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V.  Alternatives 
 

1.  Introduction 

The identification and analysis of alternatives to a project is a fundamental aspect of 
the environmental review process under CEQA.  Specifically, Public Resources Code 
Section 21002.1(a) establishes the need to address alternatives in an EIR by stating that in 
addition to determining a project’s significant environmental impacts and indicating 
potential means of mitigating or avoiding those impacts, “the purpose of an environmental 
impact report is… to identify alternatives to the project.” 

Direction regarding the consideration and discussion of project alternatives in an EIR 
is provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 as follows: 

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to 
the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the 
alternatives.  An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a 
project.  Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 
alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation.  
An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. 

The CEQA Guidelines emphasize that the selection of project alternatives be based 
primarily on the ability to avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts relative to the 
proposed project, “even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment 
of the project objectives, or would be more costly.”  The CEQA Guidelines further direct 
that the range of alternatives be guided by a “rule of reason,” such that only those 
alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice are addressed.  In selecting project 
alternatives for analysis, potential alternatives must be feasible.  CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(f)(1) states that: 

Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the 
feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of 
infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, 
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jurisdictional boundaries […], and whether the proponent can reasonably 
acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site […] 

Beyond these factors, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) requires the analysis of 
a “no project” alternative.  Based on the alternatives analysis, an environmentally superior 
alternative is to be designated.  If the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project 
Alternative, then the EIR shall identify an environmentally superior alternative among the 
other alternatives. 

2.  Overview of Alternatives to the Project 

As indicated above, the intent of the alternatives analysis is to reduce the significant 
impacts of a project.  Based on the analysis in Section IV, Environmental Impact Analysis, 
of this Draft EIR, implementation of the Project would not result in any significant impacts 
after implementation of mitigation measures.  Specifically, as discussed in Section IV, 
Environmental Impact Analysis, of this Draft EIR, with implementation of mitigation 
measures, impacts associated with biological resources, cultural and tribal cultural 
resources, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, noise, and traffic 
would be reduced to less-than-significant levels, and impacts associated with the remaining 
environmental issue areas would be less than significant.  However, implementation of the 
Project, particularly the expansion of the South Building at the Hillside Campus, may result 
in the need to obtain a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife if construction activities have the potential to encroach into the wetland 
area immediately adjacent to the South Building.  In addition, Metro will need to approve 
the encroachment over and under the Metro right-of-way (ROW) that extends along a 
portion of the Project Site.  Furthermore, comments were received during the public 
scoping meetings, including a Planning Commission meeting held in September 2017, and 
community meetings held in November 2017, regarding the height of the buildings 
proposed at the South Campus.  Accordingly, the following alternatives to the Project have 
been selected for evaluation based on their ability to reduce the Project’s impacts, the 
objectives established for the Project (listed in Section II, Project Description, of this Draft 
EIR), the feasibility of the alternatives considered, public input received during the scoping 
period, and restrictions imposed by the existing zoning on the South Campus: 

 Alternative 1: No Project/No Build Alternative 

 Alternative 2: Reduced Building Height Alternative 

 Alternative 3: No Encroachment Over and Under the Metro Right-of-Way 
Alternative 
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 Alternative 4: Change in Location of the New Commuter Services and Facilities 
Hub on the Hillside Campus to the North Lot Alternative 

3.  Alternatives Considered and Rejected 

As set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), an EIR should identify any 
alternatives that were considered for analysis but rejected as infeasible and briefly explain 
the reasons for their rejection.  According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), among 
the factors that may be used to eliminate an alternative from detailed consideration is the 
alternative’s failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, the alternative’s 
infeasibility, or the alternative’s inability to avoid significant environmental impacts.  
Alternatives to the Project that have been considered and rejected as infeasible include 
the following: 

 No Student Housing Alternative:  A Master Plan without on-campus student 
housing was considered as an alternative.  However, this alternative would not 
fulfill the primary Project objectives:  (1) to support a broader and richer student 
experience by adding on-campus student housing at the South Campus to 
encourage 24/7 possibilities for greater social and personal interaction and 
creative growth to provide affordable on-campus housing opportunities for 
students; and (2) to expand existing sustainable policies, programs, and facilities 
and lessen the dependence on vehicles. 

In addition, this alternative would result in greater impacts related to air quality, 
greenhouse gas emissions, and traffic as this alternative would not locate on-
campus housing and supportive uses near transit and within a high quality transit 
area, as identified in Section IV.F, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this Draft EIR.  
However, this alternative would result in the same impacts related to all the other 
environmental topics.  Nonetheless, the inability of this alternative to meet the 
primary objectives of the Project, while resulting in greater impacts related to air 
quality, GHG emissions, and traffic, makes this alternative infeasible.  Therefore, 
this alternative was rejected from further consideration. 

 Buildout in Accordance with Previous Master Plan:  As discussed in Section 
III, Project Description, of this Draft EIR, the City of Pasadena City Council 
approved a 10-year Master Plan in 2006, for the South Campus that focused on 
student housing uses.  This Master Plan, which expired in 2016, encompassed 
two parcels at 950 and 988 South Raymond Avenue to allow for a new student 
housing facility with 152 units (228 beds), and three levels of underground 
parking.  No student housing facility was constructed under this Master Plan, 
and, as such, there is currently no on-campus housing available.  There was no 
maximum enrollment capacity specified as part of this Master Plan.  In addition, 
in order for ArtCenter to accommodate student enrollment growth and implement 
improvements to existing academic facilities and programs, ArtCenter acquired 
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two adjacent parcels to expand the existing South Campus, for which a CUP was 
obtained in 2013 for the alteration and adaptive reuse of a two-story former 
postal service building at 870 South Raymond Avenue and a parking structure at 
888 South Raymond Avenue.  Similarly, in 2014, ArtCenter acquired another 
parcel at 1111 South Arroyo Parkway and has obtained building permits for 
minor tenant improvements to change a portion of building from office use to 
academic use.  Because the 2006 Master Plan only encompassed a small 
portion of the current South Campus, buildout in accordance with the previous 
Master Plan would not meet the following basic Project objectives: 

– To provide flexible spaces that can easily adapt to multiple uses and 
accommodate a wide variety of collaborative practices to reflect ArtCenter’s 
transdisciplinary approach to the learning process; 

– To encourage an enhanced campus community through flexible and 
innovative outdoor and indoor spaces; 

– To create a pedestrian-oriented environment defined by a hierarchy of spaces 
and pathways; and 

– To provide safe pedestrian connections within the South Campus. 

Moreover, the improvements envisioned in this previous Master Plan, which were 
not implemented, have been considered and incorporated into the proposed 
Master Plan and the alternatives, particularly those pertaining to the South 
Campus, identified above. 

 Increased Hillside Campus Development Alternative:  A Master Plan that 
proposes increased development at the Hillside Campus was considered as an 
alternative.  However, due to the location of the Hillside Campus in a primarily 
low-density residential area and being immediately surrounded by primarily 
undisturbed open space, this alternative would result in greater environmental 
impacts related to the following issues: 

– Aesthetics—additional development may result in a substantial change in the 
visual character of the campus from the surrounding hillside areas; 

– Air Quality—additional development may affect adjacent sensitive receptors 
during Project construction and from increased activity on the Hillside 
Campus; 

– Biological Resources—additional development could result in encroachment 
onto undisturbed open space areas; 

– Historic Resources—additional development may result in potential impacts 
to the Ellwood Building; and 
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– Noise—additional development may affect adjacent sensitive receptors 
during Project construction and from increased activity on the Hillside 
Campus. 

Therefore, the inability of this alternative to reduce the impacts of the Project, 
while resulting in greater impacts in other environmental issue areas, makes this 
alternative infeasible.  Therefore, this alternative was rejected from further 
consideration. 

 Alternate Site Alternative:  Development of the Project at an alternate off-site 
location would not be consistent with the purpose and objectives of the Project.  
The underlying purpose of the Project is to revitalize and reinvigorate the culture 
of ArtCenter as one college within its existing campuses (i.e., Hillside Campus 
and South Campus) while providing state-of-the-art improvements to enhance 
the student experience. 

Some of the primary objectives of the Project are to:  (1) develop state-of-the-art, 
modern physical spaces at both campuses, including new and existing facilities, 
to meet evolving educational demands; (2) support a broader and richer student 
experience by adding on-campus student housing at the South Campus to 
encourage 24/7 possibilities for greater social and personal interaction, and 
creative growth and to provide affordable on-campus housing opportunities for 
students; and (3) increase the utility of existing and proposed new development 
on the South Campus. 

As such, the Project is focused on the development of a particular site (i.e., 
South Campus), which is under the ownership of the Project Applicant.  In 
addition, because there are no sensitive receptors (e.g., receptors sensitive to 
light, air emissions, noise) that are immediately adjacent to the South Campus, 
development of the Project at an alternative site could potentially produce other 
environmental impacts that would otherwise not occur at the current Project Site 
and result in greater environmental impacts when compared with the Project.  
Therefore, this alternative was rejected from further consideration. 

4.  Analysis Format 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), each alternative is 

evaluated in sufficient detail to determine whether the overall environmental impacts would 
be less, similar, or greater than the corresponding impacts of the Project.  Furthermore, 
each alternative is evaluated to determine whether the Project objectives identified in 
Section III, Project Description, of this Draft EIR would be substantially attained by the 
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alternative.1  The evaluation of each of the alternatives follows the process described 
below: 

a. The net environmental impacts of the alternative after implementation of 
mitigation measures are determined for each environmental issue area analyzed 
in this Draft EIR. 

b. Post-mitigation significant and non-significant environmental impacts of the 
alternative and the Project are compared for each environmental issue area as 
follows: 

– Less:  Where the net impact of the alternative would be clearly less adverse 
or more beneficial than the impact of the Project, the comparative impact is 
said to be “less.” 

– Greater:  Where the alternative’s net impact would be clearly more adverse or 
less beneficial than the impact of the Project, the comparative impact is said 
to be “greater.” 

– Similar:  Where the net impacts of the alternative and the Project would be 
roughly equivalent, the comparative impact is said to be “similar.” 

c. The comparative analysis of the impacts is followed by a general discussion of 
whether the underlying purpose and basic Project objectives would be 
substantially attained by the alternative. 

Table V-1 on page V-7 provides a summary matrix that compares the impacts 
associated with the Project with the impacts of each of the analyzed alternatives. 

