the allowed 
level of ambient noise (PMC Chapter 9.36).  In accordance with these regulations, construction 
noise would be limited to normal working hours (7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, 8:00 
a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturday, in or within 500 feet of a residential area; construction activities are 
not allowed on Sundays or holidays.).  PMC Section 9.36.080, Construction Equipment, prohibits 
any person to operate any powered construction equipment if the operation of such equipment emits 
noise at a level in excess of 85 dBA when measured within a radius of 100 feet from such 
equipment.  Due to geometric spreading, these noise levels would diminish with distance from the 
construction site at a rate of approximately 6 dBA per doubling of distance; refer to Table 10.  Given 
the distance of the closest sensitive receptor at approximately 250 feet from the project site, 
maximum noise levels from construction equipment would be reduced further.  Therefore, 
construction noise levels would not exceed the City’s Noise Ordinance threshold of 85 dBA at 100 
feet and the impact associated with construction noise would be less than significant.   
 
Although noise levels shown in Table 11 would not exceed 85 dBA, construction equipment noise is 
not constant and can vary based on power, cycles, types and quantity of equipment and the 
variability of construction activities.  Due to the construction activities variability, overall construction 
noise levels could periodically exceed 85 dBA.  Noise source control is the most effective method of 
controlling construction noise.  Source controls, which limit noise, are the easiest to oversee on a 
construction project.  Attenuation at the source reduces the problem everywhere, not just along one 
single path or for one receiver.  With implementation of recommended conditions of approval, 
construction-related noise levels would be further reduced.  The specification of equipment noise 
limits forces the use of modern equipment having improved engine insulation and mufflers. 
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Furthermore, implementation of recommended conditions of approval would also require the 
designation of a “Noise Disturbance Coordinator”, construction haul routes, and orientation of 
stationary construction equipment away from nearby sensitive receivers, among other requirements.  
 
The project would not expose persons to excessive noise.  The proposed project would be required 
to comply with the City’s General Plan Noise Element, which contains objectives and policies to help 
minimize the effects of noise from different sources and further reduce noise impacts.  Incorporation 
of recommended conditions of approval, as well as compliance with the General Plan Noise 
Element and PMC requirements, would further reduce construction noise impacts.  A less than 
significant impact would occur in this regard.   
 
Operational Noise Sources 
 
Operational noise sources associated with the proposed project would include, but would not be 
limited to, off-site vehicular noise and stationary source noise.  The threshold for significance for 
operational noise sources is set forth in PMC Section 9.36.050, General Noise Sources, which 
prohibits exceeding the ambient noise levels by more than 5 dBA at the property line of any property. 
  
Off-Site Mobile Noise 
 
Future development generated by the proposed project would result in additional traffic on adjacent 
roadways, thereby increasing vehicular noise in the vicinity of existing and proposed land uses.  The 
most prominent source of mobile traffic noise in the project vicinity is along Colorado Boulevard.  
According to the City’s General Plan Noise Element, average daily traffic (ADT) volumes along 
Colorado Boulevard in the vicinity of the project site were approximately 26,450 ADT in 2001, and 
would increase to 35,830 ADT in 2015.  According to the Transportation Impact Analysis, the 
proposed project would result in an increase of 282 daily trips.  The trips from the proposed project 
(282 trips) would represent a 1.07 percent increase in ADT compared to year 2001 conditions, and a 
0.79 percent increase compared to year 2015 conditions.  According to 2013 California Department 
of Transportation (Caltrans) Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, 
doubling of traffic on a roadway would result in an increase of 3 dB.  As such, the project related 
increase in traffic volume along Colorado Boulevard would be nominal, and would not result in a 
perceptible increase traffic noise levels.  A less than significant impact would occur in this regard.  
 
Stationary Source Noise 
 
The project proposes a mixed-use development that includes 36 multi-family residential units and 
commercial uses on the project site.  Stationary noise sources associated with the proposed project 
would include parking lot activities, slow moving trucks traveling on the site, mechanical equipment, 
outdoor activity areas, and pedestrian activity.  
 
Parking Areas 
 
Traffic associated with parking lots is typically not of sufficient volume to exceed community noise 
standards, which are based on a time-averaged scale such as the Community Noise Equivalent 
Level (CNEL) scale.  However, the instantaneous maximum sound levels generated by a car door 
slamming, engine starting up, and car pass-bys may be an annoyance to adjacent noise-sensitive 
receptors.  Estimates of the maximum noise levels associated with some parking lot activities are 
presented in Table 12, Maximum Noise Levels Generated by Parking Lots.  Conversations in 
parking areas may also be an annoyance to adjacent sensitive receptors.  Sound levels of speech 
typically range from 33 dBA at 48 feet for normal speech to 50 dBA at 50 feet for very loud speech.   
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Table 12 
Maximum Noise Levels Generated by Parking Lots 

 
Maximum Noise Levels (dBA) 

Noise Source 50 Feet from Source 250 Feet from Source 

1,2 
650 Feet from 

Source1,2 
Car door slamming 63 49.0 40.7 
Car starting 60 46.0 37.7 
Car idling 61 47.0 38.7 
Notes: 
1. Distance is from the nearest sensitive receptor to the closest parking space at the project site. 
2. Estimated parking lot activity noise level is calculated by applying a 6-dBA reduction per doubling distance to 

the noise profiles at 50 feet.  More precisely, the formula is as follows: 
 
 dBA2 = dBA1 + 10Log10 (d1/d2)2 

 
where: 

 dBA2 = Estimated Parking Lot Activity Noise Level; 
 dBA1 = Reference noise level at 50 feet; 
 d1 = reference distance of 50 feet; 
 d2 = Approximate Receptor Location Distance 

 
Impacts associated with parking would be considered minimal since the parking areas would be 
within enclosed subterranean parking levels and the ground (first) level.  It should be noted that 
parking lot noise are instantaneous noise levels compared to noise standards in the CNEL scale, 
which are averaged over time.  As a result, actual noise levels over time resulting from parking lot 
activities would be far lower than what is identified in Table 12.  Additionally, parking lot noise 
currently exists within the surface parking lot on-site, and at the public surface parking lot located to 
the north of the site, directly across Union Street.  Most of the noise generated in the parking areas 
would be at a distance of 250 feet from the nearest sensitive receptor (First Baptist Church 
Pasadena) and 650 feet from the nearest residences located to the northeast.  As shown in Table 
12, during operation of the proposed project, noise levels from parking activities at this distance 
would range from 46.0 dBA to 49.0 dBA at the nearest sensitive receptor to the northeast.  
Therefore, noise associated with parking activities would not expose sensitive receptors to the 
northeast to noise levels in excess of the City’s Noise Ordinance standards.  Therefore, the sensitive 
receptors in the project area would not be exposed to excessive noise from parking areas.  A less 
than significant impact would occur in this regard.   
 
Slow-Moving Trucks (Deliveries)   
 
The proposed project would involve occasional deliveries from small trucks and vans.  These are 
typical noise levels of vehicles accessing the site and similar to traffic associated with parking lots.  
In addition, the project does not involve truck loading/unloading, warehouse, and docking operations 
as the commercial uses are anticipated to involve only smaller scale deliveries.  The project includes 
one loading parking space, which would be located within the ground level parking area, adjacent to 
the commercial retail space.  Therefore, stationary noise impacts from small delivery trucks and 
vans would be less than significant.  
 
Mechanical Equipment   
 
The proposed project would require the use of heating, ventilation, and air conditioning units 
(HVAC).  HVAC systems typically result in noise levels that average between 40 and 50 dBA Leq at 
50 feet from the equipment.  HVAC units would be installed on the roof of the building and required 
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to comply with PMC Section 9.36.050.  Although noise impacts from these sources would be 
infrequent and intermittent, HVAC units would potentially operate continuously at night.  In order to 
avoid exceeding the ambient noise level by more than 5 dBA, stationary equipment would be 
selected, located, and shielded to ensure that the noise levels at the property lines do not exceed 45 
dBA.  As the closest sensitive receptors to the project site are 250 feet northwest of the project site, 
potential noise levels would be below City Noise Ordinance standards.  Impacts resulting from 
mechanical equipment would be less than significant.   
 
