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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least 
one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

X Aesthetics X 
Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

 Public Services 

 
Agricultural and Forest 
Resources 

X 
Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

 Recreation 

X Air Quality  
Hydrology and Water 
Quality 

 Transportation/Traffic 

 Biological Resources X Land Use and Planning X 
 Utilities and Service 
Systems (Water Supply) 

X 
Cultural Resources 
(Historic) 

 Mineral Resources X 
Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

 Energy X Noise   

 Geology and Soils  Population and Housing   

 

DETERMINATION: (to be completed by the lead agency). 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not 
be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described on an attached sheet have 
been added to the project.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect(s) on the environment.  Analysis in the 
Initial Study shows that one or more impact areas will have a “Potentially Significant Impact”.  An 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that were not 
analyzed in a previously approved EIR or Negative Declaration for the project at hand. 

X 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there WILL 
NOT be a significant effect in this case because all potentially significant effects (1) have been analyzed 
in an earlier EIR pursuant to applicable standards and (2) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to 
that earlier EIR, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project. 

 

 
  

Prepared By/Date  Reviewed By/Date
  

Printed Name  Printed Name
  
Negative Declaration/Mitigated Negative Declaration adopted on:  
  
Adoption attested to by:   
 Printed name/Signature Date
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported 
by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question.  A “No Impact” 
answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does 
not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone).  A “No 
Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general 
standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific 
screening analysis). 

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, 
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational 
impacts. 

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist 
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or 
less than significant.  “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an 
effect is significant.  If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the 
determination is made, an EIR is required. 

4) “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the 
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation 
Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from 
“Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less than Significant Impact.”  The Lead Agency must describe the 
mitigation measures and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level 
(mitigation measures in the response to question 20, “Earlier Analysis,” may be cross-referenced). 

5)  Earlier analysis may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an 
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.  See CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15063(c)(3)(D).  Earlier analyses are discussed in the response to question 20 at the end of the 
checklist. 

a) Earlier Analysis Used.  Identify and state where they are available for review. 

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed.  Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the 
scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, 
and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier 
analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures.  For effects that are “less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier 
documents and the extent to which address site-specific conditions for the project. 

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for 
potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances).  Reference to a previously prepared or outside 
document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is 
substantiated.   

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals 
contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

8) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 

b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant 
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SECTION II - ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 

 

1. BACKGROUND. 

Date checklist submitted:   

Department requiring checklist:  Planning and Development Department 

Case Manager: Dan Angeles, Principal Engineer 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS.  (EXPLANATIONS OF ALL ANSWERS ARE REQUIRED): 

 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigation is 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

 
3. AESTHETICS.   

Would the project: 

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

     

 
WHY?  A scenic vista is defined as a valued view that may encompass natural or man-made features.  
Examples include views of the coastline, mountains, or historic resources.  The Glenarm building and 
associated electric fountain, which together comprise a City-designated historic monument, are located 
in the northwestern corner of the project site at the intersection of Fair Oaks Avenue and Glenarm 
Street, and potentially represent valued visual resources.  The remainder of the Glenarm site is 
developed as a power plant and is developed with generation equipment and related structures, 
storage, and paved areas.  Equipment and related structures range from low sheds to 125-foot stacks 
and are constructed of a variety of materials (e.g., steel frames, corrugated metal panels, unreinforced 
masonry, fiberglass-clad cooling towers, etc.).   

The existing project site is visually prominent from several public and private off-site vantage points, 
including Pasadena Department of Water and Power offices and commercial uses to the north, across 
Glenarm Street; multi-family residential uses to the south, on Raymond Hill and therefore elevated 
above the project site; the power plant’s Broadway site, the Pasadena Freeway (SR 110), public 
schools, a public library, and a public park east of the freeway; and commercial and single-family 
residential uses west of Fair Oaks Avenue.  Visually prominent features that the proposed project would 
introduce include new cooling towers, associated steam plumes, and a 125-foot tall stack, which have 
the potential to obstruct or degrade views of the historic Glenarm building and fountain from Fair Oaks 
Avenue and land uses to the south and west.  Project features may also cast shadows onto off-site 
shade-sensitive land uses at different times of year.  The proposed 125-foot-tall stack will require a 
variance to exceed the maximum permitted height on the project site of 56 feet. These issues will be 
analyzed further in an EIR.   



 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigation is 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 
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Because of the topography in the project area and the project site’s location relative to surrounding land 
uses, the proposed project is not expected to adversely affect panoramic vistas of any other scenic 
resources, such as the distant San Gabriel Mountains or the Arroyo Seco Parkway, from off-site 
vantage points. 

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

     

 
WHY?  The only designated state scenic highway in the City of Pasadena is Angeles Crest Highway 
(State Highway 2), which is located north of Arroyo Seco Canyon in the northwestern part of the City.  
The project site is not within the Angeles Crest Highway viewshed and no City-designated scenic 
roadway corridors are located in the project vicinity.   

No street trees or landmark-eligible trees exist on the project site or would be removed as result of 
project implementation.  The project site is entirely developed or paved, with minimal landscaping along 
the project site perimeter, and does not contain any rock outcroppings or other natural features that 
possess recognized aesthetic value.  Accordingly, project implementation would have no impact on 
important scenic resources or other desirable aesthetic features within the viewshed of a scenic 
highway or scenic roadway. 

Refer to the response to question 7.a for a discussion of potential effects of the proposed project on the 
Glenarm Steam Plant and Electric Fountain, as well as the on-site Pacific Electric substation building, 
which have local historic designations. 

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

     

  
WHY?  The proposed 125-foot tall stack may require a variance to exceed the maximum permitted 
height on the project site of 56 feet. The proposed 125-foot stack, GT-5 power generating equipment, 
and related structures would be comparable in height and mass to existing on-site equipment and 
structures.  However, the new stack, cooling towers, and associated steam plume related to proposed 
Unit GT-5 on the south side of the Glenarm Building would be visually prominent and have the potential 
to adversely impact the existing visual character or quality of the site.  This issue will be further 
analyzed in an EIR. 