                                            

1 CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c). 
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Table V-1 
Comparison of Impacts Associated with the Project and Impacts of the Alternatives 

Environmental Issue Project Impact 

Alternative 1 
No Project/No Build Alternative 

 
Alternative 2 

Reduced Building Height Alternativea 

Alternative 3 
No Encroachment Over and Under the 

Metro Right-of-Way Alternativea 

Alternative 4 
Change in Location of the New 

Commuter Services and Facilities Hub 
on the Hillside Campus to the North 

Lot Alternativeb 

A.  AESTHETICS 

Aesthetics and Visual Quality     

Construction Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Operation Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Views Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Less 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Light/Glare      

Construction Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Less 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Operation Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

B.  AIR QUALITY 

Construction      

Regional Emissions Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Localized Emissions Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Toxic Air Contaminants Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Operation      

Regional Emissions Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Less 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Localized Emissions Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Less 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Toxic Air Contaminants Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

C.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Biological Resources Less Than Significant With Mitigation Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 

Less 
(Less Than Significant) 
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Environmental Issue Project Impact 

Alternative 1 
No Project/No Build Alternative 

 
Alternative 2 

Reduced Building Height Alternativea 

Alternative 3 
No Encroachment Over and Under the 

Metro Right-of-Way Alternativea 

Alternative 4 
Change in Location of the New 

Commuter Services and Facilities Hub 
on the Hillside Campus to the North 

Lot Alternativeb 

D.  CULTURAL AND TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Historic Resources  Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Archaeological Resources Less Than Significant With Mitigation Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 

Tribal Cultural Resources Less Than Significant With Mitigation Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 

E.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Geology and Soils Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

F.  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

G.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 

H.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Surface Water and Groundwater Quality     

Construction Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Operation Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Groundwater Supplies and Recharge     

Construction Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Operation Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Surface Runoff and Flooding     

Construction Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Operation Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Greater 
(Less Than Significant) 

Greater 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 
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Environmental Issue Project Impact 

Alternative 1 
No Project/No Build Alternative 

 
Alternative 2 

Reduced Building Height Alternativea 

Alternative 3 
No Encroachment Over and Under the 

Metro Right-of-Way Alternativea 

Alternative 4 
Change in Location of the New 

Commuter Services and Facilities Hub 
on the Hillside Campus to the North 

Lot Alternativeb 

Mudflows Less Than Significant With Mitigation Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 

Less 
(Less Than Significant) 

I.  LAND USE 

Land Use Consistency Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Greater 
(Less Than Significant) 

Greater 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

J.  NOISE 

Construction      

On-Site Noise Less Than Significant With Mitigation Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 

Less 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 

Off-Site Noise Less Than Significant With Mitigation Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 

Less 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 

On-Site Vibration 
(Building Damage) 

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 

On-Site Vibration (Human 
Annoyance) 

Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Off-Site Vibration 
(Building Damage) 

Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Off-Site Vibration (Human 
Annoyance) 

Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Operation Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Less 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

K.  PUBLIC SERVICES—FIRE PROTECTION 

Construction Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Operation Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

L.  TRAFFIC 

Construction Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Operation (Traffic) Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Operation (Hazard) Less Than Significant With Mitigation Less 
(No Impact) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 

Greater 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant With Mitigation) 
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Environmental Issue Project Impact 

Alternative 1 
No Project/No Build Alternative 

 
Alternative 2 

Reduced Building Height Alternativea 

Alternative 3 
No Encroachment Over and Under the 

Metro Right-of-Way Alternativea 

Alternative 4 
Change in Location of the New 

Commuter Services and Facilities Hub 
on the Hillside Campus to the North 

Lot Alternativeb 

M.  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Water Supply and 
Infrastructure 

Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Less 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Wastewater Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Less 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Solid Waste Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Less 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Energy Less Than Significant Less 
(No Impact) 

Less 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

Similar 
(Less Than Significant) 

  
a It should be noted that this alternative also includes improvements at the Hillside Campus, which would be the same as those proposed under the Project; however, the analysis focuses on the South Campus only as impacts related to the 

Hillside Campus would be exactly the same as the Project.  Therefore, the impact conclusions presented in the table takes into account the impacts identified for the Hillside Campus and the ArtCenter Master Plan as a whole. 
b It should be noted that this alternative also includes improvements at the South Campus, which would be the same as those proposed under the Project; however, the analysis focuses on the Hillside Campus only as impacts related to the 

South Campus would be exactly the same as the Project.  Therefore, the impact conclusions presented in the table takes into account the impacts identified for the South Campus and the ArtCenter Master Plan as a whole. 

Source:  Eyestone Environmental, 2017. 
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V.  Alternatives 
A.  Alternative 1:  No Project/No Build 

Alternative 

1.  Description of the Alternative 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the No Project/No Build Alternative for a 
project on an identifiable property consists of the circumstance under which a proposed 
project does not proceed.  Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) of the CEQA Guidelines states that “in 
certain instances, the No Project Alternative means ‘no build’ wherein the existing 
environmental setting is maintained.”  Accordingly, for purposes of this analysis,  
Alternative 1, the No Project/No Build Alternative, assumes that the Project would not be 
approved, and no new development would occur within the Hillside Campus or the South 
Campus.  Thus, the physical conditions of the two ArtCenter campuses would generally 
remain as they are today.  Under Alternative 1, the existing buildings and parking lots on 
both campuses would continue to operate as they are currently, and no new construction 
would occur.  Furthermore, no changes to the existing on-site parking or access/circulation 
areas would occur. 

2.  Environmental Impact Analysis 

a.  Aesthetics 

As no development would occur under Alternative 1, there would be no potential for 
construction activities to temporarily alter the visual appearance of the Hillside Campus or 
the South Campus or introduce light sources associated with construction equipment or 
materials with the potential to cause glare.  Therefore, no temporary aesthetic impacts or 
impacts with regard to light and glare associated with construction activities would occur 
under Alternative 1.  Thus, no impacts under Alternative 1 would occur, and impacts would 
be less than the Project. 

Similarly, as no development would occur under Alternative 1, the Hillside Campus 
and South Campus would remain as they currently exist today, and the Project’s proposed 
buildings would not be developed.  Therefore, Alternative 1 would not change the existing 
visual character, viewshed, or light environment on either campus.  Thus, no operational 
impacts related to visual quality and character and light and glare would occur under 
Alternative 1, and impacts would be less than the Project. 
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b.  Air Quality 

As no development would occur under Alternative 1, Alternative 1 would not 
generate any construction emissions associated with construction worker and construction 
truck traffic, fugitive dust from demolition and excavation or the use of heavy-duty 
construction equipment.  Similarly, Alternative 1 would not result in diesel particulate 
emissions during construction that could generate substantial toxic air contaminants 
(TACs).  Therefore, no construction-related regional and localized air quality impacts or 
TAC impacts would occur under Alternative 1, and impacts would be less than the Project. 

Similarly, Alternative 1 would not result in new development that could generate new 
operational emissions related to vehicular traffic or the consumption of electricity and 
natural gas beyond what is currently generated by existing uses on the Hillside Campus 
and South Campus.  Therefore, no operational air quality impacts associated with regional 
and localized emissions or toxic and carcinogenic air contaminants would occur under 
Alternative 1, and impacts would be less than the Project. 

c.  Biological Resources 

As no development would occur under Alternative 1, there would be no potential to 
impact special status plant and wildlife species, sensitive natural communities and 
wetlands, and protected trees, particularly at the Hillside Campus.  Therefore, no impacts 
related to biological resources would occur under Alternative 1.  Thus, impacts related to 
biological resources under Alternative 1 would be less than the Project. 

d.  Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources 

(1)  Historical Resources 

As no development would occur under Alternative 1, there would be no potential to 
impact the Ellwood Building on the Hillside Campus, which has been designated a 
Pasadena Historic Monument.  Furthermore, both campuses are not located within historic 
districts or landmark districts.  Therefore, no impacts related to historical resources would 
occur under Alternative 1, and impacts would be less than the Project. 

(2)  Archaeological Resources 

As no development would occur under Alternative 1, there would be no potential to 
result in an unanticipated discovery of archaeological resources or human remains on 
either campus during construction activities.  Therefore, no impacts related to 
archaeological resources and human remains would occur under Alternative 1.  Thus, 
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impacts related to archaeological resources and human remains would be less than 
the Project. 

(3)  Tribal Cultural Resources 

As no development would occur under Alternative 1, there would be no potential to 
result in an unanticipated discovery of tribal cultural resources on either campus during 
construction activities.  Therefore, no impacts related to tribal cultural resources would 
occur under Alternative 1.  Thus, impacts related to tribal cultural resources would be less 
than the Project. 

e.  Geology and Soils 

As no development would occur under Alternative 1, there would be no new 
structures or a new population exposed to potential effects related to seismic events, 
including surface ground rupture, moderate to strong ground-shaking, liquefaction, or 
landslides.  In addition, Alternative 1 would not have the potential to be exposed to 
unstable or expansive soils.  Therefore, no impacts related to geology and soils would 
occur under Alternative 1, and impacts would be less than the Project. 

f.  Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

As no development would occur under Alternative 1, no new greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions would occur under Alternative 1.  Therefore, no impacts associated with global 
climate change would occur under Alternative 1.  As such, no impacts associated with 
GHG emissions would occur under Alternative 1, and impacts would be less than the 
Project. 

g.  Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

As no development would occur under Alternative 1, no grading or other 
construction activities would be required.  Thus, Alternative 1 would not have the potential 
to uncover subsurface hazards, use or release hazardous materials, or generate 
hazardous waste during construction.  In addition, neither the Hillside Campus nor South 
Campus is listed as hazardous materials sites.  Therefore, no impacts related to hazards 
and hazardous materials would occur under Alternative 1.  Thus, impacts related to 
hazards and hazardous materials would be less than the Project. 
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h.  Hydrology and Water Quality 

As no development would occur under Alternative 1, there would be no new 
discharge, runoff, or soil disturbance from construction activities or operation.  In addition, 
Alternative 1 would not have the potential to degrade water quality standards, result in 
polluted discharge, or affect groundwater supplies and recharge.  Moreover, no new 
impacts related to mudflows at the Hillside Campus would occur.  Therefore, no impacts 
related to surface water and groundwater hydrology and quality would occur under 
Alternative 1, and impacts would be less than the Project. 

i.  Land Use 

As no development would occur under Alternative 1, there would be no potential to 
conflict with City or regional land use plans, policies, or regulations related to avoiding or 
mitigating environmental effects.  Therefore, no impacts related to land use would occur 
under Alternative 1, and impacts would be less than the Project. 

j.  Noise 

As no development would occur under Alternative 1, there would be no construction-
related noise and vibration on-site or off-site.  Similarly, no operational noise and vibration 
would occur.  Therefore, no impacts related to noise and vibration would occur under 
Alternative 1.  Thus, impacts related to noise and vibration would be less than the Project. 

k.  Public Services—Fire Protection 

As no development would occur under Alternative 1, there would be no construction 
activities that could have the potential to expose people to the risk of fire or explosion 
related to the use of hazardous materials or to potentially impact the provision of fire 
protection services in the vicinity of the Project Site.  Similarly, since no changes to existing 
land uses or operations on-site would occur, there would be no potential to increase the 
level of activity on the Project Site or increase the service population for the Pasadena Fire 
Department (PFD) stations that serve the Hillside Campus and South Campus.  Therefore, 
no impacts related to fire protection would occur under Alternative 1, and impacts would be 
less than the Project. 

l.  Traffic 

As no development would occur under Alternative 1, there would be no changes to 
the existing traffic volumes, proximity and quality of bicycle and transit networks, and 
pedestrian accessibility.  In addition, Alternative 1 would not have the potential to conflict 
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with an applicable congestion management program.  Furthermore, Alternative 1 would not 
have the potential to create hazards due to a design feature.  Therefore, no impacts related 
to traffic would occur under Alternative 1, and impacts would be less than the Project. 

m.  Utilities and Service Systems 

As no development would occur under Alternative 1, there would be no increase in 
water and energy consumption or wastewater and solid waste generation at either campus.  
Therefore, no construction-related or operational impacts to utilities and service systems 
under Alternative 1 would occur, and impacts would be less than the Project. 

3.  Comparison of Impacts 

As discussed above, with implementation of mitigation measures, the Project would 
not result in any significant impacts.  The No Project/No Build Alternative would avoid all of 
the Project’s impacts that were determined to be less than significant with mitigation and 
less than significant. 

4.  Relationship of the Alternative to Project 
Objectives 

Under the No Project/No Build Alternative, no changes to existing land uses or 
operations would occur on the Hillside Campus or South Campus.  As such, Alternative 1 
would not meet any of the Project objectives.  Specifically, Alternative 1 would not meet the 
following Project objectives: 

 To develop state-of-the-art, modern physical spaces at both campuses, including 
new and existing facilities, to meet evolving educational demands; 

 To support a broader and richer student experience by adding on-campus 
student housing at the South Campus to encourage 24/7 possibilities for greater 
social and personal interaction, and creative growth and to provide affordable  
on-campus housing opportunities for students; 

 To provide flexible spaces that can easily adapt to multiple uses and 
accommodate a wide variety of collaborative practices to reflect ArtCenter’s 
transdisciplinary approach to the learning process; 

 To create a greater sense of connection between the Hillside Campus and South 
Campus to enhance the student, faculty, and staff experience and increase the 
utility of existing and proposed new development on the South Campus; 
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 To improve access and circulation operations at the Hillside Campus and shuttle 
routes that facilitate the shift in growth to the South Campus; 

 To expand existing sustainable policies, programs, and facilities and lessen the 
dependence on vehicles; 

 To encourage an enhanced campus community through flexible and innovative 
outdoor and indoor spaces; 

 To create a pedestrian-oriented environment defined by a hierarchy of spaces 
and pathways; 

 To establish an urban design framework for the Project Site that responds to 
on-site conditions and creates a positive interface with the surrounding 
community; and 

 To provide safe pedestrian connections within the South Campus. 