Outdoor Activity Areas/Common Area Noise 
 
The proposed project includes open space/common activity areas for on-site residents and 
commercial users.  The residential component of the project would include two common outdoor 
areas (one open space outdoor area is located on the second level in the southwest portion of the 
building and one outdoor area with barbeque and bar area, a lounge area, and a dog run area, etc. 
is located on the rooftop toward the northern and eastern portions of the building) for on-site 
residents.  These areas have the potential to be accessed by groups of people intermittently for 
frequent dining, outdoor events, parties, etc.  Noise generated by groups of people (i.e., crowds) is 
dependent on several factors including vocal effort, impulsiveness, and the random orientation of 
the crowd members.  Crowd noise is estimated at 60 dBA at one meter (3.28 feet) away for raised 
normal speaking.29  This noise level would have a +5 dBA adjustment for the impulsiveness of the 
noise source, and a -3 dBA adjustment for the random orientation of the crowd members.30  
Therefore, crowd noise would be approximately 62 dBA at one meter from the source (i.e., the 
barbeque and bar area, a lounge area, and a dog run area).  Noise has a decay rate due to distance 
attenuation, which is calculated based on the Inverse Square Law.  Based upon the Inverse Square 
Law, sound levels decrease by 6 dBA for each doubling of distance from the source.31  As a result, 
crowd noise would be 56.0 dBA at 6.56 feet and 52.3 dBA at 10 feet, which would not exceed the 
City’s noise standards, and/or the ambient noise levels in the area immediately surrounding the 
project site of 64.4 dBA (along Union Street), and 57.5 (along Skillen Alley); refer to Table 9.  Activity 
within the second level outdoor area would be surrounded by the proposed second level dwelling 
units to the north and east and walls to the west and south, which would further attenuate noise 
levels from use of the open space area.  Activity within the rooftop open space area would be 
elevated, surrounded by walls and not within line of sight of sensitive receptors.  Further, as the 
closest sensitive receptors are located 250 feet northwest of the project site, potential noise levels 
would be below City Noise Ordinance standards.  As such, the introduction of the proposed outdoor 
open space uses on the project site would not introduce an intrusive noise source over existing 
conditions.  Thus, a less than significant impact would occur in this regard.  
 
Recommended Conditions of Approval:  
 
Prior to approval of grading plans and/or prior to issuance of demolition, grading, and building 
permits, the following noise reduction techniques shall be included in the construction plans or 
specifications: 
 

• Construction contracts specify that all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be 
equipped with properly operating and maintained mufflers and other state required noise 
attenuation devices. 

 

                                                 
29 M.J. Hayne, et al, Prediction of Crowd Noise, Acoustics, November 2006. 
30 Ibid. 
31 Cyril M. Harris, Noise Control in Buildings, 1994. 
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• A sign, legible at a distance of 50 feet shall also be posted at the project construction site.  
All notices and signs shall be reviewed and approved by the City of Pasadena Planning 
Division, prior to mailing or posting and shall indicate the dates and duration of construction 
activities, as well as provide a contact name and a telephone number where residents can 
inquire about the construction process and register complaints. 

 
• The Project Applicant shall provide, to the satisfaction of the City of Pasadena Planning 

Division, a qualified “Noise Disturbance Coordinator”.  The Noise Disturbance Coordinator 
shall be responsible for responding to any local complaints about construction noise.  When 
a complaint is received, the Noise Disturbance Coordinator shall notify the City within 24 
hours of the complaint and determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., starting too 
early, malfunctioning muffler, etc.) and shall implement reasonable measures to resolve the 
complaint, as deemed acceptable by the Pasadena Planning Division.  All signs posted at 
the construction site shall include the contact name and the telephone number for the Noise 
Disturbance Coordinator.  

 
• Prior to issuance of any Grading or Building Permit, the Project Applicant shall demonstrate 

to the satisfaction of the City’s Building Official that construction noise reduction methods 
shall be used where feasible.  These reduction methods include shutting off idling 
equipment, installing temporary acoustic barriers around stationary construction noise 
sources, maximizing the distance between construction equipment staging areas and 
occupied residential areas, and electric air compressors and similar power tools. 

 
• Construction haul routes shall be designed to avoid noise sensitive uses (e.g., residences, 

convalescent homes, etc.), to the extent feasible. 
 
• During construction, stationary construction equipment shall be placed such that emitted 

noise is directed away from sensitive noise receivers. 
 
• During construction, equipment staging areas shall be located such that the greatest 

distance is between the staging area noise sources and noise-sensitive receptors. 
 
• Per Pasadena Municipal Code Chapter 9.36, construction shall be limited to the hours of 

7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturday, in or 
within 500 feet of a residential area; construction activities are not allowed on Sundays or 
holidays.  In addition, construction equipment operation emitting noise at a level in excess of 
85 dBA within a radius of 100 feet from such equipment is prohibited.    

 
• Prior to issuance of any Grading or Building Permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 

construction related traffic plan for approval to the City’s Department of Public Works, to 
ensure that truck routes for transportation of materials and equipment are established with 
consideration for sensitive uses in the neighborhood. 

 
• Prior to issuance of any Grading or Building Permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 

traffic and parking plan for the construction phase for approval to the Traffic Engineer in the 
Pasadena Transportation Department and to the Zoning Administrator. 

 
• Prior to issuance of any Grading or Building Permit, the Project Applicant shall demonstrate 

that the interior noise levels in habitable rooms would not exceed interior noise standards set 
forth in Pasadena Municipal Code Section 9.36.060.  
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• Prior to issuance of any Grading or Building Permit, the Project Applicant shall demonstrate 
that the noise level from heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) units, and similar 
mechanical equipment would be less than 45 A-weighted decibels (dBA) when measured at 
the property line.   
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?   ü  

 
WHY?  The project is not located near any sources of groundborne noise or vibration.  Project 
construction can generate varying degrees of ground-borne vibration, depending on the construction 
procedure and the construction equipment used.  Operation of construction equipment generates 
vibrations that spread through the ground and diminish in amplitude with distance from the source.  
The effect on buildings located in the vicinity of the construction site often varies depending on soil 
type, ground strata, and construction characteristics of the receiver building(s).  The results from 
vibration can range from no perceptible effects at the lowest vibration levels, to low rumbling sounds 
and perceptible vibration at moderate levels, to slight damage at the highest levels.  Ground-borne 
vibrations from construction activities rarely reach levels that damage structures. 
 
Construction that can result in significant levels of ground vibration generally falls into two categories 
that are best characterized by the cause of the vibration and its duration.  Vibration that is steady-
state and more or less continuous can be caused by vibratory compaction of soil, vibratory pile 
driving, movement of large equipment, and other sources.  In contrast, vibration that is much more 
transient in nature and intermittent due to impulsive forces can be caused by pile driving and 
blasting.  The proposed project would not include pile driving or blasting. 
 
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has published standard vibration velocities for construction 
equipment operations.  In general, the FTA architectural damage criterion for continuous vibrations 
(i.e., 0.20 inch/second) appears to be conservative for non-engineered timber and masonry 
buildings.  The types of construction vibration impact include human annoyance and building 
damage.  Human annoyance occurs when construction vibration rises significantly above the 
threshold of human perception for extended periods of time.  Building damage can be cosmetic or 
structural.  Typical vibration produced by construction equipment is illustrated in Table 13, Typical 
Vibration Levels for Construction Equipment.   
 