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

     

 
WHY?  The proposed project would introduce new sources of nighttime lighting, including lighting of 
Unit GT-5 , on-site security lighting, and visible interior lighting within the Glenarm Building and the 
maintenance building on the one-acre parcel south of State Street.  These improvements have the 
potential to create new sources of light or glare that may be visible from or adversely affect light-
sensitive residential receptors to the south and west.  This issue will be further analyzed in an EIR. 
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4. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES.   

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 
prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing 
impacts on agriculture and farmland.  In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including 
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by 
the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, 
including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and 
forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air 
Resources Board.  Would the project: 

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

     

 
WHY?  The City of Pasadena is a developed urban area surrounded by hillsides to the north and 
northwest.  The City contains no prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance, 
as shown on maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency.  Thus, no impacts regarding agricultural resources would occur.   

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

     

 
WHY?  The City of Pasadena has no Williamson Act contract land and has no land zoned for 
agricultural use other than commercial nurseries/growing areas.  Commercial nurseries/growing areas 
are permitted in the CG (General Commercial) and IG (General Industrial) zones and conditionally in 
the CO (Office Commercial), CL (Limited Commercial), RS (Single-Family Residential), RM (Multi-
Family Residential, OS (Open Space) and PS (Public-Semi Public) districts.  The use is also permitted 
within certain specific plan areas.  Although agricultural uses could be permitted on the project site, the 
Glenarm and Broadway sites have historically been in operation as power plants for over 100 years and 
50 years, respectively, and there are no nearby agricultural uses.  Thus, the proposed project would not 
conflict with any agricultural zoning and would not preclude the use of commercial nurseries in any 
allowed zones.  No impacts related to agricultural uses would occur. 

c.  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code 
section 4526), or timberland-zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code section 51104(g))?   

     

 
WHY? The City of Pasadena has no timberland or Timberland Production land and has no land zoned 
for forest land.  Although the City’s Green Space, Recreation and Parks Element (2007) identifies areas 
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of “Wild Open Space” and “Undeveloped Lands” within the City, the South Fair Oaks Specific Plan area 
and project site are located in an established, urbanized part of the City.  Furthermore, the Glenarm 
and Broadway sites have operated as power plants for over 100 years and 50 years, respectively, and 
implementation of the proposed project would not preclude the attainment of the objectives, policies, 
programs, identified in the City’s General Plan documents.  Therefore, no impacts on forest land or 
timberland resources would occur. 

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

     

 
WHY? As described in the response to question 4.c, because the project site is located in an urban 
area and is currently an operational Power Plant, no impact would occur on forest land as a result of 
project development. 

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

     

 
WHY?  As discussed in the response to question 4.a, there is no farmland in the City of Pasadena, 
and, as discussed in the responses to questions 4.b and 4.c, no timberland or other natural areas exist 
in the project vicinity.  Moreover, the project site is located in an established urban area and has 
historically operated as a Power Plant.  Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the 
conversion of farmland to a non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use and, as such, no 
impact on these resources would occur. 

5. AIR QUALITY 

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management 
or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.  Would 
the project:  

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

     

 
WHY?  The City of Pasadena is within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which is bounded by the San 
Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east, and the Pacific Ocean to 
the south and west.  Air quality in the SCAB is monitored by the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD).   

The SCAB has a history of recorded violations of both state and federal ambient air quality standards.  
Because of the violations of the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), the California 
Clean Air Act requires triennial preparation of an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).  The AQMP 
analyzes air quality on a regional level and identifies region-wide attenuation measures intended to 
achieve the air quality standards.  These measures include regulation of stationary source polluters; 
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facilitation of new transportation technologies, such as low-emission vehicles; and capital 
improvements, such as park-and-ride facilities and public transit improvements.   

The most recently adopted plan is the 2007 AQMP, which is the SCAB’s portion of the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) and is intended to achieve the five percent annual reduction goal 
established by the California Clean Air Act.  The AQMP accommodates the population growth and 
transportation projections published by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), 
and therefore projects that are consistent with SCAG’s population and employment forecasts are 
considered consistent with the AQMP.   

The proposed project would be consistent with the SP-2 General Plan Land Use designation (South 
Fair Oaks Specific Plan), and would be generally consistent with the IG-SP-HL “56” zoning designation 
(General Industrial with a maximum height limit of 56 feet), with the exception of the maximum height 
restriction, which would be exceeded by the 125-foot Unit GT-5 stack.  However, construction and 
operational air emissions associated with proposed Unit GT-5 have the potential to affect 
implementation of the AQMP.  This issue will be further analyzed in an EIR. 

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

     

 
WHY?  Because of its geographical location and the prevailing offshore daytime winds, Pasadena 
receives smog from downtown Los Angeles and other areas throughout the Los Angeles basin.  The 
prevailing winds from the southwest send smog into the San Fernando Valley and to Pasadena in the 
San Gabriel Valley, where it is trapped against the foothills.  For these reasons the potential for poor air 
quality in Pasadena is high. 

Pasadena is located in a non-attainment area because it frequently exceeds national ambient air quality 
standards.  Because of the size of the proposed project and the potential for the generation of criteria 
and precursor pollutants from construction and operation, the project may violate an air quality standard 
or contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation.  This issue will be further analyzed in an 
EIR. 

c.  Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

     

 
WHY?  As discussed in the response to question 5.a, the City of Pasadena is located within the SCAB, 
which is a non-attainment area for respirable particulate matter (PM10), fine particulate matter (PM2.5), 
and ozone (O3).  The SCAB is currently in attainment for the remaining criteria pollutants, which include 
carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and sulfur oxides (SOx).  As discussed in the responses 
to questions 5.a and 5.b, the proposed project has the potential to generate emissions that exceed 
thresholds established by the SCAQMD, especially when considered cumulatively with other current 
and proposed projects in the vicinity.  As a result, the proposed project could also contribute to a 
cumulatively considerable net increase in one or more criteria pollutants for which the region is in non-
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attainment under federal or State standards.  Therefore, cumulative air quality impacts associated with 
project-generated emissions would be potentially significant and will be analyzed further in an EIR. 

d.  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

     

 
WHY?  Emissions from project operation have the potential to affect nearby sensitive receptors through 
exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) in the form of diesel exhaust particulate matter during 
construction.  TAC-related health risks also have the potential to occur during project operation if there 
is an increase in heavy-duty truck trips or in the use of on-site utilities.  Land uses that are generally 
considered sensitive to air pollution include those that have sensitive populations on-site for extended 
period of time, such as residences, schools, hospitals, playgrounds, child care centers, athletic 
facilities, and retirement/convalescent homes.  The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site are 
multi-family residences south of State Street and single-family residential uses west of Fair Oaks 
Avenue, and Blair High School and Allendale Elementary School beyond the Arroyo Seco Parkway (SR 
110), east of the project site.  During project operation, vehicle emissions from project-generated trips 
are not expected to cause or contribute to high concentrations of carbon monoxide (CO) at local 
intersections.  However, a screening analysis will be performed to determine if other emission sources 
could result in TAC-related health risks.  Therefore, the potential exposure of sensitive receptors to 
TACs during project construction and operation and a criteria pollutant screening analysis will be further 
analyzed in an EIR. 