Overall, Alternative 1 would not meet any of the Project objectives or the Project’s 
underlying purpose to revitalize and reinvigorate the culture of ArtCenter as one college 
with multiple locations, while providing state-of-the-art improvements to enhance the 
student experience. 
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V.  Alternatives 
B.  Alternative 2:  Reduced Building Height 

Alternative 

1.  Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Building Height Alternative, which involves changes to the South 
Campus only, includes the development of the Master Plan pursuant to the maximum 
height limits established by the CD-6 zoning designation for properties along Arroyo 
Parkway and by the IG-HL-56 zoning designation for properties along Raymond Avenue.  
Accordingly, this alternative would reduce the height of the 1101 Building along Arroyo 
Parkway to a maximum of 50 feet and height of the 988 and 888 Buildings along Raymond 
Avenue to maximum of 56 feet.  This alternative would be code compliant with the 
exception of the existing legal non-conforming floor area ratio (FAR) condition, specific only 
to the 1111 Parcel.  Other components of the Master Plan related to improvements at the 
Hillside Campus or the interior renovations to the 1111 and 950 Buildings would remain 
unchanged from those proposed under the Project. 

Due to the reduction in height from approximately 100 feet to 50 feet (along Arroyo 
Parkway) and 56 feet (along Raymond Avenue), new buildings to be developed on the 
South Campus would be designed to be no more than four stories in height.  To be able to 
maintain and accommodate the same program as proposed under the Project, the footprint 
of the new buildings would be expanded to the property line, as allowed by the applicable 
Specific Plan and Zoning Code.  Improvements proposed under this alternative and how 
they differ from the Project are described below. 

1101 Building—Student Housing and Parking 

The 1101 Building would be developed in an area currently used as a surface 
parking lot within the parcel located at 1111 South Arroyo Parkway and immediately north 
and west of the 1111 Building.  Under this alternative, the 1101 Building would be four 
stories in height and 50 feet tall, consisting of two levels of housing above a two-story 
podium with street front amenities that may include a black box theater. 

Whereas the Project would develop the 1011 Building in an L-shaped configuration 
on top of a two-story podium, the building under this alternative would be built in a 
J-shaped configuration with a long single loaded corridor extending between the  
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1111 Building and the Metro right-of-way (ROW) to Glenarm Street, as shown in Figure V-1 
on page V-19.  The footprint of the building would be maximized and extended close to the 
property line along Arroyo Parkway to align with the existing 1111 Building.  The common 
area housing amenities (e.g., common rooms, work rooms, laundry spaces, and 
recreational/gym areas) proposed by the Project on the third floor would be eliminated to 
accommodate student housing.  Similarly, the stepped gallery that would connect Arroyo 
Parkway to the third floor would be eliminated.  In addition, the major pedestrian connection 
between the 1101 Building/1111 Building and the 988 Building provided by the Main Quad 
would be eliminated under this alternative. 

The proposed housing would consist of approximately 270 beds as compared to the 
350 beds proposed by the Project. 

988 Building—Student Housing and Parking 

As with the Project, the existing surface parking lot at 988 South Raymond Avenue would 
be removed and replaced with a new student housing building.  Under this alternative, the 
988 Building would be 56 feet tall and four stories in height, consisting of two levels of 
housing over a two-story podium that would include ground floor amenities and potentially 
two levels of parking.  Whereas the Project would develop the 988 Building in an L-shaped 
configuration on top of a two-story podium, the building under this alternative would be 
rectangular in configuration with an interior courtyard in the center, as shown in Figure V-1.  
The footprint of the building would be maximized and extended to the property line.  This 
alternative would not change the first two floors and subterranean levels of the 988 Building 
as proposed by the Project.  However, the main plaza entrance to the South Campus at the 
Mobility Hub would no longer be open to the sky.  In addition, the residential common area 
amenities (e.g., common rooms, work rooms, laundry spaces, and recreational/gym areas) 
proposed by the Project on the third floor would be eliminated to accommodate student 
housing.  The student housing in the 988 Building under this alternative would consist of 
approximately 425 beds as  compared to the 500 beds proposed by the Project.  Similar to 
the Project, the ground floor amenities may include an art store, cafeteria, student gallery, 
coffee shop, retail/café, gym, studio space, storage and equipment, and bike parking/rental 
facilities.  In addition, the 988 Building would include up to two levels of subterranean 
parking, a central plant, and other heating and cooling equipment. 

888 Building 

As with the Project, the existing building and surface parking lot at 888 South 
Raymond Avenue would be demolished and replaced with a new building.  Under this 
alternative, the 888 Building would be 56 feet tall and four stories in height, consisting of 
two levels of housing over a two-story podium comprised of approximately 76,000 square 
feet.  Whereas the Project would consist of four buildings that would be comprised of 
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approximately 36,000 square feet each, constructed above a bi-level common podium, the 
building under this alternative would be rectangular in configuration with an interior 
courtyard in the center, as shown in Figure V-2 on page V-21.  The footprint of the building 
would be maximized and extended to the property line.  This alternative would not change 
the first two floors and subterranean levels of the 888 Building as proposed by the Project.  
However, the residential common area amenities (e.g., common rooms, work rooms, 
laundry spaces, and recreational/gym areas) proposed by the Project on the third floor and 
elevated quad area would be eliminated to accommodate student housing and/or 
institutional space.  Under Scenario 1 (all academic uses), this alternative would provide a 
slightly smaller space (1,876 square feet less) for academic uses than under the Project.  
Under Scenario 2 (mix of academic and student housing uses), the student housing floors 
could accommodate a maximum of 642 beds (or 148 units) as compared to 650 beds (or 
150 units) proposed by the Project. 

Summary of Changes to the Project 

Table V-2 on page V-22 compares the primary components of the Master Plan 
under Alternative 2 with those proposed by the Project.  As shown in the table, this 
alternative would provide  8 fewer beds than Project under Scenario 2 and compromise 
more than 31,000 square feet of common areas originally planned for student amenities, 
including life and wellness programs.  In addition, this alternative would eliminate almost  
50 percent of the open space (e.g., plazas, gardens, quads, pedestrian paths, etc.) 
proposed by the Project.  Figure V-3 on page V-23 and Figure V-4 on page V-24 illustrate 
the oblique aerial views of the conceptual massing on the South Campus. 

Other components of the Master Plan related to improvements at the Hillside 
Campus would remain unchanged from those proposed under the Project. 
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Table V-2 
Summary of Alternative 2 (Reduced Building Height Alternative) Uses and Comparison to the Project 

 

Scenario 1 (All Academic Uses) Scenario 2 (Mix of Academic & Housing) 

Alternative 2 Proposed Project Difference Alternative 2 Proposed Project Difference 

988 Buildinga       

Height (feet) 56 100 -44 56 100 -44 

Floors 4 8 -4 4 8 -4 

Student Housing (gsf) 95,336 111,980 -16,644 95,336 111,980 -16,644 

Bed Count (beds) 425 500 -75 425 500 -75 

Third Floor Common Area (sf) 0 10,180 -10,180 0 10,180 -10,180 

1101 Buildinga       

Height (feet) 50 100 -50 50 100 -50 

Floors 4 8 -4 4 8 -4 

Student Housing (gsf) 47,460 sf 60,000 -12,540 47,460 sf 60,000 -12,540 

Bed Count (beds) 270 350 -80 270 350 -80 

Third Floor Common Area (sf) 0 10,000 -10,000 0 10,000 -10,000 

888 Buildinga       

Height (feet) 56 100 -44 56 100 -44 

Floors 4 8 -4 4 8 -4 

Academic Uses (gsf) on 
Floors 3 and 4 

142,124 144,000 -1,876 — — — 

Student Housing (gsf) on 
Floors 3 and 4 

— — — 142,124 144,000 -1,876 

Bed Count (beds) — — — 642 650 -8 

Third Floor Common Area (sf) 0 11,271 -11,271 0 11,271 -11,271 

Open Space (sf) 88,890 163,235 -74,345 88,890 163,235 -74,345 

  

gsf = gross square feet 
sf = square feet 
a It should be noted that the areas presented for this building do not include Floors 1 and 2, which comprise student/street front amenities.  The 

uses proposed on these two floors would remain the same as the Project. 
Source: Michael Maltzan Architecture, August 2017. 
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2.  Environmental Impact Analysis 

As Alternative 2 would not change the Project’s proposed development at the 
Hillside Campus, the environmental impact analysis provided below focuses on the impacts 
related to development at the South Campus.  All of the environmental impacts related to 
development at the Hillside Campus would remain unchanged from those identified in 
Section IV, Environmental Impact Analysis, of this Draft EIR. 

a.  Aesthetics 

(1)  Visual Character and Quality and Views 

As with the Project, while construction would alter the visual appearance of the 
South Campus and its immediate vicinity on a temporary basis, construction activities 
associated with Alternative 2 would not substantially alter or degrade the existing visual 
character and quality of the South Campus and its surroundings or introduce elements that 
generate substantial long-term contrast with or substantially detract from the visual 
character of the surrounding area for the following reasons:  (1) views of construction 
activities would be limited in duration and location; (2) the site appearance would be typical 
of construction sites in urban areas; (3) construction would occur within an urban setting 
with a high level of human activity and development; and (4) impacts would be reduced 
through standard best management practices (BMPs) implemented during the construction 
period.  Therefore, similar to the Project, aesthetics impacts associated with construction of 
Alternative 2 would be less than significant. 

During operation, Alternative 2 would alter the visual character of the South Campus 
by replacing portions of the campus that currently contain surface lots with three new 
buildings that would be four stories and extend up to 50 feet in height along Arroyo 
Parkway (1101 Building) and 56 feet in height along Raymond Avenue (988 and 888 
Buildings).  Buildout of Alternative 2 would increase the height, density, and massing of on-
site structures, as compared to existing conditions.  However, as compared to the Project, 
the height and scale of Alternative 2 would be in conformance with the requirements of the 
design standards and guidelines established in the South Fair Oaks Specific Plan for the 
proposed 988 and 888 Buildings along Raymond Avenue and the design standards and 
guidelines established in the Central District Specific Plan for the proposed 1101 Building 
along Arroyo Parkway.  Moreover, due to the lower height of the new buildings, Alternative 
2 would reduce the impacts to the existing views of the San Gabriel Mountains to the north 
from vantage points in the vicinity as compared to the Project. 

However, Alternative 2 would eliminate almost 50 percent of the open space 
proposed by the Project because of the expanded footprint of the new buildings to allow 
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ArtCenter to accommodate as much of the program as proposed under the Project, while 
reducing building heights.  As a result, although the South Campus would be consistent in 
scale with other buildings and structures in the Project area, the South Campus would 
appear to be more dense than the Project without the large main quad area between the 
1101/1111 Buildings and the 988 Building, the North Quad area at the 888 Building 
podium, and the pedestrian paths, planted areas, seating areas, assembly areas, 
community gardens, and other outdoor amenities. 

Nonetheless, impacts on the visual character or visual quality of the South Campus 
and the surrounding areas under Alternative 2 would be less than significant and similar to 
those of the Project.  Impacts on views, particularly of the San Gabriel Mountains, would 
also be less than significant and less than those of the Project. 

As with the Project, Alternative 2 would include a digital gallery on the façade of the 
1111 Building, which would display images representing a wide array of artwork and 
conceptual designs associated with ArtCenter.  Similar to the Project, although atypical due 
to its size and digital nature, locating the digital gallery on the façade of the 1111 Building 
would result in a less than significant impact on the visual character and quality within this 
active portion of Pasadena that serves as a gateway to the City. 