Ground-borne vibration decreases rapidly with distance.  As indicated in Table 13, based on the 
FTA data, vibration velocities from typical heavy construction equipment operations that would be 
used during project construction range from 0.003 to 0.089 inch-per-second peak particle velocity 
(PPV) at 25 feet from the source of activity.  The nearest sensitive receptors (a church use and 
multi-family residences to the northwest) are located approximately 250 feet and 650 feet 
respectively from the project boundary.  The closest historical resources (the Pasadena YWCA to 
the north and the U.S. Post Office to the east) are located approximately 50 feet from the project 
boundary.  It should be noted that project construction would include the use of bulldozers and 
loaded trucks, but would not include pile driving.  At 50 feet from the activity source, vibration 
velocities range from 0.001 to 0.031 inch-per-second PPV.  As noted in Table 13, vibration from 
construction activities experienced at the nearest sensitive receptors and historical resources would 
be below the 0.20 inch-per-second PPV significance threshold.  Thus, project construction would not 
result in damage to these structures and a less than significant impact would occur in this regard. 
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Table 13 
Typical Vibration Levels for Construction Equipment 

 

Equipment1 
Approximate peak 

particle velocity at 25 
feet (inches/second)2 

Approximate peak 
particle velocity at 50 
feet (inches/second)3 

Approximate peak 
particle velocity at 250 
feet (inches/second)3 

Approximate peak 
particle velocity at 650 
feet (inches/second)3 

Large bulldozer 0.089 0.031 0.003 0.001 
Loaded trucks 0.076 0.027 0.002 0.001 
Small bulldozer 0.003 0.001 0.0001 0.00002 
Jackhammer 0.035 0.012 0.001 0.0003 
Notes: 
1. Project construction would not include pile driving.  Concrete piles would be cast in place. 
2. Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Guidelines, May 2006.  Table 12-2. 
3. Calculated using the following formula: 

 PPV equip = PPVref x (25/D)1.5 
where: PPV (equip) = the peak particle velocity in in/sec of the equipment adjusted for the distance 

PPV (ref) = the reference vibration level in in/sec from Table 12-2 of the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment 
Guidelines 

D = the distance from the equipment to the receiver 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?   ü  

 
WHY?  Refer to Impact Statement 2.13(a).  The project would not lead to a significant permanent 
increase in ambient noise.  The project does not involve installing a stationary noise source, and the 
only long-term noise generated by the project would be typical urban environment noise.  
Furthermore, in Pasadena, many urban environment noises, such as leaf-blowing and amplified 
sounds, are subject to restrictions by PMC Chapter 9.36. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  The project would generate short-term noise due to construction activities.  However, the 
project would adhere to City regulations governing hours of construction and noise levels generated 
by construction and mechanical equipment (PMC Chapter 9.36).  In accordance with these 
regulations, construction noise would be limited to normal working hours (7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 
Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturday, in or within 500 feet of a residential 
area).  A construction related traffic plan is also required to ensure that truck routes for 
transportation of materials and equipment are established with consideration for sensitive uses in 
the neighborhood.  A traffic and parking plan for the construction phase would be submitted for 
approval to the Traffic Engineer in the Transportation Department and to the Zoning Administrator 
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prior to the issuance of any permits.  Therefore, adhering to established City regulations would 
ensure that the project would not result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in noise 
levels. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

e. For a project 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 expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

   ü 

 
WHY?  There are no airports or airport land-use plans in the City of Pasadena.  The closest airport 
is the Bob Hope Airport, which is located approximately 12.5 miles from the project site.  Therefore, 
the proposed project would not expose people to excessive airport related noise and would have no 
associated impacts. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
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Mitigation 
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Less Than 
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No 

Impact 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project area 
to excessive noise levels? 

   ü 

 
WHY?  There are no private-use airports or airstrips in the vicinity of the project site.  As such, no 
impacts would occur in this regard.   
 
2.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING  
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a. Induce substantial 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)? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  The proposed project is not anticipated to induce substantial population growth in the area, 
either directly or indirectly.  The proposed project involves a mixed-use development with 36 
residential dwelling units and 2,625 square feet of commercial space, which is consistent with the 
land use designation for the site.  The project site is designated Central District Specific Plan by the 
Pasadena General Plan and zoned Central District Specific Plan, Civic Center Sub-District (CD-2) 
by the Pasadena Zoning Map.  According to the General Plan Land Use Element, the Central 
District’s role as the city’s urban core is strengthened by encouraging urban villages, work-live 
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spaces, in-town housing, and cultural and entertainment opportunities.  Further, the Central District 
area is located near the light rail stations and would benefit immediate neighborhoods and the 
overall City through development, jobs, and housing.  The project would locate residential and 
commercial uses within proximity to transit, commercial, employment and entertainment uses within 
the area, encouraging pedestrian traffic and providing a consumer base for on- and off-site 
commercial uses.   
 
Based on 2.46 persons per household, development of 36 units could potentially result in a 
population increase of 89 persons.32  However, it should be noted that this ratio considers all 
housing types within the City, including single-family residences, which typically attract and 
accommodate larger household sizes.  In addition, the project proposes new employment-
generating land uses, which could induce direct population growth in the area.  As indicated in 
Section 1.0, Project Information, the approximately 2,625 square feet of commercial land uses 
proposed by the project are forecast to create approximately 26 new jobs within the project area.33   
However, due to the nature of the employment (neighborhood-serving retail), it is unlikely that the 
addition of 26 new jobs would result in direct population growth to the City.  Employees would most 
likely come from the existing population/workforce.  The potential population growth associated with 
the project’s residential uses would represent approximately 0.06 percent of the City’s current 
population of 141,510 persons.34  Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the growth 
anticipated and accommodated by the City’s General Plan.   
 
Potential growth-inducing impacts are also assessed based on a project’s consistency with adopted 
plans that have addressed growth management from a local and regional standpoint.  SCAG’s 
growth forecasts estimate the City’s population to reach 152,500 persons by 2035, representing an 
increase of 10,990 persons between 2015 and 2035.  The project’s total population generation (89 
persons) represents approximately 0.80 percent of the anticipated 2035 population growth 
anticipated for the City.  SCAG’s regional growth projections are based upon long-range 
development assumptions (i.e., General Plans) of the relevant jurisdiction.  Thus, the proposed 
project would not substantially induce population growth due to the increase in on-site employees 
and residents, as the growth that would occur at the project site is consistent with growth already 
anticipated to occur in the City by the General Plan. 
 
Furthermore, the project proposes infill development in a developed urban area with an existing 
roadway network and infrastructure.  Project implementation would not require extension of public 
infrastructure (i.e., any transportation facility or public utility), or provision of new public services.  
Public services are provided throughout the City and the establishment of new sources of service 
would not be required.  Thus, development of the proposed project would not require extending or 
improving infrastructure in a manner that would facilitate off-site growth.  Therefore, the proposed 
project would not induce substantial population growth in the City through extension of roads or 
other infrastructure, or provision of new services, and would have no related significant impacts.  

                                                 
32 State of California, Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and the 

State — January 1, 2011- 2015.  Sacramento, California, May 1, 2015. 
33 Based upon the employment factor of 424 square feet per employee for Other Retail/Service per Southern 

California Association of Governments Website, Employment Density Study Summary Report, October 31, 2001, Page 4. 
34 State of California, Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and the 

State — January 1, 2011- 2015.  Sacramento, California, May 1, 2015. 
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Would the project: 
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b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere?? 

   ü 

 
WHY?  The project site is currently occupied by an asphalt paved parking lot, a garage/carport, and 
a kiosk structure and does not contain any existing dwelling units.  Therefore, the proposed project 
would not displace any residents or housing, and would have no related impacts.  
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

c. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?    ü 

 
WHY?  The project site is currently occupied by an asphalt paved parking lot, a garage/carport, and 
a kiosk structure and no persons currently reside on the project site.  Therefore, the proposed 
project would not displace any people, and would have no related impacts.  
 