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

     

 
WHY?  Fugitive emissions or leaks from project equipment could result in potential odor impacts.  
These sources are subject to SCAQMD Rule 402 (Nuisance Odors) during project operation.  This rule 
requires correction of conditions that may cause odor events and minimization of the frequency and 
magnitude of such events.  In addition, PWP operates and maintains a 24-hour environmental 
surveillance program.  In addition, the use of Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and Best 
Available Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT) (e.g., leakless valves, operational controls, routine 
preventative maintenance, and inspections of critical equipment) would also help to reduce the 
occurrence of unscheduled facility shutdowns, potential equipment failures, and accidental releases of 
compounds that could result in odor impacts.  The plant has also agreed to limit the venting of natural 
gas associated with maintenance or repair operations to evening hours, when nearby Blair High School 
and Allendale Elementary School are closed. Therefore, project-related odor impacts will be less than 
significant and no further analysis in an EIR is required. 
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6. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.   

Would the project: 

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

     

 
WHY?  The Glenarm site and Broadway site have been developed as power plants for over 100 years 
and 50 years, respectively.  Furthermore, the project site is located in an established, urbanized area.  
No candidate, sensitive, or special status species identified by the California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDF) or the U.S.  Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations are present on or near the project site.  On-site flora consists predominantly of non-native 
species.  Therefore, no impacts to sensitive habitats or species would occur from project development. 

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

     

 
WHY?  The project site is fully developed as an operational Power Plant within the established, 
urbanized South Fair Oaks Specific Plan area.  No riparian or other sensitive natural community exists 
on the project site or in the immediate vicinity.  Thus, the proposed project would have no impact on 
any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community. 

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

     

  
WHY?  Drainage courses with definable bed and bank and their adjacent wetlands are “waters of the 
United States” and fall under the jurisdiction of the U.S.  Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in 
accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  Jurisdictional wetlands are defined by the 
USACE as lands that, during normal conditions, possess hydric soils, are dominated by wetland 
vegetation, and are inundated with water for a portion of the growing season.   

The project site is located in an established, urbanized area and is fully developed as an operational 
Power Plant.  No discernible drainage courses, inundated areas, wetland vegetation, or hydric soils 
exist on the site or adjacent properties.  Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on 
federally protected wetlands, as defined in Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.   
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d.   Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 
of native wildlife nursery sites?   

     

 
WHY?  The project site is developed as an existing power plant and on-site development includes the 
Glenarm Building, the Pacific Electric Building, power generation equipment, storage, and paved areas 
including surface parking.  Surrounding land uses include commercial uses, residential uses, the Arroyo 
Seco Parkway (SR 110), and institutional/public uses.  No wildlife corridors or native wildlife nursery 
sites are present on or adjacent to the site.  Furthermore, because of the urbanized nature of the 
project area, the potential for native resident or migratory wildlife species movement through the site is 
very low.  Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on the movement of native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or use of a wildlife nursery site. 

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

     

 
WHY?  The City Trees and Tree Protection Ordinance (Pasadena Municipal Code, Chapter 8.52) is the 
only local ordinance protecting biological resources in the City of Pasadena.  The purpose of the Tree 
Protection Ordinance is to recognize the substantial economic, environmental, and aesthetic 
importance of trees within the community; to preserve and grow Pasadena’s canopy cover by 
protecting landmark, native and specimen trees on specified areas of private property; and to expand 
the protection of street trees and trees on public property.  Existing vegetation on the Glenarm site 
includes a variety of mostly non-native species that are primarily located in the northwestern corner of 
the site (i.e., landscaping surrounding the Glenarm Building’s electric fountain), on the western project 
site perimeter along Fair Oaks Avenue, and along State Street.  No trees would be removed from the 
Glenarm site as a result of the project.  The project would have no impact related to conflict with local 
policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. 

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

     

 
WHY?  The Glenarm site and Broadway site have been developed as power plants for over 100 years 
and 50 years, respectively.  There are no adopted Habitat Conservation or Natural Community 
Conservation Plans within the City of Pasadena or in the project vicinity.  There are also no approved 
local, regional or state habitat conservation plans that address the City or project area.  Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed improvements would not conflict with the provisions of any adopted 
conservation plans and no impact would occur.   
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7. CULTURAL RESOURCES.   

Would the project: 

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

     

 
WHY?  A historical resource is defined in Section 15064.5(a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines as any object, 
building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript determined to be historically significant or 
significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, 
political, military, or cultural annals of California.  Historical resources are further defined as being 
associated with significant events, important persons, or distinctive characteristics of a type, period or 
method of construction; representing the work of an important creative individual; or possessing high 
artistic values.  Resources listed in or determined eligible for the National Register, California Register, 
included in a local register, or identified as significant in a historic resources survey are also considered 
historical resources under CEQA.   

A project with an effect that may cause substantial adverse change in the significance of a resource is a 
project that may have a significant effect on the environment.  Substantial adverse change is defined as 
physical demolition, relocation, or alteration of a resource or its immediate surroundings such that the 
significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.1  Direct impacts are those that 
cause substantial adverse physical change to a historic property.  Indirect impacts are those that cause 
substantial adverse change to the immediate surroundings of an historic property such that the 
significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired. 

There are two designated historic resources on the project site.  In the northwestern corner of the 
project site, at 72 East Glenarm Street, the Glenarm Steam Plant Building and adjacent electric 
fountain together constitute a locally-designated City of Pasadena historic monument.  This designation 
refers to historical resources that are significant to the region, state, or nation and may include 
significant public or semi-public spaces, particularly interiors or interior features.  The Glenarm Building 
was built in two phases, in 1928 and 1932, as additions to the original 1907 power plant building.  The 
fountain, constructed in 1938, once provided water used for cooling power generating equipment inside 
the building.   