(2)  Light and Glare 

As with the Project, lighting needed during nighttime construction, specifically as it 
relates to construction activities over and under the Metro right-of-way (ROW), has the 
potential to generate light spillover to off-site sensitive land uses in the vicinity of the South 
Campus.  However, nighttime lighting used during construction of Alternative 2 would be 
shielded and/or aimed so that no direct beam spills over outside of the campus property 
boundary.  As such, similar to the Project, impacts to off-site sensitive uses from lighting 
sources associated with nighttime construction would be considered less than significant. 

Similarly, daytime glare associated with construction activities could potentially occur 
if reflective construction materials were positioned in highly visible locations where the 
reflection of sunlight could occur.  However, it is unlikely that this would occur given the fact 
that large, flat surfaces, like those needed to generate glare, are typically not associated 
with construction activities.  Moreover, any glare produced during construction activities 
would be highly transitory and short-term, given the movement of construction equipment 
and materials within the construction site and the temporary nature of construction 
activities.  Therefore, similar to the Project, impacts to off-site sensitive uses from daytime 
and nighttime glare during construction would be considered less than significant. 
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Similar to the Project, Alternative 2 would include the development of new buildings, 
including student housing, which would increase the light emanating from the South 
Campus.  New sources of lighting that would be introduced to the South Campus include 
safety lighting; lighting to accentuate gathering spaces; vertical lighting to pedestrian routes 
to aid security surveillance; decorative lighting for landscaping, benches, and façades; the 
digital gallery; and lighting to highlight art, gateways, and campus entrances.  In addition, 
development under Alternative 2 could affect glare conditions with the introduction of new 
buildings, the digital gallery, and signage at the South Campus.  However, as with the 
Project, the selection of building materials and lighting levels proposed for the development 
under Alternative 2 would be subject to a design review process to ensure that building 
materials and lighting would not have the potential to produce a substantial degree of glare.  
As such, lighting and glare associated with the development of Alternative 2 would not 
substantially alter the character of off-site areas surrounding the Project Site and would not 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.  Therefore, similar to the Project, 
impacts from sources of artificial light and glare during operations at the South Campus 
under Alternative 2 would be less than significant. 

b.  Air Quality 

As with the Project, construction of Alternative 2 has the potential to create air 
quality impacts through the use of heavy-duty construction equipment and through vehicle 
trips generated from construction workers traveling to and from the construction on the 
South Campus.  In addition, fugitive dust emissions would result from demolition and 
construction activities.  Under Alternative 2, it is anticipated that demolition, excavation and 
grading activities, soil export, and building construction would be similar to the Project.  
Notwithstanding, the intensity of air emissions and fugitive dust from demolition, site 
preparation, grading, use of heavy-duty construction equipment, and other construction 
activities would be similar to the Project on days with maximum construction activities.  In 
addition, construction activities would be located at similar distances from sensitive 
receptors as the Project.  Because maximum daily conditions are used for measuring 
significance, localized emissions under Alternative 2 on these days would be similar to 
the Project. 

As with the Project, construction of Alternative 2 would generate diesel particulate 
emissions associated with heavy equipment operations during grading and excavation 
activities.  These activities represent the greatest potential for toxic air contaminants (TAC) 
emissions.  According to the SCAQMD methodology, health effects from carcinogenic air 
toxics are usually described in terms of individual cancer risk.  “Individual Cancer Risk” is 
the likelihood that a person exposed to concentrations of TACs over a 70-year lifetime 
would contract cancer based on the use of standard risk-assessment methodology.  
Because the construction schedule estimates the phases which require the most heavy-
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duty diesel vehicle usage (e.g., site grading/excavation) would last for a much shorter 
duration, construction of Alternative 2 would not result in a substantial, long-term 
(i.e., 70-year) source of TAC emissions.  Therefore, as construction emissions generated 
by Alternative 2 would be similar to the Project, impacts related to TAC emissions under 
Alternative 2 would be less than significant. 

As with the Project, operation of Alternative 2 would also incorporate project design 
features to support and promote environmental sustainability, as discussed under Section 
IV.F, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this Draft EIR.  While these features are designed 
primarily to reduce GHG emissions, they would also serve to reduce criteria air pollutants 
discussed herein.  As discussed in Section IV.B, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR, regional and 
localized emissions resulting from operation of the Project would not exceed any of the 
SCAQMD’s daily regional and localized operational thresholds.  Alternative 2 would result 
in similar programming to the Project but within a slightly reduced area, as shown in  
Table V-2 on page V-22.  Accordingly, regional and localized operational emissions 
generated by Alternative 2 would be slightly less than the Project.  Therefore, impacts 
related to regional and localized operational emissions under Alternative 2 would be less 
than significant and slightly less than the Project. 

In addition, similar to the Project, impacts related to operational TACs and human 
health under Alternative 2 would be less than significant. 

c.  Biological Resources 

As discussed in Section IV.C, Biological Resources, of this Draft EIR, the South 
Campus is located in a highly urbanized area and is currently developed with buildings, 
surface parking areas, and limited landscaping.  In addition, the area surrounding the South 
Campus is almost entirely developed with structures and/or impervious surfaces.  
Therefore, similar to the Project, development of the South Campus under Alternative 2 
would not result in significant impacts to biological resources. 

d.  Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources 

(1)  Historic Resources 

As with the Project, Alternative 2 does not have the potential to affect historical 
resources beyond the parcels comprising the South Campus due to the nature of the 
proposed work, which would not extend beyond the campus parcels or the adjacent Metro 
ROW.  Therefore, similar to the Project, development of the South Campus under 
Alternative 2 would not result in significant impacts to cultural resources. 
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(2)  Archaeological and Tribal Cultural Resources 

Similar to the Project, Alternative 2 would involve excavation for the subterranean 
parking for the 988 and 888 Buildings and the tunnel connecting to subterranean parking 
under the 1101 Building.  As such, Alternative 2 may result in an unanticipated discovery  
of cultural resources during construction.  Thus, Alternative 2 would be subject to  
mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures D-1 and D-2).  Therefore, similar to the Project, 
impacts related to cultural resources under Alternative 2 would be less than significant 
with mitigation. 

e.  Geology and Soils 

Although the footprint of the proposed buildings under Alternative 2 would be larger 
than under the Project, the area of ground disturbance under Alternative 2 would be the 
same as that of the Project.  Accordingly, potential impacts related to site-specific geologic 
hazards, including seismic hazards, ground failure, soil stability, or expansive soils, would 
occur to the same extent as the Project because such impacts are a function of the Project 
Site’s underlying geologic conditions.  As with the Project, Alternative 2 would be required 
to comply with the current seismic design provisions of the 2016 CBC (i.e., Chapter 
16-16A, Structural Design; Chapter 17, Special Inspections and Tests; Chapter 18-18A, 
Soil and Foundations, etc.), as well as provisions from the National Earthquake Hazards 
Reduction Program.  In addition, construction under Alternative 2 would be required to 
apply accepted and proven construction engineering practices and adhere to seismic 
safety requirements and receive approval of compliance from the City of Pasadena 
Building and Safety Division before permits are provided.  Therefore, similar to the Project, 
Alternative 2 would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects 
related to seismic ground shaking, liquefaction, seismically induced settlement, 
subsidence, and expansive and corrosive soils, and impacts would be less than significant. 

f.  Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Alternative 2 would retain a similar programming to the Project but with reduced 
building heights, slightly reduced square footage, and expansion of the footprint of 
development to the property lines.  As such, GHG emissions associated with construction 
and operation of Alternative 2 would not differ substantially from the Project.  In addition, 
Alternative 2 would incorporate the same Project Design Features F-1 and F-2 to reduce 
GHG emissions.  Thus, Alternative 2 would not result in an exceedance of the SCAQMD 
screening criteria and would not conflict with emission reduction goals and objectives in 
CARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan, the SCAG’s 2016-2040 RTP/SCS, and the City’s 
Green City Action Plan.  Compliance with regulatory measures and project design features 
would advance such emission reduction objectives.  Therefore, similar to the Project, 
impacts related to GHG emissions under Alternative 2 would be less than significant. 
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g.  Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

As with the Project, during construction of Alternative 2 historical underground 
storage tanks (USTs) and contaminated soils may potentially be encountered due to the 
lack of removal and closure documentation for these USTs at the 988 Parcel.  This would 
create a potential hazard to the construction workers and the public and would be 
considered a significant impact related to the potential release of hazardous materials or 
emissions into the environment.  As such, Alternative 2 would be subject to Mitigation 
Measure G-1 to mitigate such potential impacts from the potential USTs and impacted 
soils.  Therefore, similar to the Project, impacts related to the use, storage, and 
management of hazardous materials and the generation, handling, and disposal of 
hazardous waste during construction under Alternative 2 would be less than significant 
with mitigation. 

Since Alternative 2 would implement similar programs to the Project, operation of 
Alternative 2 would involve the continued use of hazardous materials by ArtCenter, as well 
as limited use of potentially hazardous materials typical of those used in residential, 
commercial/restaurants, and office uses, including cleaning agents, paints, pesticides, and 
other materials used for landscaping.  In addition, as with the Project, a CNG fueling facility 
may be located in the mobility hub at South Campus.  Accordingly, impacts related to 
hazards and hazardous materials under Alternative 2 would be comparable to those 
identified for the Project.  Therefore, similar to the Project, operational impacts related to 
hazards and hazardous material under Alternative 2 would be less than significant. 

h.  Hydrology and Water Quality 

Although the footprint of the proposed buildings under Alternative 2 would be larger 
than under the Project, the area of ground disturbance under Alternative 2 would be the 
same as that of the Project.  Accordingly, Alternative 2 would result in the same impacts to 
hydrology and water quality as the Project during construction.  Similar to the Project, 
construction of Alternative 2 would not violate any water quality standards and waste 
discharge requirements, create or contribute runoff water that would result in substantial 
polluted runoff, or substantially degrade both surface water and groundwater quality.  
Therefore, similar to the Project, such impacts during construction of Alternative 2 would be 
less than significant. 

However, Alternative 2 would substantially reduce the amount of open space 
proposed by the Project.  This reduction in open space would result in a corresponding 
reduction in percolation into pervious surfaces even though penetration into the 
groundwater table is not anticipated.  Consequently, Alternative 2 would increase runoff 
volumes and peak flow rates.  Nonetheless, similar to the Project, Alternative 2 would 
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incorporate Low Impact Development (LID) measures and post-construction BMPs to 
outline stormwater treatment practices required to control pollutants associated with storm 
events up to the 85th percentile storm event pursuant to the City’s Stormwater Program.  
As such, the BMPs would control stormwater runoff and ensure that no increase in runoff 
would result from Alternative 2.  As a result, similar to the Project, Alternative 2 would not 
be expected to impact existing storm drain infrastructure serving the South Campus, and 
runoff would generally continue to follow the same discharge paths and drain to the same 
stormwater systems.  As such, operation of Alternative 2 would result in a less-than- 
significant impact on surface water hydrology, including drainage patterns and the rate and 
amount of surface runoff.  Therefore, such impacts under Alternative 2 would be less than 
significant but greater than the Project. 

i.  Land Use 

Although Alternative 2 would implement similar programs involving the same types 
of land uses as the Project, Alternative 2 would replace portions of the South Campus that 
currently contain surface lots with three new buildings that would be four stories and extend 
up to 50 feet in height along Arroyo Parkway (1101 Building) and 56 feet in height along 
Raymond Avenue (988 and 888 Buildings).  Buildout of Alternative 2 would increase the 
height, density, and massing of on-site structures as compared to existing conditions, but 
the change in scale would be consistent with other buildings and structures in the Project 
area and with the requirements of the design standards and guidelines established in the 
South Fair Oaks Specific Plan for the proposed 988 and 888 Buildings along Raymond 
Avenue and the design standards and guidelines established in the Central District Specific 
Plan for the proposed 1101 Building along Arroyo Parkway.  However, with the significant 
reduction in publicly-accessible open space and outdoor amenities proposed under 
Alternative 2 compared to the Project, implementation of Alternative 2 would not be as 
supportive of the objectives and policies of the Pasadena General Plan Land Use Element, 
Central District Specific Plan, and the regional plans related to the enhancement of the 
urban landscape and environmental quality and maximization of livability, prosperity, and 
sustainability to contribute to a healthier community.  Therefore, impacts related to land use 
consistency under Alternative 2 would be less than significant but greater than the Project. 

j.  Noise 

Alternative 2 would retain a similar programming to the Project but with reduced 
building heights and expansion of the footprint of development to the property lines.  
Accordingly, construction activities during maximum activity days would be similar in scale 
to the Project.  Therefore, on-site construction activities during maximum activity days 
under this alternative would generate noise and vibration levels that are similar to the 
Project.  In addition, due to the similar types of construction activities, as well as the same 
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general amount of construction traffic that would occur during peak construction days and 
use of the same access routes as the Project, off-site construction noise and vibration 
levels under this alternative would also be similar to the Project. 