2.15 PUBLIC SERVICES  
 

Will 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: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a. Fire Protection?   ü  
 
WHY?  The project site is located in an urbanized area and is considered a low fire hazard area.35  
The nearest fire station to the project site is Pasadena Fire Department Station No. 31, located at 
135 South Fair Oaks Avenue, approximately 0.4 miles southwest of the project site.  The fire station 
is staffed with four crew members per each ladder and engine company, as well as two crew 
members per rescue ambulance.36  The fire station includes the following equipment: one ladder 
truck, one engine company, and one rescue ambulance.  Fire Station 31 responded to an average 
of 3,606 calls per year, with a total number of 3,563 responses in 2010.37 
 
The project proposes a mixed-use development with 36 market-rate condominium units and 2,625 
square feet of commercial space, which could potentially increase the demand on the Pasadena 

                                                 
35 Earth Consultants International, Safety Element of the General Plan City of Pasadena, California, August 

2002.  
36 City of Pasadena and CDM Smith, YWCA/Kimpton Hotel Project Initial Study, March 5, 2015.  
37 Pasadena Fire Department, Pasadena Fire Department Annual Report 2010. 
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Fire Department.  Although the proposed project would result in an increase in population at the site, 
this increase is not expected to result in the need for additional new or altered fire protection 
services and would not alter acceptable service ratios or response times.  Development of the 
project site would comply with all applicable City, state, and federal codes and ordinances related to 
fire safety, and architectural plans would be reviewed and approved by the City of Pasadena Fire 
Department prior to project implementation.  Further, the proposed project is required to incorporate 
safety and security features, including fire sprinklers, alarm systems, and adequate access for 
emergency vehicles.  Therefore, the proposed project would not require the development of 
additional fire protection services and would not significantly impact fire protection services.  Impacts 
would be less than significant.   
 

Will 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: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

b. Libraries?   ü  
 
WHY?  The City operates its own library system.  The system includes the Central Library, located 
at 285 East Walnut Street in the Central District Specific Plan area, and nine branch library facilities 
located throughout the City.  The Central Library is the nearest library, located approximately 0.2 
mile north of the project site.  The City as a whole is well served by its Public Information (Library) 
System, and the project would not significantly impact library services.  By introducing new residents 
to the site, the project could increase the demand for City library services; however, the proposed 
project is consistent with the growth anticipated and accommodated by the City’s General Plan and 
would not induce substantial population growth that was not previously anticipated.  The proposed 
project would not induce substantial population growth that could place a significant burden on 
Pasadena’s library system.  Impacts would be less than significant. 
 

Will 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: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

c. Parks?   ü  
 
WHY?  The City has approximately 300 acres of developed parks, comprised of four citywide parks, 
five community parks, and 15 neighborhood parks that serve the recreational and park needs of its 
residents.38  The project is located approximately 0.17 miles southeast of the nearest park, Memorial 
Park.  According to the City’s park impact fee nexus study, for every 1,000 residents, the City as a 
whole has 2.17 acres of developed parkland and 1.49 acres of open space parkland for a total of 
3.66 acres of park and open space per 1,000 residents.39  The City collects park impact fees for 
residential and nonresidential projects (Ordinance No. 6252) and uses the funds for park 
maintenance and improvement programs. 

                                                 
38 City of Pasadena, General Plan Open Space & Conservation Element, January 2012.  
39 Brion and Associates, Park and Recreation Impact Fee Nexus Study, City of Pasadena, 2004. 
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The proposed project includes the development of 36 residential units, which could result in a 
population increase of approximately 89 residents at the project site.40  An increase in parkland 
demand from the proposed project could occur.  As previously discussed, the residential component 
of the proposed project would not result in substantial growth in population.  With the payment of 
park impact fees, the proposed project would not lead to substantial population growth warranting 
the construction of additional park space or physical deterioration of any recreational facilities.  
Thus, impacts would be less than significant. 
 

Will 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: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

d. Police Protection?   ü  
 
WHY?  The proposed project would be served by the Pasadena Police Department, which has 
established five community service areas (West, Northwest, Central, East, and Midtown) across the 
City.  The project site is located in the Northwest Community Service Area 2.41  Based on the 
Pasadena Police Department’s published monthly crime reports between January through April 
2015, there were a total of 1,618 citywide service calls, with 399 service calls (25 percent) occurring 
in the Northwest Community Service Area 2.42  Of these service calls, calls pertaining to theft were 
the most prevalent, comprising 37 percent of citywide service calls and 27 percent of service calls in 
the Northwest Community Service Area.  The nearest police station, located at 207 N. Garfield 
Avenue, is approximately 0.2 mile north of the project site. 
 
Although the proposed project would introduce new land uses to the site (i.e., residential and 
commercial), project implementation 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 result in the need for additional new or altered police protection services 
and would not alter acceptable service ratios or response times.  Impacts would be less than 
significant.   
 

Will 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: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

e. Schools?   ü  
 
WHY?  The Pasadena Unified School District (PUSD) serves pre-kindergarten through twelfth 
grade students residing in Pasadena, as well as the communities of Altadena and Sierra Madre and 

                                                 
40 State of California, Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and the 

State — January 1, 2011- 2015.  Sacramento, California, May 1, 2015. 
41 City of Pasadena, Police Community Service Areas, http://www.ci.pasadena.ca.us/Police/Community_ 

Service_Areas/, accessed May 21, 2015.  
42 Pasadena Police Department, Preliminary Monthly Statistical Reports January through April 2015, May 5, 

2015.   

http://www.ci.pasadena.ca.us/Police/Community_ 
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adjacent areas of unincorporated Los Angeles County.  The project proposes the construction of 36 
residential units, which could result in the addition of approximately 13 school-aged children who 
would attend schools in PUSD (based on a conservative student generation rate of 0.35 school-
aged children per unit).43  The City collects a school district construction tax on all new construction, 
residential, and nonresidential development.  With payment of the school impact fees, impacts on 
schools would be less than significant.   
 

Will 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: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

f. Other public facilities?   ü  
 
WHY?  The project’s development may result in additional maintenance of public facilities.  
However, with the projected revenue to the City in terms of impact fees, increased property taxes, 
additional sales tax, and development fees associated with the proposed project, impacts to other 
public facilities would be less than significant.   
 
2.16 RECREATION  
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  The project is located 0.17 miles from the nearest park, Memorial Park.  The proposed 
project could generate approximately 89 residents, which would likely increase the use of 
neighborhood and regional parks.44  As stated in Impact Statement 2.15(c), the proposed project 
would pay park impact fees (Ordinance #6252) used to fund land acquisition and capital 
improvements.  In accordance with payment of park impact fees, the proposed project would not 
lead to substantial physical deterioration of any recreational facilities and would have no related 
significant impacts.  Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.    

                                                 
43 City of Pasadena and Pacific Municipal Consultants, Evanston Court Residential Project, December 2013.  
44 State of California, Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and the 

State — January 2011-2015.  Sacramento, California, May 1, 2015.   
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Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  The project would include outdoor spaces with amenities for the residents on the second 
level and the roof level.  These facilities would not require the construction or expansion of existing 
recreational facilities.  Further as stated in Impact Statements 2.15(c) and 2.16(a), the proposed 
project would pay park impact fees for park maintenance and improvement programs due to 
potential increased use of park and recreational facilities from residents of the project.  In 
accordance with payment of park impact fees, the proposed project does not involve the 
development of recreational facilities that would have an adverse effect on the environment, and 
would result in a less than significant impact in this regard.    
 