In the southwestern corner of the project site near State Street, at 1154 South Fair Oaks Avenue, the 
Pacific Electric Railway Company (PERC) Substation No.  2 is a City of Pasadena historic landmark.  
Built in 1893, the substation was part of the Pacific Electric Company trolley line founded by business 
mogul Henry Huntington and eventually integrated into the Pacific Electric Railway Company.  The 
building remained in use as a substation into the 1950s and has since served as an annex for PWP.   

The proposed project would construct an approximately 30,000 square-foot administrative/control room 
with administrative offices and a control station for existing and proposed power generation units 
entirely within the southeastern portion of the Glenarm Building.  The project would also remove an 
existing stack, vent, air compressor building, and restroom added onto the southern building facade 
and would construct the proposed Unit GT-5 and associated operating equipment and structures, 

                                            
1. California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, Article 5, Section 15064.5(b)(1). 
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including a new 125-foot stack and a cooling tower structure, just south of the building.  The stack and 
cooling tower, which would periodically emit plumes of steam, have the potential to obstruct existing 
views of the Glenarm building from off-site vantage points to the south and west.  No alteration of the 
PERC building is proposed. 

The potential for significant direct and indirect project impacts on on-site historic resources, including 
but not limited to conformity of the planned alterations to the Glenarm Building with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, impacts on views of historic resources from off-site vantages, 
and proposed project compatibility with historic resources, will be further analyzed in an EIR.   

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

     

 
WHY?  An archaeological resource is defined in Section 15064.5(c) of the CEQA Guidelines as a site, 
area, or place determined to be historically significant as defined in Section 15064.5 (a) of the CEQA 
Guidelines or as a unique archaeological resource, defined in Section 21083.2 of the Public Resources 
Code as an artifact, object, or site that contains information needed to answer important scientific 
research questions of public interest, or that has a special and particular quality such as being the 
oldest or best example of its type, or that is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important 
prehistoric or historic event or person. 

The project site has been in continuous use as a power plant for over a century and has been 
periodically subject to construction-related disturbance.  The City’s General Plan EIR determined that 
infill development in already developed areas of the City is generally not anticipated to result in the 
uncovering of additional resources.2  Although the potential to encounter archaeological or Native 
American resources is considered remote, the following mitigation measure  would be required in 
the event resources are encountered during project implementation:  

Mitigation Measure 7.a: If archaeological resources are encountered during project 
implementation, an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualification Standards (the “archaeologist”) shall be immediately notified and retained by the 
applicant and approved by the City to oversee and carry out these mitigation measures. 

The archaeologist shall coordinate with the applicant as to the immediate treatment of the find 
until a proper site visit and evaluation is made by the archaeologist.  The archaeologist shall be 
allowed to temporarily divert or redirect grading or excavation activities in the vicinity in order to 
make an evaluation of the find and determine appropriate treatment.  Treatment will include the 
goals of preservation where practicable and public interpretation of historic and archaeological 
resources.  All cultural resources recovered shall be documented on California Department of 
Parks and Recreation Site Forms to be filed with the CHRIS-SCCIC.  The archaeologist shall 
prepare a final report about the find to be filed with Project Applicant, the City, and the CHRIS-
SCCIC, as required by the California Office of Historic Preservation.  The report shall include 
documentation and interpretation of resources recovered.  Interpretation will include full 
evaluation of the eligibility with respect to the National and California Register and CEQA.  The 

                                            
2  City of Pasadena Planning and Development Department, Final Environmental Impact Report, The 2004 

Land Use and Mobility Elements, Zoning Code Revisions, and Central District Specific Plan, September 2004, 
page 147. 
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report shall also include all specialists’ reports as appendices.  The Lead Agency shall 
designate repositories in the event that significant resources are recovered.  The archaeologist 
shall also determine the need for archaeological and Native American monitoring for any 
ground-disturbing activities thereafter.   

If warranted, the archaeologist will develop a monitoring program in coordination with a Native 
American representative (if there is potential to encounter prehistoric or Native American 
resources), the applicant, and the City.  The monitoring program will also include a treatment 
plan for any additional resources encountered and a final report on findings. 

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

feature? 

     

 
WHY?  The project site has operated as a power plant for over 100 years and is located in an 
urbanized area of the City of Pasadena.  This part of the City does not contain any unique geologic 
features and is not known or expected to contain paleontological resources.  Based on a recent 
paleontological records search conducted for the area, including the project site, this area sits atop 
younger Quaternary deposits that typically do not contain significant vertebrate fossils in the uppermost 
layer.  While underlying older Quaternary deposits may contain significant vertebrate fossils, excavation 
is only proposed to a depth of ten feet as part of the project.3  Therefore, construction of the project is 
considered to have low potential to result in significant impacts associated with the permanent loss of, 
or loss of access to, a paleontological resource.  The following mitigation measure would be required in 
the event resources are encountered during project implementation:  

Mitigation Measure 7.b: A qualified paleontologist shall attend a pre-grade meeting and develop a 
paleontological monitoring program to cover excavations in the event they occur into the older 
Quaternary Alluvium.  A qualified paleontologist is defined as a paleontologist meeting the 
criteria established by the Society for Vertebrate Paleontology.  If excavation into Quaternary 
deposits occurs, monitoring shall consist of visually inspecting fresh exposures of rock for larger 
fossil remains and, where appropriate, collecting wet or dry screened sediment samples of 
promising horizons for smaller fossil remains.  If it is determined that excavation will not 
encounter Quaternary deposits, no further measures need be taken.  The frequency of 
monitoring inspections shall be based on the rate of excavation and grading activities, the 
materials being excavated, and if found, the abundance and type of fossils encountered.   

If a fossil is found, the paleontologist shall be allowed to temporarily divert or redirect grading 
and excavation activities in the area of the exposed fossil to facilitate evaluation and, if 
necessary, salvage.  At the paleontologist’s discretion and to reduce any construction delay, the 
grading and excavation contractor shall assist in removing rock samples for initial processing. 
Any fossils encountered and recovered shall be prepared to the point of identification and 
catalogued before they are donated to their final repository. Any fossils collected shall be 
donated to a public, non-profit institution with a research interest in the materials, such as the 
Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County.  Accompanying notes, maps, and photographs 
shall also be filed at the repository. 