Alternative 2 would implement the same project design features and mitigation 
measures as the Project to reduce noise and vibration levels during construction.  
Therefore, similar to the Project, Alternative 2 would result in less-than-significant impacts 
after mitigation. 

Similarly, Alternative 2 would involve primarily the same types of operational-related 
on- and off-site noise sources, including mechanical equipment, parking facilities, loading 
dock and trash collection areas, and traffic generated under this alternative.  Therefore, 
noise impacts from these on- and off-site noise sources would be similar to the Project and 
would be less than significant.  However, Alternative 2 would eliminate most of the outdoor 
spaces proposed under the Project.  As such, noise impacts from outdoor areas under 
Alternative 2 would be less than significant and less than the Project. 

k.  Public Services—Fire Protection 

Similar to the Project, Alternative 2 would introduce new structures, residents, and 
employees into the Pasadena Fire Department’s (PFD) service boundaries, thereby 
increasing the demand on fire protection facilities and services.  As with the Project, 
construction of Alternative 2 would increase the risk of accidental on-site fires by exposing 
combustible materials (e.g., wood, plastics, sawdust, coverings, and coatings) to fire risks 
from machinery and equipment sparks, and from exposed electrical lines, chemical 
reactions in combustible materials and coatings, and lighted cigarettes.  However, 
Alternative 2 would incorporate the same project design features as under the Project.  As 
such, construction contractors and work crews will comply with industry standard measures 
to minimize fire hazards during construction.  Compliance with regulatory requirements 
would also effectively reduce the potential for construction activities to expose people to the 
risk of fire or explosion related to hazardous materials.  In addition, a Construction Staging 
and Traffic Management Plan will ensure measures for maintaining emergency access 
during construction.  Therefore, similar to the Project, impacts related to fire protection 
during construction under Alternative 2 would be less than significant. 

Alternative 2 would also incorporate Project Design Feature K-2 to install automatic 
fire sprinklers in all new buildings.  Compliance with applicable regulatory requirements, 
including fire flow requirements that are enforced through the City’s building permitting 
process, would ensure that adequate fire prevention features would be provided that would 
reduce the demand on PFD facilities and equipment.  Moreover, according to the PFD, 
response times are dependent on resource service levels and allocations from the City’s 
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budgeting process, and response times are not considered an impact on the environment.  
Thus, similar to the Project, impacts related to response times and emergency access 
would be less than significant under Alternative 2. 

l.  Traffic 

Alternative 2 would retain a similar programming to the Project but with reduced 
building heights and expansion of the footprint of development to the property lines.  
Accordingly, traffic impacts related to the City’s five metrics (i.e., VMT per capita, VT per 
capita, proximity and quality of bicycle and transit networks, and pedestrian accessibility) 
would be the same as the Project.  Therefore, similar to the Project, traffic impacts under 
Alternative 2 would be less than significant. 

As with the Project, Alternative 2 would include a digital gallery on the façade of the 
1111 Building.  Similar to the Project, the digital gallery may contain flashing and moving 
images visible from SR-110, Arroyo Parkway, and Glenarm Street and, as such, would 
create a potential for distractions to motorists, which may lead to hazardous driving 
conditions.  Therefore, impacts related to hazards due to a design feature would be 
considered significant.  As with the Project, Alternative 2 would include the same Mitigation 
Measure L-1 listed in Section IV.L, Traffic, of this Draft EIR to reduce the digital gallery’s 
impact related to hazards to a less-than-significant level. 

m.  Utilities and Service Systems 

Alternative 2 would reduce the height of the Project but extend development to 
property lines.  This would allow ArtCenter to retain a similar programming to the Project 
but within a slightly reduced area, as shown in Table V-2 on page V-22.  Therefore, due to 
this slight reduction in area, the demand for water and energy and the generation of 
wastewater and solid waste under Alternative 2 would be less than significant and slightly 
less than those of the Project. 

3.  Comparison of Impacts 

As evaluated above, Alternative 2 would reduce the Project’s environmental impacts 
related to aesthetics as it relates to views, air quality during operation, on-site noise related 
to outdoor spaces during operation, and utilities and service systems.  In addition, the 
following impacts would be similar to the Project:  aesthetics as it relates to visual 
character, light, and glare (less than significant); biological resources (less than significant 
with mitigation); cultural and tribal cultural resources (less than significant with mitigation); 
geology and soils (less than significant); GHG emissions (less than significant); hazards 
and hazardous materials (less than significant with mitigation); hydrology and water quality 
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during construction (less than significant); noise during construction (less than significant 
with mitigation) and operation (less than significant) and vibration during construction (less 
than significant with mitigation); fire protection (less than significant); and traffic (less than 
significant) and traffic hazards (less than significant with mitigation).  However, Alternative 
2 would result in greater impacts than the Project related to hydrology (surface water 
runoff) during operation and land use consistency (enhancement of the urban landscape 
and environmental quality and maximization of livability, prosperity, and sustainability to 
contribute to a healthier community) due to the reduction in the amount of publicly-
accessible open space provided under this alternative.  Nonetheless, these impacts would 
remain less than significant. 

4.  Relationship of the Alternative to Project 
Objectives 

Under Alternative 2, land uses and operations would remain similar to the Project.  
However, this alternative would reduce the amount of open space provided on the South 
Campus.  As such, Alternative 2 would not meet all of the Project’s objectives.  Specifically, 
Alternative 2 would not achieve the following objectives to the same extent as the Project: 

 To expand existing sustainable policies, programs, and facilities and lessen the 
dependence on vehicles; 

 To encourage an enhanced campus community through flexible and innovative 
outdoor and indoor spaces; 

 To create a pedestrian-oriented environment defined by a hierarchy of spaces 
and pathways; and 

 To establish an urban design framework for the Project Site that responds to 
on-site conditions and creates a positive interface with the surrounding 
community; and 

Overall, Alternative 2 would not achieve the Project objectives to the same extent as 
the Project. 
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V.  Alternatives 
C.  Alternative 3:  No Encroachment Over 

and Under the Metro Right-of-Way 
Alternative 

1.  Description of the Alternative 

The No Encroachment Over and Under the Metro Right-of-Way Alternative would 
involve changes to the portion of the Master Plan that pertains to the South Campus only.  
This alternative would involve development of the Master Plan without the Main Quad or 
the eastern portion of the 988 Building that cantilevers over the Metro right-of-way (ROW) 
or an underground tunnel under the Metro ROW to connect the proposed 988 Building 
subterranean parking with the existing 1111 Building parking to avoid any potential impacts 
to the operation of the Metro Gold Line.  Other components of the Master Plan related to 
the Hillside Campus, the 888 Buildings, and the interior renovations to the 1111 and 
950 Buildings would remain unchanged from those proposed under the Project. 

More specifically, the large main quad area that would connect the 1111, 1101, and 
988 Buildings would not be constructed.  Similarly, the temporary pedestrian bridge over 
the Metro ROW would not be installed to provide a connection between the 988 Building 
and the 1111 Building.  Consequently, the pedestrian connection and circulation between 
ArtCenter’s facilities on Arroyo Parkway and Raymond Avenue would be limited to the 
sidewalk along the north side of Glenarm Street, similar to existing conditions.  Without this 
above-ground connection over the Metro ROW, the provision of publicly-accessible open 
space, pedestrian paths, planted areas, seating areas, and assembly areas would not 
occur. 

In addition, an underground tunnel would not be constructed under the Metro Gold 
Line to connect the proposed 988 Building subterranean parking with the existing  
1111 Building parking at the second underground level for vehicular circulation.  As such, 
these subterranean parking structures would function and be operated independently. 

However, when compared with the Project, the mobility hub under the Main Quad 
would remain unchanged under this alternative.  The hub would still be located at the main 
entry plaza at 988 South Raymond Avenue, where the shuttle connecting the two 
campuses enters the South Campus.  The hub would still include a pick-up/drop-off area, 
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large bike parking area, and a car sharing fleet.  Street access would continue to be 
provided via South Raymond Avenue, and the mobility hub would provide a central location 
for transportation options, replacing a multi-entry approach under current conditions.  In 
addition, like the proposed Project, in this alternative a CNG fueling facility may potentially 
be constructed within the mobility hub area. 

Other components of the Master Plan related to the Hillside Campus, the 888 
Buildings, and the improvements to the 1111 and 950 Buildings would remain unchanged 
from those proposed under the Project. 

2.  Environmental Impact Analysis 

As Alternative 3 would not change the Project’s proposed development at the 
Hillside Campus, the environmental impact analysis provided below focuses on the impacts 
related to development at the South Campus.  All of the environmental impacts related to 
development at the Hillside Campus would remain unchanged from those identified in 
Section IV, Environmental Impact Analysis, of this Draft EIR. 

a.  Aesthetics 

(1)  Visual Character and Quality 

As with the Project, construction activities may cause a visually unappealing quality 
in a community.  However, while construction would alter the visual appearance of the 
South Campus and its immediate vicinity on a temporary basis, construction activities 
associated with Alternative 3 would not substantially alter or degrade the existing visual 
character and quality of the South Campus and its surroundings or introduce elements that 
generate substantial long-term contrast with or substantially detract from the visual 
character of the surrounding area for the following reasons:  (1) views of construction 
activities would be limited in duration and location; (2) the site appearance would be typical 
of construction sites in urban areas; (3) construction would occur within an urban setting 
with a high level of human activity and development; and (4) impacts would be reduced 
through standard BMPs implemented during the construction period.  Therefore, similar to 
the Project, aesthetics impacts associated with construction of Alternative 3 would be less 
than significant. 

Similar to the Project, during operation, Alternative 3 would alter the visual character 
of the South Campus by replacing portions of the campus that currently contain surface lots 
with six new buildings that would be eight stories and extend up to 100 feet in height.  As 
with the Project, buildout of Alternative 3 would increase the height, density, and massing 
of on-site structures, as compared to existing conditions.  However, this would be 
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consistent with the City’s vision of accommodating higher-density development, including 
housing for students, in proximity to the Metro Gold Line Fillmore Station, as presented in 
the updated Pasadena General Plan Land Use Element.  As with the Project, although the 
proposed buildings would exceed the height limit established for the South Campus, the 
Project would comply with the other public and private realm design standards and 
guidelines established in the South Fair Oaks Specific Plan.  In addition, the change in 
scale would be moderated by a high degree of articulation created by fenestration; 
variations in building planes and façade setbacks and projections; and a variety of surface 
materials, as identified in Project Design Feature A-9 in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of this 
Draft EIR.  These would be consistent with the requirements of the design standards and 
guidelines established in the South Fair Oaks Specific Plan for the proposed 988 and 888 
Buildings along Raymond Avenue and the design standards and guidelines established in 
the Central District Specific Plan for the proposed 1101 Building along Arroyo Parkway to 
reduce the visual effect of the height and massing from public vantage points and provide a 
pedestrian scale adjacent to the public streets. 

However, Alternative 3 would eliminate the large main quad area between the 
1101/1111 Buildings and the 988 Building proposed by the Project to avoid encroachment 
over the Metro ROW.  As a result, although the new buildings under this alternative would 
not exceed the height limit established for the South Campus, the southwestern portion of 
the South Campus would appear to be more dense than the Project without this large main 
quad area and the pedestrian paths, planted areas, seating areas, and assembly areas 
proposed under the Project.  Nonetheless, similar to the Project, impacts on the visual 
character or visual quality of the South Campus and the surrounding areas under 
Alternative 3 would be less than significant. 