2.17 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC  
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a. 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? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  The City established Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines to support the City’s vision 
in creating a community where people can circulate without cars, which relies upon an integrated 
multimodal transportation system that provides choices and accessibility for everyone in the City.  
These guidelines have been developed to identify projects that may have transportation impacts.   
The project site is located along the south side of Union Street and is supported by a roadway 
network consisting of Colorado Boulevard, Stratton Place, Marengo Avenue, Garfield Avenue, and 
Los Robles Avenue.  Of these roadways, Union Street, Colorado Boulevard, and Los Robles 
Avenue are Principal Mobility/Multimodal Corridors, and Marengo Avenue is a minor arterial as 
identified in the General Plan Mobility Element.  Stratton Place and Garfield Avenue are identified as 
nearby access streets.  Figure 2 of Appendix F depicts the project within the context of the City’s 
adopted Street Types Map.  
 
Project Analysis Threshold Criteria 
 
The PasDOT adopted a set of performance measures and California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) thresholds that are closely aligned with the General Plan Mobility Element objectives and 
policies.  The PasDOT’s defined criteria and categories when determining the level of transportation 
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impact of projects fall under three categories based on project size and community-wide 
significance: 
 

• Exempt projects have 10 residential units or less, are 10,000 square feet or less, or generate 
less than 300 daily trips if less than 10,000 square feet.   

• Category 1 projects considered below community-wide significance are between11-49 
residential units, or 10,001 to 49,999 square feet.   

• Category 2 Projects classified as having community-wide significance have 50 or more 
residential units, or are 50,000 square feet or more.  

 
As the project proposes the construction of 36 residential units and 2,625 square feet of commercial 
space, the proposed project is classified as a Category 1 project and is therefore considered “Below 
Communitywide Significance”.  In accordance with Pasadena’s Transportation Impact Analysis 
Current Practice & Guidelines, as a Category 1 project, impacts are determined to be less than 
significant and no project-level analysis of CEQA impacts is required.  Furthermore, traffic generated 
by the proposed project (282 average daily trips) was determined to be below the adopted caps for 
requiring additional analysis.45  Thus, impacts would be less than significant in this regard.   
 
General Plan Mobility Consistency   
 
According to the Traffic Impact Analysis, the proposed project is consistent with the adjacent uses 
and the goals and objectives of the City of Pasadena Mobility Element.  The proposed project is 
located on a multi modal corridor and is within close proximity to Colorado Boulevard, another multi-
modal corridor.  Thus, impacts would be less than significant in this regard. 
 
Transit 
 
The project site is currently served by several public transit services including Los Angeles Metro 
(Metro), Foothill Transit, Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), and Pasadena Area 
Rapid Transit Service (ARTS).  Table 14, Existing Transit Service, summarizes the locations of 
public transit stops near the project.  The project occupants would have adequate access to the 
City’s transit network within a quarter mile radius from the project site.   
 
The project does not involve any modifications to the roadway system within the project vicinity.  
Construction staging would occur within the boundaries of the project site and would not interfere 
significantly with circulation along Union Street, Marengo Avenue, Garfield Avenue, or Colorado 
Boulevard, or any other nearby roadways.  As the proposed project is located within an urbanized 
area of the City, served by transit, increased use of the public transportation system could result.  
However, this increase would not be substantial.  Thus, the proposed project would not impact the 
effectiveness or performance of existing transit systems.  Impacts would be less than significant.   
 

                                                 
45 The ITE Trip Generation Manual was used to calculate project trip generation.  Project trip generation was 

determined to result in 282 average daily trips, including 18 a.m. peak hour trips and 25 p.m. peak hour trips. 
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Table 14 
Existing Transit Service 

 
ID Location Route 

1. Southwest corner of Los Robles Avenue at Union Street Metro 264/267, 686/687 
2. Southwest corner of Los Robles Avenue at Colorado Boulevard  CE 549; Metro 264/267 
3. Southwest corner of Los Robles Avenue at Green Street Metro 264/267 
4. Northeast corner of Los Robles Avenue at Green Street Metro 264/267 
5. Northeast corner of Los Robles Avenue at Colorado Blvd  CE 549; Metro 264/267,686/687 
6. Northeast corner of Los Robles Avenue at Union Street Metro 264/267, 686/687 
7. Northeast corner of Union Street at Los Robles Avenue Metro 264/267, 686/687; FT 690 
8. Northwest corner of Union Street at Garfield Avenue FT 690 
9. Southeast corner of Colorado Boulevard at Arroyo Parkway  ARTS 10; Metro 180/181, 256,686/687; FT 187 
10. Southeast corner of Colorado Boulevard at Marengo Avenue  ARTS 10; Metro 180/181, 256,686/687 
11. Southeast corner of Colorado Boulevard at Los Robles Avenue  ARTS 10; Metro 180/181,256,686/687,780; FT 187 
12. Southeast corner of Colorado Boulevard at Raymond Avenue ARTS 10; Metro 177, 180/181, 256, 687/686; FT 187 
13. Northwest corner of Colorado Boulevard at Arroyo Pkwy   ARTS 10; Metro 180/181, 687/686; FT 187 
14. Northwest corner of Colorado Boulevard at Raymond Avenue  ARTS 10; Metro 180/181 
15. Southwest corner of Green Street at Arroyo Pkwy  ARTS 40; Metro 177, 256 
16. Southeast corner of Green Street at Marengo Avenue  ARTS 40 
17. Northwest corner of Colorado Boulevard at Los Robles Avenue ARTS 10; Metro 180/181, 256, 687/686, 780; FT 187 
18. Northwest corner of Colorado Boulevard at Euclid Avenue  ARTS 10; FT 187 
19. Northwest corner of Colorado Boulevard at Garfield Avenue ARTS 10; Metro 180/181, 256,686/687 
20. Northwest corner of Colorado Boulevard at Marengo Avenue ARTS 10; Metro 180/181, 256, 687/686; FT 187 
21. Northwest corner of Walnut Street at Marengo Avenue ARTS 20,40; Metro 264/267, 
22. Northwest corner of Raymond Avenue at Holly Street  ARTS 20,40,51,52; Metro 177 
23. Southwest corner of Raymond Avenue at Union Street ARTS 20,40,51,52; Metro 177 
24. Southeast corner of Raymond Avenue at Green Street ARTS 20,51,52; Metro 177,256,686/687 
25. Southeast corner of Raymond Avenue at Union Street ARTS 20,51,52; Metro 177; FT 187 
26. Northeast corner of Raymond Avenue at Holly Street ARTS 20,51,52; Metro 177 
27. Southeast of Walnut Street at Raymond Avenue Metro 260; FT 187 
28. Southwest corner of Arroyo Parkway at Green Street  ARTS 40; Metro 177, 256 
29. Northeast corner of Walnut Street at Garfield Avenue CE 549; ARTS 40; Metro 267 
30. Northeast corner of Marengo Avenue at Holly Street ARTS 40 
31. Southeast corner of Walnut Street at Garfield Avenue  CE 549; ARTS 40; Metro 267 
32. Southeast corner of Colorado Boulevard at Garfield Avenue ARTS 10; Metro 180/181, 256,686/687 
33. Southeast corner of Walnut Street at Marengo Avenue  Arts 40; Metro 264/267 
Notes: ARTS = Pasadena Area Rapid Transit Service; CE = Los Angeles Department of Transportation Commuter Express; FT = Foothill Transit; Metro = Los 

Angeles Metro. 
Source:  Pasadena Department of Transportation, Traffic Impact and Environmental Quality Analysis – Outside of CEQA 254 East Union Street, April 10, 2015. 

 
Bicycle Facilities 
 
The City of Pasadena has an extensive bike network that traverses the City, including bike lanes, 
bike routes – enhanced, and bike routes, as well as mountain bike trails/dirt trails.  Many of these 
facilities connect to transit systems and local points of interest.  Within the project area, a 
designated bike route is located on Marengo Avenue, which becomes a bike lane south of Del Mar 
Boulevard.  The bike route connects to other bike facilities within the area.  There are no bike 
facilities located on roadways immediately adjacent to the project site.  The proposed project would 
not significantly impact the effectiveness or performance of existing bicycle facilities.  Overall, the 
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project would encourage the use of bicycle facilities by providing bicycle racks within the proposed 
structure.  A less than significant impact would occur in this regard. 
 