                                            
3  Correspondence from Samuel A. McLeod, Ph.D., Vertebrate Paleontology, Natural History Museum of Los 

Angeles County, to PCR Services Corporation, March 23, 2010. 
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If fossils are found following completion of the above tasks, the paleontologist shall prepare a 
report summarizing the results of the monitoring and salvaging efforts, the methodology used in 
these efforts, as well as a description of the fossils collected and their significance.  The report 
shall be submitted by the applicant to the lead agency, the Natural History Museum of Los 
Angeles County, and representatives of other appropriate or concerned agencies to signify the 
satisfactory completion of the project and required mitigation measures. 

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

     

 
WHY?  A records search was conducted through the California Historical Resources Information-
System South Central Coastal Information Center (CHRIS-SCCIC) did not indicate any known human 
burials on the project site or within a one-half-mile radius.  The project site has been in continuous use 
as a power plant for more than a century and is heavily disturbed, and it is considered unlikely that 
project implementation would impact buried or previously unknown human burials.  As a result, the 
overall sensitivity of the project site with respect to buried resources appears to be low.  If human 
remains are accidentally encountered during project construction, Mitigation Measure 7.c would ensure 
that potential impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 7.c: If human remains are encountered unexpectedly during construction   
excavations and grading activities, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that 
no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as 
to origin and disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98.  If the remains are determined to be 
of Native American descent, the coroner has 24 hours to notify the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC).  The NAHC shall then identify the person(s) thought to be the Most Likely 
Descendent of the deceased Native American, who shall then help determine what course of 
action shall be taken in dealing with the remains.  The applicant shall then under take additional 
steps as necessary in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e).  Preservation of 
the remains in place or project design alternatives shall be considered as possible courses of 
action by the applicant, the City, and the Most Likely Descendent. 

8. ENERGY.   

Would the proposal: 

a.  Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans? 

     

 
WHY?  As discussed under item 8 on page 1, Description of the Project, the proposed project is 
intended to support attainment of policy objectives and benchmarks established in the IRP.  The IRP 
proposes to reconfigure PWP’s existing electricity portfolio and significantly reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions over the next 20 years.  Furthermore, the proposed project is consistent with the adopted 
1983 General Plan Energy Element.  The administrative/control room and maintenance building 
proposed within the Glenarm Building would comply with the energy standards contained in the 
California Energy Code, Part 6 of the California Building Standards Code (Title 24).  Project features 
and practices intended to meet these performance standards may include high-efficiency Heating, 
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Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (HVAC) and hot water storage tank equipment, lighting conservation 
features, higher than required rated insulation, and double-glazed windows.  Furthermore, the project 
would comply with the California Green Building Code Standards as amended by the City of Pasadena 
(PMC Section 14.04.500-578).  No impacts related to conflict with adopted energy conservation plans 
are anticipated. 

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

     

 
WHY?  Petroleum products.  The proposed project is intended to replace existing power generating 
equipment to serve the City of Pasadena’s existing electricity needs using new, more efficient 
equipment that uses local natural gas fuel and generates approximately the same amount of electricity 
while resulting in reduced emissions of criteria and precursor pollutants.  Project construction would 
result in the short-term, less than significant consumption of oil-based energy products.  Project 
operation could result in the use of additional natural gas and electricity consumption as described 
below.  However, the proposed project would not, in and of itself, substantially increase demand for, or 
cause a significant reduction in, natural resources. 

Energy (Natural Gas and Electricity).  The project proposes to install a new 71 MW (gross) combined-
cycle power generating unit (GT-5) on the Glenarm site to replace the existing 71 MW (gross) steam 
electric generating unit B-3 on the Broadway site.  As stated in the response to question 8.a, the project 
is intended to support attainment of policy objectives and benchmarks established in the IRP, which 
proposes to reconfigure PWP’s existing electricity portfolio and reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  
Furthermore, the proposed project is consistent with the adopted 1983 General Plan Energy Element.  
The proposed project would generate electricity in a more efficient manner, using local natural gas fuel 
and emitting fewer criteria and precursor pollutants, in order to meet the City’s long-term needs.   

The proposed project, in and of itself, would not result in a substantial increase in energy consumption 
over existing conditions.  Any increase in consumption would be reduced to the maximum degree 
feasible through adherence to the performance standards of California Energy Code, Part 6 of the 
California Building Standards Code Title 24.  With respect to conveyance infrastructure, ample natural 
gas and electricity supplies are available to serve the project site from existing mains, lines and 
substations in the area.  Project operation would therefore result in a less than significant increase in 
the consumption of natural gas. 

The project-related increase in electricity consumption would be reduced to a less than significant level 
by meeting the above referenced energy standards.  Measures to meet these performance standards 
may include high efficiency Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) and hot water storage tank 
equipment, lighting conservation features, higher than required rated insulation and double-glazed 
windows.  The energy conservation measures would be shown on a building plan(s).  This plan would 
be submitted to the Building Official for review and approval prior to the issuance of a building permit.  
Installed energy conservation features would be inspected and approved by a City Building Inspector 
prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Water.  The new combined-cycle power generating Unit GT-5 is expected to use approximately 64 
million gallons of water or approximately 196 acre-feet of water annually, assuming 4,800 operating 
hours. This represents an increase of approximately 23 million gallons or 70 acre-feet annually 
compared to existing Unit B-3, which used an average of 41 million gallons or 125 acre-feet for 
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approximately 2,004 operating hours for the years 2008, 2009 and 2010.  The proposed 18,000-
square-foot administrative offices/control room in the Glenarm Building and the maintenance shop 
proposed in the 4,000-square-foot building on the parcel south of State Street are expected to result in 
relatively minor net new water consumption.  Moreover, PWP would be required to comply with the 
California Green Building Code Standards as amended by the City of Pasadena PMC Sections 
14.04.500-578).  

Accordingly, the proposed project is not expected to result in the water consumption equivalent of a 500 
dwelling-unit residential development, and a Water Supply Assessment to ensure the availability of 
water supplies in accordance with Senate Bill 610 is not required. Nonetheless, potential project 
impacts on available water supplies will be further analyzed in an EIR. 

9. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. 

Would the project: 

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

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

     

 
WHY?  According to the adopted 2002 Safety Element of the City of Pasadena’s General Plan, the San 
Andreas Fault is a “master” active fault and controls seismic hazard in Southern California.  This fault is 
located approximately 21 miles north of Pasadena. 

The County of Los Angeles and the City of Pasadena are both affected by Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zones.  Pasadena occupies portions of four United States Geological Survey (USGS) Quadrants; 
of those, the Los Angeles and Mt.  Wilson quadrants were mapped for earthquake fault zones under 
the Alquist-Priolo Act in 1977.  The Pasadena and Condor Peak USGS Quadrangles have not yet been 
mapped per the Alquist-Priolo Act. 

These Alquist-Priolo maps show only one Fault Zone in or adjacent to the City of Pasadena, the 
Raymond (Hill) Fault Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone.  This fault is primarily south of City limits; 
however, the southernmost portions of the City lie within the fault’s mapped Fault Zone.  The 2002 
Safety Element of the City’s General Plan also identifies the following three additional zones of potential 
fault rupture in the City: 

 The Eagle Rock Fault Hazard Management Zone, which traverses the southwestern portion of 
the City; 

 The Sierra Madre Fault Hazard Management Zone, which includes the Tujunga Fault, the North 
Sawpit Fault, and the South Branch of the San Gabriel Fault.  This Fault Zone is primarily north 
of the City, and only the very northeast portion of the City and portions of the Upper Arroyo lie 
within the mapped fault zone.   
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 A Possible Active Strand of the Sierra Madre Fault, which appears to join a continuation of the 
Sycamore Canyon Fault.  This fault area traverses the northern portion of the City as is 
identified as a Fault Hazard Management Zone for Critical Facilities Only. 

The project site is not located within any of these potential fault rupture zones.  The closest mapped 
fault zone, the Raymond (Hill) Fault, is approximately one-half mile south of the project site.  Therefore, 
the proposed project would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects 
caused by the rupture of a known fault.  No impacts related to fault rupture are anticipated. 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

     

 
WHY?  The project site is located in a seismically active area that would be subject to ground shaking, 
similar to most of Southern California.  Since the City of Pasadena is traversed by several active fault 
systems, any major earthquake along these systems would cause seismic ground shaking.  Much of 
the City is developed on sandy, stony or gravelly loam forming the alluvial fan that descends from the 
San Gabriel Mountains, and this soil is more porous and loosely compacted than bedrock, and thus 
subject to greater impacts from seismic ground shaking than bedrock.   

The earthquake-resistant design and materials utilized in new projects must meet or exceed the current 
seismic engineering standards of the California Uniform Building Code Seismic Zone 4 requirements.  
PWP is required to submit a soils report to the Building Division for review and approval and must also 
submit project plans for review and approval, showing compliance with seismic engineering standards, 
including a grading plan prior to beginning of construction.  With conformance with these standards and 
requirements, impacts would be less than significant. 

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

     

 
WHY?  Liquefaction generally occurs in saturated, loose to medium dense, granular soils and in 
saturated, soft to moderately firm silts when spaces between individual particles are completely filled 
with water following strong seismic shaking.  The intense shaking from an earthquake causes the 
strength of the soil to become weak and the sand and water begin to flow.  Liquefaction typically occurs 
where the groundwater is less than 30 feet from the surface.  The most likely places for liquefaction in 
Pasadena are the streambed area of the Arroyo Seco and Eaton Canyon Wash.  Elsewhere within the 
City groundwater is generally found between 200 and 400 feet below ground surface.  As identified by 
the recent Seismic Hazard Zone maps published by the California Geological Society (CGS), the 
project site is not within a Liquefaction Hazard Zone.  The historical high groundwater level in the 
vicinity of the site is approximately 50 feet below ground surface (bgs).  Recent borings conducted by 
Caltrans encountered groundwater at depths of 51.2 feet bgs at the southern end of the site and 136 
feet bgs at the northern end of the site; borings conducted to depths of 60 feet bgs for the project 
geotechnical investigation did not encounter groundwater.4  Due to the low groundwater level and the 
generally dense to very dense, Pleistocene age granular deposits encountered below the project site, 
                                            
4  Hydrologue, Inc., Soils Engineering Investigation, Proposed Glenarm Repowering Project, 2011, pp. 8-9. 
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the potential for soil liquefaction at the site is considered to be very low.  Therefore, impacts regarding 
liquefaction would be less than significant.   

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

     

 
WHY?  The project site is relatively flat and does not contain any slopes.  The project site is not within a 
Landslide Hazard Zone as shown on Plate P-1 of the 2002 General Plan Safety Element.  This Plate 
was developed based on the Earthquake-Induced Landslide areas as shown on the State of California 
Seismic Hazard Zone maps for the City.  The project would have no impacts related to seismically- 
induced landslides. 

b.  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?   

     

 
WHY?  The top five to 10 feet of soils on the project site consist primarily of man-made fill, organic 
materials, and disturbed or loose soil in a generally moist and moderately loose to moderately compact 
condition.5 Project construction would result in approximately 10,000 cubic yards of cut soil that would 
be temporarily stockpiled on the project site. Of this volume, approximately 7,300 cubic yards would be 
reused on-site and approximately 2,700 cubic yards would require export to an off-site location 
following grading and excavation/trenching for equipment pads, foundations, relocation of utilities, and 
piping.  This earthwork volume is based on a maximum estimated excavation depth of 10 feet for the 
removal of existing fill and unsuitable soils.6 

Construction may temporarily expose the soil to wind and/or water erosion.  However, grading and 
excavation are not expected to result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil, given the relatively 
flat topography on the project site, high permeability of on-site soils, and preparation of an Erosion and 
Sediment Transport Control Plan that must be submitted to and approved by the Building Official and 
the Public Works Department as part of the grading plan prior to the issuance of any building permits.  
Measures contained therein would reduce the potential for erosion and sedimentation that could be 
caused by strong wind, excavation, and earthmoving operations, and would include but not be limited to 
the following:  

 Confine construction to the dry season (April 16th to October 14th), whenever possible;  

 If construction needs to be scheduled for the wet season (October 15th to April 15th of the 
following year), ensure that structural erosion and sediment transport control measures are 
ready for implementation prior to the onset of the first major storm of the season:  

 Keep disturbed areas to the minimum necessary for construction;  

                                            
5 City of Pasadena, Pasadena Power Plant Upgrade Project- Explanation of Checklist Determinations, July 

2002.   
6  Hydrologue, Inc., Soils Engineering Investigation, Proposed Glenarm Repowering Project, August 2011. 
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 Keep runoff away from disturbed areas during construction;  

 Stabilize disturbed areas as quickly as possible, either by vegetative or mechanical methods;  

 Trap sediment before it leaves the site with such techniques as check dams, sediment ponds, or 
siltation fences;  

 Control landscaping activities carefully with regard to the application of fertilizers, pesticides or 
other hazardous substances.   