As with the Project, Alternative 3 would include a digital gallery on the façade of the 
1111 Building, which would display images representing a wide array of artwork and 
conceptual designs associated with ArtCenter.  Similar to the Project, although atypical due 
to its size and digital nature, locating the digital gallery on the façade of the 1111 Building 
would result in a less than significant impact on the visual character and quality within this 
active portion of Pasadena that serves as a gateway to the City. 

(2)  Light and Glare 

Unlike the Project, no nighttime construction would be conducted under Alternative 3 
as it would eliminate the components of the Master Plan that would encroach onto the 
Metro ROW.  Therefore, impacts associated with nighttime lighting used during 
construction would be eliminated under this Alternative and would be less than the Project. 
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As with the Project, daytime glare associated with construction activities could 
potentially occur if reflective construction materials were positioned in highly visible 
locations where the reflection of sunlight could occur.  However, it is unlikely that this would 
occur given the fact that large, flat surfaces, like those needed to generate glare, are 
typically not associated with construction activities.  Moreover, any glare produced during 
construction activities would be highly transitory and short-term, given the movement  
of construction equipment and materials within the construction site and the temporary 
nature of construction activities.  Therefore, similar to the Project, impacts to off-site 
sensitive uses from daytime and nighttime glare during construction would be considered 
less than significant. 

Similar to the Project, Alternative 3 would include the development of new buildings, 
including student housing, which would increase the light emanating from the South 
Campus.  New sources of lighting that would be introduced to the South Campus include 
safety lighting; lighting to accentuate gathering spaces; vertical lighting to pedestrian routes 
to aid security surveillance; decorative lighting for landscaping, benches, and façades; the 
digital gallery; and lighting to highlight art, gateways, and campus entrances.  In addition, 
development under Alternative 3 could affect glare conditions with the introduction of new 
buildings, the digital gallery, and signage at the South Campus.  However, as with the 
Project, the selection of building materials and lighting levels proposed for the development 
under Alternative 3 would be subject to a design review process to ensure that building 
materials and lighting would not have the potential to produce a substantial degree of glare.  
As such, lighting and glare associated with the development of Alternative 3 would not 
substantially alter the character of off-site areas surrounding the Project Site and would not 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.  Therefore, similar to the Project, 
impacts from sources of artificial light and glare during operations at the South Campus 
under Alternative 3 would be less than significant. 

b.  Air Quality 

As with the Project, construction of Alternative 3 has the potential to create air 
quality impacts through the use of heavy-duty construction equipment and through vehicle 
trips generated from construction workers traveling to and from the construction on the 
South Campus.  In addition, fugitive dust emissions would result from demolition and 
construction activities.  Under Alternative 3, it is anticipated that demolition, excavation and 
grading activities, soil export, and building construction would be similar to the Project.  
Notwithstanding, the intensity of air emissions and fugitive dust from demolition, site 
preparation, grading, use of heavy-duty construction equipment, and other construction 
activities would be similar to the Project on days with maximum construction activities.  In 
addition, construction activities would be located at similar distances from sensitive 
receptors as the Project.  Because maximum daily conditions are used for measuring 
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significance, localized emissions under Alternative 3 on these days would be similar to 
the Project. 

As with the Project, construction of Alternative 3 would generate diesel particulate 
emissions associated with heavy equipment operations during grading and excavation 
activities.  These activities represent the greatest potential for toxic air contaminants (TAC) 
emissions.  According to the SCAQMD methodology, health effects from carcinogenic air 
toxics are usually described in terms of individual cancer risk.  “Individual Cancer Risk” is 
the likelihood that a person exposed to concentrations of TACs over a 70-year lifetime 
would contract cancer based on the use of standard risk-assessment methodology.  
Because the construction schedule estimates the phases, which require the most heavy-
duty diesel vehicle usage (e.g., site grading/excavation), would last for a much shorter 
duration, construction of Alternative 3 would not result in a substantial, long-term 
(i.e., 70-year) source of TAC emissions.  Therefore, as construction emissions generated 
by Alternative 3 would be similar to the Project, impacts related to TAC emissions under 
Alternative 3 would be less than significant. 

As with the Project, operation of Alternative 3 would also incorporate project design 
features to support and promote environmental sustainability, as discussed under Section 
IV.F, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this Draft EIR.  While these features are designed 
primarily to reduce GHG emissions, they would also serve to reduce criteria air pollutants 
discussed herein.  As discussed in Section IV.B, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR, regional and 
localized emissions resulting from operation of the Project would not exceed any of the 
SCAQMD’s daily regional operational thresholds.  Therefore, as regional and localized 
operational emissions generated by Alternative 3 would be similar to the Project, impacts 
related to regional and localized operational emissions under Alternative 3 would be less 
than significant. 

Alternative 3 would result in similar programming to the Project.  Therefore, similar 
to the Project, impacts related to operational TACs and human health under Alternative 3 
would be less than significant. 

c.  Biological Resources 

As discussed in Section IV.C, Biological Resources, of this Draft EIR, the South 
Campus is located in a highly urbanized area and is currently developed with buildings, 
surface parking areas, and limited landscaping.  In addition, the area surrounding the South 
Campus is almost entirely developed with structures and/or impervious surfaces.  
Therefore, similar to the Project, development of the South Campus under Alternative 3 
would not result in significant impacts to biological resources. 
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d.  Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources 

(1)  Historical Resources 

As with the Project, Alternative 3 does not have the potential to affect historical 
resources beyond the parcels comprising the South Campus due to the nature of the 
proposed work, which would not extend beyond the campus parcels.  Therefore, similar to 
the Project, development of the South Campus under Alternative 3 would not result in 
significant impacts to historical resources. 

(2)  Archaeological and Tribal Cultural Resources 

Similar to the Project, Alternative 3 would involve excavation for the subterranean 
parking for the 988 and 888 Buildings.  As such, Alternative 3 may result in an 
unanticipated discovery of cultural resources during construction.  Thus, Alternative 3 
would be subject to the same mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures D-1 and D-2).  
Therefore, similar to the Project, impacts related to cultural resources under Alternative 3 
would be less than significant with mitigation. 

e.  Geology and Soils 

The footprint of the proposed development under Alternative 2 would be the same 
as that of the Project, and, as such, Alternative 3 would disturb the same area as the 
Project.  Accordingly, potential impacts related to site-specific geologic hazards, including 
seismic hazards, ground failure, soil stability, or expansive soils, would occur to the same 
extent as the Project because such impacts are a function of the Project Site’s underlying 
geologic conditions.  As with the Project, Alternative 3 would be required to comply with the 
current seismic design provisions of the 2016 CBC (i.e., Chapter 16-16A, Structural 
Design; Chapter 17, Special Inspections and Tests; Chapter 18-18A, Soil and Foundations, 
etc.), as well as provisions from the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program.  In 
addition, construction under Alternative 3 would be required to apply accepted and proven 
construction engineering practices and adhere to seismic safety requirements and receive 
approval of compliance from the City of Pasadena Building and Safety Division before 
permits are provided.  Therefore, similar to the Project, Alternative 3 would not expose 
people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects related to seismic ground 
shaking, liquefaction, seismically induced settlement, subsidence, and expansive and 
corrosive soils, and impacts would be less than significant. 

f.  Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Although Alternative 3 would not construct the main quad area or the underground 
tunnel as proposed by the Project, Alternative 3 would retain a similar programming to the 



V.  Alternatives 

City of Pasadena ArtCenter Master Plan 
SCH No. 2016091009 October 2017 
 

Page V-41 

  

Project.  As such, GHG emissions associated with construction and operation of Alternative 
3 would not be expected to differ substantially from the Project.  In addition, Alternative 3 
would incorporate the same Project Design Features F-1 and F-2 to reduce GHG 
emissions.  Thus, Alternative 3 would not result in an exceedance of the SCAQMD 
screening criteria and would not conflict with emission reduction goals and objectives in 
CARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan, the SCAG’s 2016-2040 RTP/SCS, and the City’s 
Green City Action Plan.  Compliance with regulatory measures and project design features 
would advance such emission reduction objectives.  Therefore, similar to the Project, 
impacts related to GHG emissions under Alternative 3 would be less than significant. 

g.  Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

As with the Project, during construction of Alternative 3, historical USTs and 
contaminated soils may potentially be encountered due to the lack of removal and closure 
documentation for these USTs at the 988 Parcel.  This would create a potential hazard to 
the construction workers and the public and would be considered a significant impact 
related to the potential release of hazardous materials or emissions into the environment.  
As such, Alternative 3 would be subject to the same mitigation measures (Mitigation 
Measures G-1 through G-3) to mitigate such potential impacts from the potential USTs and 
impacted soils.  Therefore, similar to the Project, impacts related to the use, storage, and 
management of hazardous materials and the generation, handling, and disposal of 
hazardous waste during construction under Alternative 3 would be less than significant 
with mitigation. 

Since Alternative 3 would implement similar programs as the Project, operation of 
Alternative 3 would involve the continued use of hazardous materials by ArtCenter, as well 
as limited use of potentially hazardous materials typical of those used in residential, 
commercial/restaurants, and office uses, including cleaning agents, paints, pesticides, and 
other materials used for landscaping.  In addition, as with the Project, a CNG fueling facility 
may be located in the mobility hub at South Campus.  Accordingly, impacts related to 
hazardous materials under Alternative 3 would be comparable to those identified for the 
Project.  Therefore, similar to the Project, operational impacts related to hazardous material 
under Alternative 3 would be less than significant. 

h.  Hydrology and Water Quality 

The area of ground disturbance under Alternative 2 would be the similar to the 
Project.  Accordingly, Alternative 3 would result in the same impacts to hydrology and water 
quality as the Project during construction.  Similar to the Project, construction of Alternative 
3 would not violate any water quality standards and waste discharge requirements, create 
or contribute runoff water that would result in substantial polluted runoff, or substantially 
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degrade both surface water and groundwater quality.  Therefore, similar to the Project, 
such impacts during construction of Alternative 3 would be less than significant. 

However, Alternative 3 would reduce the amount of open space proposed by the 
Project due to the elimination of the Main Quad over the Metro ROW.  This reduction in 
open space would result in a corresponding reduction in percolation into pervious surfaces 
even though penetration into the groundwater table is not anticipated.  Consequently, 
Alternative 3 would increase runoff volumes and peak flow rates.  Nonetheless, similar to 
the Project, Alternative 3 would incorporate LID measures and post-construction BMPs to 
outline stormwater treatment practices required to control pollutants associated with storm 
events up to the 85th percentile storm event pursuant to the City’s Stormwater Program.  
As such, BMPs would control stormwater runoff and ensure that no increase in runoff 
would result from Alternative 3.  As a result, similar to the Project, Alternative 3 would not 
be expected to impact existing storm drain infrastructure serving the South Campus, and 
runoff would generally continue to follow the same discharge paths and drain to the same 
stormwater systems.  As such, operation of Alternative 3 would result in a less-than-
significant impact on surface water hydrology, including drainage patterns and the rate and 
amount of surface runoff.  Therefore, such impacts under Alternative 3 would be less than 
significant but greater than the Project. 

i.  Land Use 

Although Alternative 3 would implement similar programs, involving the same types 
of land uses, as the Project, Alternative 3 would replace portions of the South Campus that 
currently contain surface lots with six new buildings that would be eight stories and extend 
up to 100 feet in height.  Buildout of Alternative 3 would increase the height, density, and 
massing of on-site structures as compared to existing conditions.  However, this would be 
consistent with the City’s vision of accommodating higher-density development, including 
housing for students, in proximity to the Metro Gold Line Fillmore Station, as presented in 
the updated Pasadena General Plan Land Use Element. 