Pedestrians 
 
Although construction staging would occur within the boundaries of the project site, construction 
activities could temporarily limit pedestrian use of the sidewalk immediately adjacent to the site.  
However, there are sidewalks located along the northern side of Union Street, which would provide 
pedestrian access within the area during construction activities.  These activities would be 
temporary and would cease upon project completion, resulting in a less than significant impact.  
Project operations would not significantly impact the effectiveness or use of sidewalks within the 
area.  Pedestrian connections along the project frontage with adjacent uses and the surrounding 
area would remain in their current location.  Thus, impacts would be less than significant in this 
regard.  
 

 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

b. 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? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) is the agency 
responsible for implementing the Congestion Management Program (CMP) for all of Los Angeles 
County.  The purpose of the CMP is to develop a coordinated approach to managing and 
decreasing traffic congestion by linking the various transportation, land use, and air quality planning 
programs throughout the County.  The program is consistent with that of the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG).  The CMP program requires review of significant individual 
projects, which might on their own impact the CMP transportation system. 
 
According to the CMP (Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, 2010), those 
proposed projects, which meet the following criteria, shall be evaluated: 
 

• All CMP arterial monitoring intersections, including monitored freeway on- or off-ramp 
intersections, where the proposed project will add 50 or more trips during either the a.m. or 
p.m. weekday peak hours (of adjacent street traffic). 

 
• Mainline freeway monitoring locations where the project will add 150 or more trips, in either 

direction, during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours. 
 
As noted in Impact Statement 2.17(a), the project would generate approximately 282 average daily 
trips, including 18 a.m. peak hour trips and 25 p.m. peak hour trips.  Based on the proposed project 
trip generation and criteria identified above, no regional facilities have been identified for further 
CMP analysis.  Impacts would be less than significant in this regard. 
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Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks? 

   ü 

 
WHY?  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 airport, Bob Hope Airport is located approximately 12.5 miles from 
the project site.  Due to the distance and nature of the proposed project, implementation of the 
proposed project would not affect any airport facilities and would not cause a change in the 
directional patterns of aircraft.  Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact to air traffic 
patterns. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

  ü  

 
WHY?  The proposed project would not create any safety hazards from project design features and 
would not introduce incompatible uses into the existing traffic pattern.  As described in Section 1.0, 
Project Information, vehicular access for residential and commercial uses would be provided from 
one access driveway along Skillen Alley at the northeast portion of the project site.  Access to the 
project site would include two-way ingress and egress for vehicles.  All ingress and egress to the 
project site would comply with the City’s Public Works and Transportation Departments’ 
specifications to ensure adequate visibility and safety distances are provided at these access points. 
In addition, the project’s circulation design would be required to meet the City’s engineering 
standards.  No alterations to existing roadways or intersections within the project would occur.  
Therefore, the proposed project would not increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible 
use, and would have no associated impacts.  A less than significant impact would occur in this 
regard.   
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?   ü  
 
WHY?  The project site is located at the corner of Union Street and Skillen Alley.  Direct vehicular 
access would be provided from one driveway accessed from Skillen Alley, at the northeast portion of 
the project site.  Site ingress and egress would comply with all building, fire, and safety codes and 
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 
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streets would occur as a result of the proposed project.  Additionally, all construction staging would 
occur within the boundaries of the project site and would not interfere with circulation along Union 
Street, Skillen Alley, or any other nearby roadways.  Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant related to inadequate emergency access. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

f. Result in inadequate parking capacity?    ü 
 
CEQA Section 21099(d)(1) states, “Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use 
residential, or employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be 
considered significant impacts on the environment.” Section 21099(a) provides the following 
definitions of the terms “infill site” and “transit priority area”: 
 
(4) “Infill site” means a lot located within an urban area that has been previously developed, or on a 
vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated only by an 
improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses. 
 
(7) “Transit priority area” means an area within one-half mile of a major transit stop that is existing or 
planned, if the planned stop is scheduled to be completed within the planning horizon included in a 
Transportation Improvement Program adopted pursuant to Section 450.216 or 450.322 of Title 23 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations. 
 
The proposed mixed-use project would be located on a previously developed site that is surrounded 
on all sides by developed land and that is located approximately 0.2 mile from the Metro Gold Line 
Memorial Park Station.  Therefore, the project is on an infill site in a transit priority area; 
consequently, the aesthetic and parking impacts of the project cannot be considered significant 
impacts pursuant to CEQA.  The analysis of parking impacts below is presented for disclosure 
purposes. 
 
WHY?  The project site currently provides parking for the office building located at 225 East 
Colorado Boulevard.  During construction activities these parking spaces would not be available.  A 
traffic and parking plan for the construction phase would be submitted for approval to the Traffic 
Engineer in the Transportation Department and to the Zoning Administrator prior to the issuance of 
any permits in order to ensure adequate parking would be provided to serve the existing office use 
during construction activities.     
 
Development of the proposed project would increase the demand for parking at the project site.  
However, the project would comply with the number of parking and loading spaces required by the 
Zoning Code.  According to the Zoning Code, the project requires 134 vehicle parking spaces and 
six bicycle parking spaces.  The project proposes a total of 135 parking spaces comprised of 66 
dedicated spaces for residents and guests, 68 dedicated spaces to serve the proposed commercial 
uses and the office uses located at 225 East Colorado Boulevard, and one dedicated loading space. 
The proposed project would also provide bicycle racks for six bicycles.  Therefore, the project is in 
compliance with the Zoning Code, and the project would have no impact to parking.   
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Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

  ü  

 
WHY?  The project site is located within a Central District Transit Oriented Development Area, due 
to the site’s close proximity to a variety of transit options encouraging transit usage in conjunction 
with a safe and pleasant pedestrian-oriented environment.46  The benefit of accommodating 
alternative transportation modes is also recognized by the California Green Building Standards 
Code, which provides credit for a site design that reduces personal automobile use through the 
implementation of alternative transportation programs encouraging the use of public transportation, 
bicycles, and low-emission and fuel-efficient vehicles.  Further, the City’s General Plan Mobility 
Element Objective 3.2.2 is to “Encourage Non-Auto Travel.”  As stated above in Impact Statement 
2.17(a), the project site is served by several regional and local bus transit services as well as 
regional light rail service.  Additionally, a designated bike lane is located along Marengo Avenue in 
the vicinity of the proposed project.  The City’s bicycle network connects to transit systems and 
points of interest throughout the City.  The project would provide six bicycle parking spaces to serve 
project patrons.  As such, the project would have beneficial effects in creating a mix of residential 
and pedestrian-serving commercial uses within walking and biking distance of major transit stops 
and corridors.  Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with any policies, plans, or 
programs promoting non-auto transportation.  A less than significant impact would occur in this 
regard. 
 
2.18 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS  
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control Board?   ü  

 
WHY?  The proposed project would generate approximately 7,283 gallons per day of wastewater in 
the form of domestic sewage.47  The City is within Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD) 
16.48  All sewage from the project site would be conveyed to existing City sewer lines and facilities 
and then to LACSD trunk sewers for conveyance and treatment.  The proposed project would be 
subject to a LACSD sewer connection fee when connected to a sewer line.  Wastewater discharge 
from the project site would be regulated by applicable standards and requirements that are imposed 
and enforced by the City’s Department of Public Works, Engineering Division.  All wastewater 
generated by the proposed project would be treated in compliance with the requirements of the Los 

                                                 
46 City of Pasadena, Pasadena Municipal Code Figure 3-5 Central District Transit Oriented Development Area.  
47 Wastewater generation estimates were calculated based on proposed land use type, building square footages 

for commercial uses, number of residential units, and unit flow factors from the Los Angeles County Sanitation District 
(LACSD) Table 1 – Loadings for Each Class of Land Use. 