Compliance with the applicable local regulations regarding dust control and erosion would ensure that 
impacts regarding soil erosion or the loss of topsoil are less than significant. 

Soil erosion following the completion of construction and during project operation will be controlled by 
implementation of an approved landscape and irrigation plan.  This plan shall be submitted to the 
Zoning Administrator (or the appropriate City staff) for review and approval prior to the issuance of a 
building permit. 

c.  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?   

     

 
WHY?  Much of the City of Pasadena is underlain by an alluvial plain descending from the San Gabriel 
Mountains to the north, as shown on Plate 2-4 of the Technical Background Report to the 2002 Safety 
Element.  The project site is relatively flat and is not located on known unstable soils or geologic units; 
the proposed project is therefore not anticipated to cause on- or off-site landslides, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.  Modern engineering practices and compliance with established 
building standards, including the California Building Code, would reduce potential impacts associated 
with these hazards to less than significant levels.  Moreover, PWP would be required to submit soils 
reports to the Building and Safety Division for approval prior to construction. 

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

     

 
WHY?  According to the City’s adopted General Plan Safety Element, the project site is underlain by 
the alluvial fan descending from the San Gabriel Mountains to the north.  Soil borings conducted as part 
of the project geotechnical investigation revealed the presence of fill materials near the surface, below 
which native soils consist of dense, very stiff silt and fine to medium sand with some gravel.  These 
soils are expected to have a low to moderate soil expansion potential.  Soils with expansive 
characteristics that could create risks to life or property would be removed and/or replaced as part of 
standard construction practices pursuant to the City of Pasadena and/or California UBC building 
requirements.  Therefore, project implementation would result in less than significant impacts 
associated with expansive soils, and substantial risks to life or property are not anticipated.   
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e.  Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater?   

     

 
WHY?  The existing Power Plant connects to the existing municipal sewer system.  Similarly, the 
proposed project, which would result in improvements to and upgrades of the Power Plant and 
administrative and maintenance uses within existing buildings, would be required to connect to the 
existing sewer system.  Therefore, soil suitability for septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems is not applicable and the proposed project would have no related impacts.   

10. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS.   

Would the project: 

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

      

 
WHY?  Construction and operation of the proposed project would increase greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions which have the potential to either individually or cumulatively result in a significant impact on 
the environment.  This issue will be further evaluated in an EIR and include a quantitative assessment 
of project-generated GHG emissions resulting from construction equipment and vehicle trips, electricity 
and natural gas usage, and water conveyance.  Relevant project features that reduce GHG emissions 
will also be discussed.   

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

      

 
WHY?  Portions of the proposed project would be required to comply with the City’s Green Building 
Code Standards (PMC Section 14.04.500-578) to reduce GHG emissions through various energy 
conservation measures, due to improvements within the Glenarm Building and the maintenance 
building.  The generation of power is subject to California Senate Bill 1368 of 2006 (SB1368), Emission 
Performance Standards (EPS), establishing an emission limit of 1,100 lbs. carbon dioxide (CO2) per 
megawatt-hour (MWh) for publicly owned utilities.  The GT-5 turbine will be more energy-efficient and is 
designed to meet SB1368 requirements.  In addition, the City of Pasadena is currently in the process of 
developing a GHG emissions inventory. In the future, the City also intends to complete a GHG 
Reduction Plan.  This plan will serve to identify ways to reduce GHG emissions consistent with the 
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) requirements.  Consistency with these and/or other 
applicable plans, policies or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions will be 
further evaluated in an EIR. 
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11. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.   

Would the project: 

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

     

 
WHY?  Construction and operation of the proposed power generating unit GT-5, administrative/control 
room within the Glenarm Building, and maintenance shops would involve the handling, use, and 
disposal of hazardous materials which are subject to a variety of Federal, State and local regulations.   

Project construction would necessitate the demolition and removal of existing equipment and 
structures, including but not limited to structures that may contain asbestos-containing materials 
(ACMs) and lead-based paint (LBP). A limited Phase II Environmental Investigation of the Glenarm 
Building was conducted in 1999 and provides recommendations for the removal of ACMs and LBPs.  A 
limited Phase II Environmental Investigation of existing soil contamination was conducted in July 2011 
and provides recommendations for testing and removal/disposal of contaminated soils.7 

Potential hazards associated with operation of the existing power plant and those associated with the 
proposed project are a function of the materials being processed, processing systems, procedures 
used for operating and maintaining the plant facilities, and hazard detection and mitigation systems.  
Common hazards include toxic gas clouds (such as the accidental release of aqueous ammonia), torch 
fires (gas releases), flash fires, pool fires (flammable/combustible liquid releases), vapor cloud 
explosions (gas and liquefied gas releases), and boiling liquid expanding vapor explosions (BLEVEs).   

Although the proposed project would be constructed and operated in compliance with applicable safety 
design codes, guidelines, and procedures, hazards associated with the operation of the power 
generating units may result in a potentially significant impact.  Therefore, in accordance with CalARP 
requirements, the Draft EIR will include an analysis of potential upset scenarios (e.g., accidental 
releases related to the delivery, handling, and storage of aqueous ammonia and natural gas) that may 
result in a risk of serious injury or substantial chemical exposure.  

b.  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment?   

     

 
WHY?  As discussed in the response to question 11.a, the proposed project has the potential to create 
a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment.  Therefore, this 
issue will be further evaluated in an EIR.   