In order to avoid encroachment over the Metro ROW, the large main quad area 
between the 1101/1111 Buildings and the 988 Building proposed by the Project would be 
eliminated under Alternative 3.  It would result in the reduction in open space and outdoor 
amenities that are open to public; thus, implementation of Alternative 3 would not be as 
supportive of the objectives and policies of the Pasadena General Plan Land Use Element, 
Central District Specific Plan, and the regional plans related to the enhancement of the 
urban landscape and environmental quality and maximization of livability, prosperity, and 
sustainability to contribute to a healthier community.  Therefore, impacts related to land use 
consistency under Alternative 3 would be less than significant but greater than the Project. 
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j.  Noise 

Alternative 3 would retain a similar programming to the Project but without the 
pedestrian connection over the Metro ROW and the vehicular connection between parking 
garages under the Metro ROW.  Accordingly, construction activities during maximum 
activity days would be similar in scale to the Project.  Therefore, on-site construction 
activities during maximum activity days under this alternative would generate noise and 
vibration levels that are similar to the Project.  In addition, due to the similar types of 
construction activities, as well as the same general amount of construction traffic that would 
occur during peak construction days and use of the same access routes as the Project, 
off-site construction noise and vibration levels under this alternative would also be similar to 
the Project.  However, under Alternative 3, nighttime construction would no longer be 
required to avoid potential interruption to Metro Gold Line’s normal operations, as the 
pedestrian and vehicular connections over and under the Metro ROW would be eliminated.  
Therefore, noise impacts associated with nighttime construction would be avoided under 
this alternative and would be less than the Project. 

Alternative 3 would implement the same project design features and mitigation 
measures as the Project to reduce noise and vibration levels during construction.  
Therefore, Alternative 3 would result in less-than-significant impacts after mitigation 
(related to vibration only) and less than the Project as nighttime noise impacts would 
be eliminated. 

During operation, Alternative 3 would similarly involve primarily the same types of 
operational-related on- and off-site noise sources, including mechanical equipment, parking 
facilities, loading dock and trash collection areas, and traffic generated under this 
alternative.  Reduction in the outdoor spaces under Alternative 3 would slightly reduce the 
noise from outdoor activities; however, the mobility hub would be more exposed under this 
alternative, and the noise generated from traffic accessing the mobility hub would offset the 
noise reduction from outdoor activities.  Therefore, noise impacts from these on- and off-
site noise sources would be similar to the Project and would be less than significant. 

k.  Public Services—Fire Protection 

Similar to the Project, Alternative 3 would introduce new structures, residents, and 
employees into PFD’s service boundaries, thereby increasing the demand on fire protection 
facilities and services.  As with the Project, construction of Alternative 3 would increase the 
risk of accidental on-site fires by exposing combustible materials (e.g., wood, plastics, 
sawdust, coverings, and coatings) to fire risks from machinery and equipment sparks, and 
from exposed electrical lines, chemical reactions in combustible materials and coatings, 
and lighted cigarettes.  However, Alternative 3 would incorporate the same project design 
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features as under the Project.  As such, construction contractors and work crews will 
comply with industry standard measures to minimize fire hazards during construction.  
Compliance with regulatory requirements would also effectively reduce the potential for 
construction activities to expose people to the risk of fire or explosion related to hazardous 
materials.  In addition, a Construction Staging and Traffic Management Plan will ensure 
measures for maintaining emergency access during construction.  Therefore, similar to the 
Project, impacts related to fire protection during construction under Alternative 3 would be 
less than significant. 

Alternative 3 would also incorporate Project Design Feature K-2 to install automatic 
fire sprinklers in all new buildings.  Compliance with applicable regulatory requirements, 
including fire flow requirements that are enforced through the City’s building permitting 
process would ensure that adequate fire prevention features would be provided that would 
reduce the demand on PFD facilities and equipment.  Moreover, according to the PFD, 
response times are dependent on resource service levels and allocations from the City’s 
budgeting process, and response times are not considered an impact on the environment.  
Thus, similar to the Project, impacts related to response times and emergency access 
would be less than significant under Alternative 3. 

l.  Traffic 

Alternative 3 would retain a similar programming to the Project but without the 
pedestrian connection over the Metro ROW and the vehicular connections between parking 
garages under the Metro ROW.  Accordingly, traffic impacts related to the City’s five 
metrics (i.e., VMT per capita, VT per capita, proximity and quality of bicycle and transit 
networks, and pedestrian accessibility) would be the same as the Project.  Therefore, 
similar to the Project, traffic impacts under Alternative 3 would be less than significant. 

However, without the main quad area to provide a pedestrian connection between 
the 1111/1101 Buildings and the 988 Building, students, faculty, and visitors of ArtCenter 
would be required to cross the Metro ROW using the sidewalk along the north side of 
Glenarm Street, which is similar to existing conditions.  As a 24-hour college campus, 
Alternative 3 may increase the potential for conflict between pedestrians and the Metro 
Gold Line as more people circulate within the South Campus that would be avoided under 
the Project.  As such, this alternative would result in a greater impact related to pedestrian 
safety than the Project.  However, similar to the Project, this alternative would be required 
to comply with regulatory requirements established by Metro and the City regarding 
crosswalks and rail crossings to ensure pedestrian safety, particularly near rail crossings 
and transit stations.  Therefore, although impacts related to pedestrian safety would  
be greater under this alternative than the Project, such impacts would remain less 
than significant. 
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As with the Project, Alternative 3 would include a digital gallery on the façade of the 
1111 Building.  Similar to the Project, the digital gallery may contain flashing and moving 
images visible from SR-110, Arroyo Parkway, and Glenarm Street and, as such, would 
create a potential for distractions to motorists, which may lead to hazardous driving 
conditions.  Therefore, impacts related to hazards due to a design feature would be 
considered significant.  As with the Project, Alternative 3 would include the same Mitigation 
Measure L-1 listed in Section IV.L, Traffic, of this Draft EIR to reduce the digital gallery’s 
impact related to hazards to a less-than-significant level. 

m.  Utilities and Service Systems 

Alternative 3 would eliminate the pedestrian connection over the Metro ROW and 
the vehicular connections between parking garages under the Metro ROW.  However, 
Alternative 3 would retain a similar programming to the Project and provide the same uses 
without the outdoor amenities associated with the Main Quad.  As a result, the demand for 
water and energy and the generation of wastewater and solid waste under Alternative 2 
would be the same as those of the Project.  Therefore, similar to the Project, impacts to 
utilities and service systems would be less than significant. 

3.  Comparison of Impacts 

As evaluated above, Alternative 3 would eliminate the Project’s environmental 
impact related to aesthetics (light and glare) and noise associated with nighttime 
construction, which for the proposed Project was determined to be less than significant with 
implementation of mitigation.  In addition, the following impacts would be similar to the 
Project:  aesthetics as it relates to visual character, views, light, and glare during operation 
(less than significant); air quality during construction and operation (less than significant); 
biological resources (less than significant with mitigation); cultural and tribal cultural 
resources (less than significant with mitigation); geology and soils (less than significant); 
GHG emissions (less than significant); hazards and hazardous materials (less than 
significant with mitigation); hydrology and water quality during construction (less than 
significant); noise during operation (less than significant); vibration during construction (less 
than significant with mitigation), fire protection (less than significant); traffic (less than 
significant) and traffic hazards (less than significant with mitigation); and utilities and 
service systems (less than significant).  However, Alternative 3 would result in greater 
impacts than the Project related to hydrology (surface water runoff) during operation and 
land use consistency (enhancement of the urban landscape and environmental quality and 
maximization of livability, prosperity, and sustainability to contribute to a healthier 
community) due to the reduction in the amount of publicly accessible open space (i.e., 
elimination of the Main Quad) provided under this alternative, as well as pedestrian safety 
due to at-grade sidewalk rail crossing as a result of the elimination of the pedestrian 
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crossing over the Metro ROW.  Nonetheless, these impacts would remain less than 
significant. 

4.  Relationship of the Alternative to Project 
Objectives 

Under Alternative 3, land uses and operations would remain similar to the Project.  
However, this alternative would reduce the amount of publicly accessible open space 
provided on the South Campus by eliminating the Main Quad and the pedestrian 
connection over the Metro ROW and the vehicular connection between parking garages 
under the Metro ROW.  As such, Alternative 3 would not meet all of the Project’s 
objectives.  Specifically, Alternative 3 would not achieve the following objectives to the 
same extent as the Project: 

 To expand existing sustainable policies, programs, and facilities and lessen the 
dependence on vehicles; 

 To encourage an enhanced campus community through flexible and innovative 
outdoor and indoor spaces; 

 To create a pedestrian-oriented environment defined by a hierarchy of spaces 
and pathways; 

 To establish an urban design framework for the Project Site that responds to 
on-site conditions and creates a positive interface with the surrounding 
community; and 

 To provide safe pedestrian connections within the South Campus. 

Overall, Alternative 3 would not achieve the Project objectives to the same extent as 
the Project. 
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V.  Alternatives 
D.  Alternative 4:  Change in Location of the 

New Commuter Services and Facilities 
Hub on the Hillside Campus to the North 
Lot Alternative 

1.  Description of the Alternative 

When compared with the Project, the Change in Location of the New Commuter 
Services and Facilities Hub on the Hillside Campus to the North Lot Alternative would 
involve changes to the portion of the Master Plan that pertains to the Hillside Campus only 
and specifically the South Building and the new Commuter Services and Facilities Hub.  
This alternative would involve maintaining the South Building as it currently exists and 
constructing a new building to accommodate the Commuter Services and Facilities Hub at 
the North Lot, instead of the South Lot, to avoid any disturbance to the hillside area 
adjacent to the South Building.  The new building would be approximately 15,300 square 
feet, which would be equivalent in size to the additional building area proposed for the 
reconstruction/expansion of the existing 4,200-square-foot South Building under the 
Project.  Therefore, no new gross floor area beyond that is proposed under the Project 
would be added under this alternative. 

Similar to the Project, the new facility building at the North Lot would be a maximum 
of 35 feet in height.  The exact location of the new facility is not known at this time, but it 
would be within the boundaries of the North Lot; no new construction would occur outside 
of the North lot.  While one potential location for the New Commuter Services and Facilities 
Hub is the existing location of the Annex Building, ArtCenter wishes to maintain flexibility of 
its location within the parking area to appropriately implement the necessary access and 
circulation improvements proposed under the Master Plan and to accommodate the 
proposed photovoltaic canopies and cells.  As with the Project, a compressed natural gas 
(CNG) fueling facility may potentially be constructed near the new building.  The new 
building would also allow storage areas currently located in the Ellwood Building to be 
relocated to this facility, thereby making additional space available in the Ellwood Building 
for academic and administrative uses. 
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Components of the Master Plan related to other improvements at the Hillside 
Campus (i.e., demolition of the Annex Building and enclosure of the Sinclaire Pavilion) and 
the South Campus would remain unchanged from those proposed under the Project. 

2.  Environmental Impact Analysis 

As Alternative 4 would not change the Project’s proposed development at the South 
Campus, the environmental impact analysis provided below focuses on the impacts related 
to development at the Hillside Campus.  All of the environmental impacts related to 
development at the South Campus would remain unchanged from those identified in 
Section IV, Environmental Impact Analysis, of this Draft EIR. 

a.  Aesthetics 

Development of the new Commuter Services and Facilities Hub at the North Lot 
would be comparable to the existing Annex Building that would be demolished under  
Alternative 4.  As such, similar to the Project, improvements to the Hillside Campus, 
including the change in location of the new Commuter Services and Facilities Hub from the 
South Lot to the North Lot, would not be visually perceptible from a distance of 0.4 mile, 
which represents the location of the nearest private residences on the hillsides to the north 
and northeast.  Therefore, similar to the Project, impacts related to visual character and 
quality during construction under Alternative 4 would be less than significant. 