48 Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, Sanitation Service Area, http://www.lacsd.org/civicax/filebank/ 
blobdload.aspx?blobid=4445, accessed May 21, 2015.  

http://www.lacsd.org/civicax/filebank/ 
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Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB).  Therefore, the proposed project 
would not exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the LARWQCB, and impacts would be 
less than significant. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  The City’s Department of Public Works, Engineering Division, maintains the local sewer 
system.  Flows from the local system are currently carried to the trunk sewers operated by the 
LACSD.  As noted above, the proposed project would generate approximately 7,283 gallons of 
wastewater per day.  There are no existing deficiencies in the City’s collection system or the LACSD 
collection and treatment facilities serving Pasadena that would be exacerbated by the proposed 
project.  Wastewater is currently treated at the Whittier Narrows Reclamation Plant, San Jose Creek 
Water Reclamation Plant, and Los Coyotes Water Reclamation Plant.  As LACSD treats the City’s 
wastewater, the proposed project would be subject to a sewer connection fee when the project is 
connected to a sewer line.  Connection of the main sewer lines would occur during construction and 
would not result in environmental impacts beyond those analyzed in this Initial Study.  For analysis 
purposes, it is conservatively assumed that water demand would be equivalent to wastewater 
generation (7,283 gallons per day).49  In conformance with the California Green Building Program, 
the City has adopted an amended California Green Building Standards Code (PMC Section 
14.04.500) for all new construction.  The proposed project would be subject to the Water Waste 
Prohibitions and Water Supply Shortage Plans Ordinance (PMC Chapter 13.10), which imposes 
mandatory water conservation measures during Level 1 (least restrictive) through Level 4 (most 
restrictive) water supply shortages, the Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (PMC Chapter 13.22), 
and the Landscaping Ordinance (PMC Chapter 17.44) to further reduce water demands and any 
corresponding requirements for new water facilities.   
 
No deficiencies have been identified for the water mains and treatment facilities that currently serve 
the project area.  In addition, as a priority project for the City’s Water System identified in the current 
Capital Improvement Program, new and replacement water distribution mains would be installed at 
various locations throughout the City, which would be funded, in part, by development fees.50  The 
proposed project would also be required to pay fees to connect to the existing water mains available 
to serve the site. 
 
Overall, as existing wastewater and water facilities are available to serve the proposed project and 
no new wastewater or water treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities would be required 
with project implementation, impacts would be less than significant.  
                                                 

49 Water generation estimates were calculated based on proposed land use type, building square footages for 
commercial uses, number of residential units, and water duty factors from the City of Pasadena Water System Master 
Plan Table 2-15 – Future Water Duty Factors, 2002, resulting in water demand of 7,011 gallons per day, which is less 
than estimated wastewater that would be generated based upon the LACSD generation factors.  A lower water demand 
when compared to wastewater generation is likely associated with demand/generation factors from different agencies 
(City of Pasadena and LACSD) and that the City of Pasadena demand factors are locally derived versus those of the 
LACSD, which are derived on a countywide basis.  

50 City of Pasadena, FY 2016 – 2020 Capital Improvement Program Water System http://cityofpasadena.net/ 
publicworks/capital_improvement_program/, accessed May 21, 2015.  

http://cityofpasadena.net/ 
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Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

c. Require or result in the construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  The proposed project site is completely disturbed and primarily consists of impervious 
surfaces.  The site is currently developed with an asphalt paved parking lot, a garage/carport, and a 
small kiosk structure.  The project is located in a developed urban area where storm drainage is 
provided by existing streets, storm drains, flood control channels, and catch basins.  Project 
implementation would result in similar drainage patterns as existing conditions, as the majority of the 
site would remain impervious.  The proposed project would not require the construction of new 
storm water drainage facilities or the expansion of existing facilities.  As discussed in Section 2.10, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed project would involve only minor changes in the site’s 
drainage patterns and does not involve altering any drainage courses or flood control channels.  As 
discussed above in Impact Statements 2.10(c) and 2.10(d), compliance with the City’s stormwater 
ordinance would ensure that post-development peak stormwater runoff rates would not exceed pre-
development peak stormwater runoff rates.  Further, the project applicant would be required to 
submit and implement an on-site drainage plan that meets the approval of the City’s Building Official 
and Public Works Department.  Therefore, the proposed project would not require or result in any 
offsite stormwater drainage improvements, and impacts would be less than significant. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project 
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or 
expanded entitlements needed? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  As indicated above, the proposed project would generate demand for approximately 7,283 
gallons of water per day.  Implementation of the proposed project would not demand an amount of 
water equivalent to or greater than a 500-dwelling-unit project and would therefore not trigger the 
requirement for the preparation of a water supply assessment as described in Sections 10910–
10912 of the California Water Code.51 
 
The project site is served by the PWP.  Water demand is met through a combination of local 
groundwater, surface supplies, and imported purchased water from the Metropolitan Water District 
(MWD) of southern California.  Pasadena is a member agency of MWD, which is a cooperative of 
26 cities and water districts that provides drinking water to nearly 19 million people in southern 
California.  In addition, water sources planned in 2015 include the Devil’s Gate surface diversion 
and a groundwater storage program using MWD replenishment water to be implemented as 

                                                 
51 Based on the factors presented in the Department of Water Resources’ Guidebook for Implementation of SB 

610 and SB 221 of 0.3 to 0.5 acre-feet per unit per year, the water demand associated with 500 dwelling units would 
range from approximately 134,267 to 223,767 gallons per day. 
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needed.  According to 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (2010 UWMP), dated June 2011, the 
City has a water demand of 39,169 acre-feet per year (AFY) of metered and unmetered demand, 
equivalent to 205 gallons per capita per day (GPCD).  The current water demand of 205 GPCD is 
above the target demand of 168 GPCD by the year 2020.  With implementation of a combination of 
recycled and additional water conservation measures, the PWP would achieve the required 
reduction in GPCD to meet the target demand of 168 GPCD in 2020.   
 
The 2010 UWMP includes an analysis of water supply reliability projected through 2035.  Based on 
the analysis, 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 2035 with planned water conservation and water 
supplies.  The 2010 UWMP considers other potential PWP water supply options (additional water 
conservation measures and stormwater capture methods) identified in the PWP 2011 Water 
Integrated Resources Plan (2011 WIRP), dated January 12, 2011, that could be implemented in 
future years on an as needed basis.  Thus, the UWMP accounts for increased demand as growth 
within the City occurs.   
 
Over the past several years, the PWP has been impacted by several factors that have restricted 
local and regional water supply.  PWP’s groundwater rights in the Raymond Basin have been 
curtailed in order to mitigate groundwater depletion experienced over the last half century.  With 
respect to imported supplies, a decade-long drought has reduced the ability to replenish regional 
groundwater supplies; drought conditions in the American southwest have reduced deliveries of 
water from the Colorado River, and legal and environmental issues have resulted in reduced water 
deliveries through the State Water Project.  The City accounted for these conditions in the 2011 
WIRP and 2010 UWMP.  As of 2011, MWD has lifted allocation restrictions as a result of 
improvements in southern California’s water reserves.  Although restrictions were previously lifted, 
record drought conditions during 2013–2014 prompted the release of the January 2014 Drought 
Declaration with goals of reducing per capita water consumption by 20 percent.  Further, on May 5, 
2015, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) adopted a Mandatory Water 
Conservation Regulation that established a requirement for PWP to reduce overall customer water 
use by 28 percent from calendar year 2013 levels.     
 