Similarly, the new Commuter Services and Facilities Hub would generate 
comparable light and glare in the immediate vicinity of the Hillside Campus to the existing 
Annex Building.  Lighting during the nighttime hours would be for safety and security 
purposes and, as such, would be shielded and/or aimed so that no direct beam spills over 
outside of the campus property boundary.  Furthermore, the Project would implement 
Project Design Feature A-3 as identified in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of this Draft EIR, which 
requires the shielding of light sources.  Therefore, similar to the Project, impacts to off-site 
sensitive uses from daytime and nighttime glare would be less than significant for the 
Hillside Campus.  As with the Project, Alternative 4 would include installation of a digital 
gallery on the South Campus.  Similar to the Project, impacts related to the digital gallery 
would be less than significant. 

b.  Air Quality 

Development of the new Commuter Services and Facilities Hub at the North Lot 
would require the same duration and type of construction activities as those for the 
development of the new facility at the South Lot as proposed under the Project.  As 
described above, the new building would be equivalent in size to the additional building 
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area proposed for the existing South Building under the Project, and, as such, no new area 
beyond that is proposed under the Project would be added under Alternative 4.  Therefore, 
air pollutant and TAC emissions generated under this alternative would be the same as 
those estimated for the construction of the new facility at the South Lot as proposed under 
the Project.  As such, similar to the Project, air quality impacts under Alternative 4 would be 
less than significant. 

c.  Biological Resources 

Alternative 4 proposes the same development as the Project but the new Commuter 
Services and Facilities Hub would be constructed on the North Lot rather than the South 
Lot.  As such, the South Building would remain as it currently exists, and Alternative 4 
would not involve the construction or operation of new development adjacent to the hillside 
near the South Building.  As such, unlike the Project, Alternative 4 would avoid the 
possibility of encroaching into sensitive natural communities and wetlands, specifically 
identified near the South Building and the potential need to obtain a Streambed Alteration 
Agreement from the CDFW. 

Accordingly, when compared to the Project, Alternative 4 would eliminate the 
potential to affect special status plant and wildlife species and other wildlife species in the 
undeveloped hillside area within the biological study area at the Hillside Campus, and 
mitigation measures to address this potential impact would not be required. As such, 
impacts to biological resources under Alternative 4 would be less than significant and less 
than the Project. 

d.  Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources 

(1)  Historical Resources 

As with the Project, the change in location of the new Commuter Services and 
Facilities Hub from the South Lot to the North Lot would not result in physical changes to 
the Ellwood Building, a Pasadena Historic Monument.  Thus, similar to the Project, 
Alternative 4 would not be expected to cause an adverse change related to historical 
resources according to CEQA Guidelines.  Therefore, similar to the Project, impacts related 
to historical resources under Alternative 4 would be less than significant. 

(2)  Archaeological and Tribal Cultural Resources 

Similar to the Project, Alternative 4 would involve some ground disturbance 
associated with the development of the new Commuter Services and Facilities Hub at the 
North Lot.  As such, Alternative 4 may result in an unanticipated discovery of cultural 
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resources during construction.  Thus, Alternative 4 would be subject to the same mitigation 
measures (Mitigation Measures D-1 and D-2).  Therefore, similar to the Project, impacts 
related to archaeological and tribal cultural resources under Alternative 4 would be less 
than significant with mitigation. 

e.  Geology and Soils 

Development of the new Commuter Services and Facilities Hub at the North Lot 
would require the same type of construction activities as those for the development of the 
new facility at the South Lot as proposed under the Project.  Accordingly, potential impacts 
related to site-specific geologic hazards, including seismic hazards, ground failure, soil 
stability, or expansive soils, would occur to the same extent as the Project because such 
impacts are a function of the Project Site’s underlying geologic conditions.  As with the 
Project, Alternative 4 would be required to comply with the current seismic design 
provisions of the 2016 CBC (i.e., Chapter 16-16A, Structural Design; Chapter 17, Special 
Inspections and Tests; Chapter 18-18A, Soil and Foundations, etc.), as well as provisions 
from the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program.  In addition, construction under 
Alternative 4 would be required to apply accepted and proven construction engineering 
practices and adhere to seismic safety requirements and receive approval of compliance 
from the City of Pasadena Building and Safety Division before permits are provided.  
Therefore, similar to the Project, Alternative 4 would not expose people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse effects related to seismic ground shaking, liquefaction, 
seismically induced settlement, subsidence, and expansive and corrosive soils, and 
impacts would be less than significant. 

f.  Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Alternative 4 proposes the same development as the Project but the location of the 
new Commuter Services and Facilities Hub would be changed from the South Lot to the 
North Lot.  As described above, the new building would be equivalent in size to the 
additional building area proposed for the existing South Building under the Project, and, as 
such, no new area beyond that is proposed under the Project would be added under 
Alternative 4.  Therefore, GHG emissions generated under this alternative would be the 
same as those estimated for the development of the new facility at the South Lot as 
proposed under the Project.  As such, similar to the Project, impacts related to GHG 
emissions under Alternative 4 would be less than significant. 

g.  Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Alternative 4 proposes the same development as the Project but the location of the 
new Commuter Services and Facilities Hub would be changed from the South Lot to the 
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North Lot.  Therefore, Alternative 4 would result in the same usage, storage, and 
management of hazardous materials, and the generation, handling, and disposal of 
hazardous waste that would occur under the Project.  As such, similar to the Project, 
impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials under Alternative 4 during construction 
and operation would be less than significant with mitigation. 

h.  Hydrology and Water Quality 

Alternative 4 proposes the same development as the Project but the location of the 
new Commuter Services and Facilities Hub would be changed from the South Lot to the 
North Lot.  Accordingly, unlike the Project, Alternative 4 would have no change in the 
potential for adverse effects of mudflows during heavy rain events, as described in Section 
IV.H, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this Draft EIR, and would eliminate this Project 
impact.  Therefore, unlike the Project, Alternative 4 would not require any mitigation to 
reduce the impact of potential mudflows.  The new facility would be comparable to the 
existing Annex Building located at the North Lot.  Therefore, Alternative 4 would not 
substantially alter the drainage patterns at the North Lot in a manner that could result in 
substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on- or off-site.  As such, impacts related to surface 
water, groundwater, and surface runoff under Alternative 4 would be less than significant 
and similar to the Project, and impacts related to mudflow would be less than significant 
and less than the Project. 

i.  Land Use 

Alternative 4 proposes the same development as the Project but the location of the 
new Commuter Services and Facilities Hub would be changed from the South Lot to the 
North Lot.  Therefore, impacts related to land use under Alternative 4 would be the same 
as those identified for the development of the new facility at the South Lot as proposed 
under the Project.  As such, similar to the Project, impacts related to land use would be 
less than significant. 

j.  Noise 

Development of the new Commuter Services and Facilities Hub at the North Lot 
would require the same duration and type of construction activities as those for the 
development of the new facility at the South Lot as proposed under the Project.  As such, 
off-site construction noise and vibration levels under this alternative would be similar to 
those of the Project during maximum activity days.  In addition, operation of the new facility 
would be comparable to the existing Annex Building located at the North Lot.  Furthermore, 
Alternative 4 would incorporate related project design features currently proposed by the 
Project.  Therefore, similar to the Project, noise and vibration impacts associated with 
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construction activities and operation of the Hillside Campus under Alternative 4 would be 
less than significant. 

k.  Public Services—Fire Protection 

Alternative 4 proposes the same development as the Project but the location of the 
new Commuter Services and Facilities Hub would be changed from the South Lot to the 
North Lot.  Therefore, impacts related to fire protection under Alternative 4 would be the 
same as those identified for the development of the new facility at the South Lot as 
proposed under the Project.  As such, similar to the Project, impacts related to fire 
protection under Alternative 4 would be less than significant. 

l.  Traffic 

Alternative 4 proposes the same development as the Project but the location of the 
new Commuter Services and Facilities Hub would be changed from the South Lot to the 
North Lot.  Therefore, traffic impacts related to the City’s five metrics (i.e., VMT per capita, 
VT per capita, proximity and quality of bicycle and transit networks, and pedestrian 
accessibility) would be the same as the Project.  As such, similar to the Project, traffic 
impacts under Alternative 4 would be less than significant.  As with the Project, Alternative 
4 would include installation of a digital gallery on the South Campus, and the same 
Mitigation Measure L-1 listed in Section IV.L, Traffic, of this Draft EIR to reduce the digital 
gallery’s impact related to hazards to a less-than-significant level. 

m.  Utilities and Service Systems 

Alternative 4 proposes the same development as the Project but the location of the 
new Commuter Services and Facilities Hub would be changed from the South Lot to the 
North Lot.  As a result, the demand for water and energy and the generation of wastewater 
and solid waste under Alternative 2 would be the same as those of the Project.  Therefore, 
similar to the Project, impacts to utilities and service systems would be less than significant. 

3.  Comparison of Impacts 

As evaluated above, Alternative 4 would reduce the Project’s significant 
environmental impact related to biological resources and mudflows, which for the proposed 
Project were determined to be less than significant with mitigation.  In addition, the 
following impacts would be similar to the Project:  aesthetics as it relates to visual 
character, views, light, and glare (less than significant); air quality during construction and 
operation (less than significant); cultural and tribal cultural resources (less than significant 
with mitigation); geology and soils (less than significant); GHG emissions (less than 
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significant); hazards and hazardous materials (less than significant with mitigation); 
hydrology and water quality during construction and operation (less than significant); noise 
and vibration during construction and operation (less than significant with mitigation); fire 
protection (less than significant); traffic (less than significant with mitigation); and utilities 
and service systems (less than significant). 

4.  Relationship of the Alternative to Project 
Objectives 

Under the Change in Location of the New Commuter Services and Facilities Hub to 
the North Lot Alternative, land uses and operations would remain similar to the Project.  As 
such, Alternative 4 would continue to meet all Project objectives pertaining to the Hillside 
Campus.  Specifically, Alternative 4 would meet the following Project objectives: 

 To develop state-of-the-art, modern physical spaces at both campuses, including 
new and existing facilities, to meet evolving educational demands; 

 To provide flexible spaces that can easily adapt to multiple uses and 
accommodate a wide variety of collaborative practices to reflect ArtCenter’s 
transdisciplinary approach to the learning process; 

 To create a greater sense of connection between the Hillside Campus and South 
Campus to enhance the student, faculty, and staff experience and increase the 
utility of existing and proposed new development on the South Campus; 

 To improve access and circulation operations at the Hillside Campus and shuttle 
routes that facilitate the shift in growth to the South Campus; and 

 To expand existing sustainable policies, programs, and facilities and lessen the 
dependence on vehicles. 

Overall, Alternative 4 would achieve the Project objectives pertaining to the Hillside 
Campus to the same extent as the Project. 
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V.  Alternatives 
E.  Environmentally Superior Alternative 

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that an analysis of 
alternatives to a project shall identify an Environmentally Superior Alternative among the 
alternatives evaluated in an EIR.  The CEQA Guidelines also state that should the No 
Project Alternative be the Environmentally Superior Alternative, the EIR shall identify 
another Environmentally Superior Alternative among the remaining alternatives. 

Table V-1 on page V-7 provides a summary matrix that compares the impacts 
associated with the Project with the impacts of each of the analyzed alternatives.  A more 
detailed description of the potential impacts associated with each alternative is provided 
above.  Pursuant to Section 15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, the analysis below 
addresses the ability of the alternatives to “avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the 
significant effects” of the Project. 

Alternative 1, the No Project/No Build Alternative, would avoid all of the Project’s 
environmental impacts related to biological resources, cultural and tribal cultural resources, 
hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology (mudflows), noise, and traffic that were 
determined to be less than significant with mitigation.  Therefore, the No Project/No Build 
Alternative is considered the environmentally superior alternative. 

As stated above, the CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an 
Environmentally Superior Alternative other than a No Project Alternative.  Accordingly, in 
accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, a comparative evaluation of the remaining 
alternatives indicates that Alternative 4 is the Environmentally Superior Alternative.  Under 
Alternative 4, the impacts of the Project related to biological resources and mudflows that 
were determined to be less than significant with mitigation would be eliminated without 
resulting in different tradeoffs that were identified for the other two alternatives (i.e., impacts 
related to hydrology and land use associated with the reduction in open space). 

 