PMC Chapter 13.10, Pasadena’s Water Waste Prohibitions and Water Supply Shortage Plans 
Ordinance, establishes 13 permanent mandatory restrictions on wasteful water use activities and 
four levels of Water Supply Shortages with increasingly restrictive measures to address water 
shortages.  On June 1, 2015, the City adopted the Level 2 Water Supply Shortage Plan requiring 
additional mandatory water restrictions for residents and businesses including further limiting 
watering days, requiring leaks, breaks, or other malfunctions are fixed, and limiting the filling of 
ornamental lakes or ponds.  Additional water-use restrictions set forth in PMC 13.10.060, Additional 
Water Shortage Measures, have also been implemented including prohibition of irrigation of turf 
within 48-hours following a measurable precipitation, prohibition of washing hard or paved surfaces 
using potable water, except to alleviate safety and/or sanitary hazards, and installation of water-
efficient fixtures among multifamily properties.  In addition, statewide water demand reduction 
requirements such as the 20X2020 Plan, and the current work being done by the California 
Department of Water Resources, the SWRCB, and other state agencies to implement the 
Governor’s 20X2020 Water Conservation Initiative Program.   
 
The proposed project would be required to comply with the City’s Comprehensive Water 
Conservation Plan and PMC Chapter 13.10, which implements the City’s water conservation and 
supply shortage program intended to reduce water consumption within the City and its service 
territory through conservation, enable effective water supply planning, assure reasonable and 
beneficial use of water to avoid and minimize the effect and hardship of water shortage to the 
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greatest possible extent.  Per this requirement, the applicant would be required to demonstrate that 
the project would be able to reduce water consumption by a minimum of 10 percent.  With 
submission of this plan, the proposed project would not have any individual or cumulative significant 
impacts on water supply.  This plan would be subject to review and approval by the PWP and the 
Building Division before the issuance of a building permit.  The proposed project’s irrigation and 
plumbing plans would also be required to comply with the approved water-conservation plan and the 
City’s requirements for landscape irrigation. 
 
Although the project would result in an increase in water demand due to the introduction of new 
dwelling units and commercial uses, the UWMP demonstrates that adequate supply is available to 
serve the City through the long-range year of 2035.  In addition, water conservation measures 
required by the PMC would further reduce water demand associated with the proposed project.  
Therefore, the project would be adequately served by available water supplies from existing 
entitlements and resources and would not require new or expanded entitlements.  Thus, with 
compliance with existing City requirements, impacts on water supplies would be less than 
significant. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

e. 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? 

  ü  

 
WHY?  Implementation of the proposed project is expected to generate approximately 7,283 
gallons of wastewater per day.  This estimated increase to wastewater service demand is negligible 
in comparison to the existing service area of the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County.52  
Wastewater from the City is currently treated at the LACSD’s Whittier Narrows Reclamation Plant, 
San Jose Creek Water Reclamation Plant, and Los Coyotes Water Reclamation Plant.  No 
deficiencies have been identified in these wastewater treatment facilities.  The design capacities of 
LACSD’s facilities are based on the regional growth forecast adopted by SCAG.  Expansion of 
LACSD’s facilities must be sized and their service phased in a manner that is consistent with the 
SCAG regional growth forecast.  Development of the proposed project would be consistent with the 
City’s General Plan land use designation for the site.  Thus, as SCAG growth projections are based 
in part on growth identified in local General Plans, growth associated with development of the 
project site based on its General Plan land use designation has been anticipated by the growth 
forecasts.  Furthermore, the proposed project would be subject to the LACSD’s sewer connection 
fee when the project is connected to a sewer line to ensure adequate operation and maintenance of 
the wastewater management system.  The proposed project would also be subject to a Sewer 
Facility Charge as specified in PMC Chapter 4.53.  Impacts related to the wastewater treatment 
capacity of the wastewater treatment plants that serve the project site would be less than significant. 
 

                                                 
52 The LACSD operates ten water reclamation plants and one ocean discharge facility (Joint Water Pollution 

Control Plant), which treat approximately 510 million gallons per day. 
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Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?   ü  

 
WHY?  The proposed project would generate approximately 157 pounds of solid waste per day.53  
Solid waste would be collected by a private hauler and transported primarily to the Scholl Canyon 
Landfill, which is permitted until 2025.  The Scholl Canyon Landfill has a maximum daily capacity of 
3,400 tons and a total remaining capacity of 9,900,000 cubic yards.54  Because there is adequate 
remaining capacity to accommodate the amount of solid waste generated by the proposed project, 
the proposed project’s impacts to landfill capacity would be less than significant. 
 
The proposed project would be subject to PMC Chapter 8.62, which is the construction demolition 
and waste management ordinance.  Pursuant to this ordinance, the proposed project would be 
required to divert a minimum of 75 percent of the construction and demolition debris from the 
project.  Additionally, the proposed project would be required to meet the standards of California 
Green Building Standards Code.  Proposed project impacts related to solid waste generation would 
be less than significant   
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste?   ü  

 
WHY?  In 1992, the City adopted the “Source Reduction and Recycling Element” to comply with the 
California Integrated Waste Management Act.  This Act requires that jurisdictions maintain a 50 
percent or better diversion rate for solid waste.  The City implements this requirement through PMC 
Section 8.61, which establishes the City’s “Solid Waste Collection Franchise System”.  As described 
in PMC Section 8.61.175, each franchisee is responsible for meeting the minimum recycling 
diversion rate of 75 percent on both a monthly basis and annual basis for construction and 
demolition debris and 60 percent on monthly basis and on an annual basis for other solid waste.   
 
The proposed project would be required to comply with the City’s Construction and Demolition 
Ordinance (PMC Section 8.62), which includes preparation of a Construction Waste Management 
Plan for new structures over 1,000 square feet.  In addition, the project would be required to comply 
with design requirements for refuge storage areas (PMC Section 17.40.120).  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not cause any significant impacts from conflicting with statutes or 
regulations related to solid waste.  The applicant may also be required to submit a program to the 
Public Works Department’s Solid Waste Division for recycling solid waste.  This program must be 
approved by the Solid Waste Division prior to the issuance of any building permits.  The program 
must provide recycling for office paper, corrugated cardboard, mixed glass and green waste.  With 

                                                 
53 CalRecycle, Estimated Solid Waste Generation Rates, http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/WasteChar/ 

WasteGenRates/, accessed May 21, 2015.   
54 Scholl Canyon Landfill Facility/Site Summary, http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/19-AA-

0012/Detail/, accessed May 21, 2015. 

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/WasteChar/ 
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/19-AA-
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compliance with the PMC, the project would not cause any significant impacts from conflicting with 
statutes or regulations related to solid waste.  
 
2.19 EARLIER ANALYSIS  
 
Earlier analysis may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, 
an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.  See CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15063(c)(3)(D).   
 
No program EIR, tiering, or other process was used as part of the analysis of the proposed project’s 
environmental effects. 
 
2.20 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE  
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a. Does the project have the potential to 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, 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? 

 ü   

 
WHY?  Based on the analysis contained in this Initial Study, the project could have a significant 
impact on archaeological or paleontological resources; refer to Impact Statements 2.5(b) and 2.5(c). 
Implementation of mitigation measures would reduce the potential impacts to less than significant 
levels.  Less than significant impacts would occur for biological and historic resources; refer to 
Sections 2.4 and 2.7, respectively.  Therefore, the proposed project would not potentially 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, 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. 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

  ü  

 
WHY?  As detailed in the above discussions, the proposed project would not result in any 
significant and unmitigable impacts in any environmental categories.  In all cases, the impacts 
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associated with the project are limited to the project site or are of such a negligible degree that they 
would not result in a significant contribution to any cumulative impacts.  The proposed project would 
not cause impacts that are cumulatively considerable with implementation of project mitigation 
measures.  Implementation of mitigation measures at the project-level would reduce the potential for 
the incremental effects of the proposed project to be considerable when viewed in connection with 
the effects of past projects, current projects, or probable future projects.   
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

  ü  

 
WHY?  Previous sections of this Initial Study reviewed the proposed project’s potential impacts 
related to aesthetics, air quality, noise, hazards and hazardous materials, traffic, and other issues.  
As concluded in these previous discussions, the proposed project would not have environmental 
effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.  
Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.   
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