                                            
7  Hydrologue, Inc., Limited Phase II Environmental Investigation, Proposed Glenarm Repowering Project, July 

2011. 
 Pacific Environmental Company, Asbestos Survey and Lead-Based Paint Assessment Report, Glenarm 

Power Plan, February 1999. 
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c.  Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, 
or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?   

     

 
WHY?  The project would result in the handling of hazardous materials, substances, and wastes within 
one-quarter mile of Blair High School and Allendale Elementary School, which are Pasadena Unified 
School District facilities.  Therefore, this issue will be analyzed further in an EIR. 

d.  Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment?   

     

 
WHY?  According to the California Environmental Protection Agency’s (CalEPA) data resources of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (Cortese List), the 
project site is listed as the result of an underground storage tank leak that was fully remediated as of 
April 15, 1997.8  The Pasadena Fire Department has indicated that although the leak and associated 
soil contamination have been completely remediated and pose no threat to the environment, the 
Government Code provides no mechanism for removal of the site from the list.  The Pasadena Fire 
Department has concluded that although the project site remains on the list, no significant hazard to the 
public or the environment would occur.9  

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

     

 
WHY?  The project site is not within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport.  The nearest public use airport is the Bob Hope Airport in Burbank, located 
approximately 15 miles west of the project site.  Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a 
safety hazard for people residing or working in the vicinity of an airport and would have no associated 
impacts. 

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

     

 

                                            
8  CalEPA Cortese List Data Resources, http://www.calepa.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/CorteseList/default.htm 

(accessed April 11, 2011). 
9  James C.  Weckerle, Hazardous Materials Specialist, City of Pasadena Fire Department, memorandum dated 

July 15, 2002.   
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WHY?  The project site is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  There are no private airstrips in the 
City.  Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working 
in the vicinity of a private airstrip and would have no associated impacts. 

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

     

 
WHY?  The City of Pasadena maintains a citywide emergency response plan that goes into effect at 
the onset of a major disaster (e.g. a major earthquake).  The Pasadena Fire Department is responsible 
for implementing the plan and the Pasadena Police Department devises evacuation routes based on 
the specific circumstance of the emergency.   

The City has pre-planned evacuation routes for dam inundation areas in the vicinity of Devil’s Gate 
Dam, Eaton Wash, and the Jones reservoir.  According to the 2002 General Plan Safety Element (Plate 
P-2), the project site is not within any of these dam inundation areas. 

Construction activities would generally be confined to the site and would be subject to emergency 
access standards and requirements of the City of Pasadena Fire Department to ensure traffic safety.  
Additionally, installation of the proposed combined-cycle power generating Unit GT-5 and interior 
renovations required for the administrative control room and maintenance shop would be required to 
comply with applicable zoning, building and fire codes, to ensure adequate emergency access and 
emergency exits.  To ensure compliance, PWP would be required to submit appropriate plans for plan 
review prior to the issuance of a building permit.  Adherence to these requirements ensures that the 
project would not impair or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan and no impacts are anticipated. 

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

     

 
WHY?  The project site is located within an established urbanized area.  No wildland features are 
located on-site or in the project vicinity.  The Fire and Flooding Hazards Map of the General Plan Public 
Safety and Seismic Safety Element indicate that the project site is in a low fire-hazard area.  Moreover, 
project plans must be reviewed and approved by both the Building Division and the Fire Department 
prior to the issuance of any permits.  Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people or 
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, and no associated impacts 
are anticipated. 
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12. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.   

Would the project: 

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

     

WHY?  Section 303 of the federal Clean Water Act requires states to develop water quality standards 
to protect the beneficial uses of receiving waters.  In accordance with California’s Porter/Cologne Act, 
the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) of the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) are required to develop water quality objectives that ensure their regions meet the 
requirements of Section 303 of the Clean Water Act. 

Pasadena is located within the greater Los Angeles River watershed and is therefore within the 
jurisdiction of the Los Angeles RWQCB.  The Los Angeles RWQCB adopted water quality objectives in 
its Stormwater Quality Management Plan (SQMP).  This SQMP is designed to ensure stormwater is 
compliant with receiving water limitations.  Stormwater generated by a development that complies with 
the SQMP does not exceed the limitations of receiving waters, and thus does not exceed water quality 
standards. 

Compliance with the SQMP is ensured by Section 402 of the Clean Water Act, which is known as the 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES).  Under this section, municipalities are 
required to obtain permits for the possible discharge of pollutants conveyed by stormwater in their 
jurisdiction.  These permits are known as Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) permits.  
Los Angeles County and 85 incorporated Cities therein, including the City of Pasadena, obtained an 
MS4 (Permit # 01-182) from the Los Angeles RWQCB, most recently in 2001, and are considered 
permittees.  Under this MS4, each permitted municipality is required to implement the SQMP.   

In accordance with the County-wide MS4 permit, all new developments must comply with the SQMP.  
In addition, as required by the MS4 permit, the City of Pasadena has adopted a Standard Urban 
Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) ordinance (PMC Section 8.70) to ensure new development 
(including development that may involve the outdoor handling or storage of hazardous materials) 
complies with the SQMP.  This ordinance requires applicants for most new developments to submit a 
plan to the City that demonstrates proposed compliance with the City’s SUSMP.  In accordance with 
SUSMP requirements, the project must implement appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs) to 
ensure that the first three quarter-inches of stormwater be treated prior to discharge into the municipal 
storm drain system.  Specific operational BMPs to be implemented may include screened or walled 
trash container areas, stenciling of on-site storm drain inlets, covered and properly drained loading 
areas, and infiltration and treatment systems in paved areas to prevent pollutant runoff.   

The Power Plant currently operates under a General Industrial Activities Storm Water Discharge 
Permit.10  Since the proposed project would not introduce any new uses or operations that would 
require a new permit or modifications to the existing permits, no new SUSMP is required.  The existing 
SUSMP BMPs currently implemented at the Power Plant would continue to be implemented, including 
the following:   

 Immediate clean-up of all leaks and/or spills; 

                                            
10 Facility ID (WDID) No. 419S000994. 
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 Preventative maintenance during unloading of hazardous materials, such as the placement of 
caution signs next to the trucks indicating that unloading of hazardous materials is taking place; 

 PWP staff monitoring of all deliveries, and application and placement of absorbent materials 
underneath the trucks if a drip/leak is detected; 

 Cleaning of storm drain catchments on a regular basis; 

 Good housekeeping practices, such as with the collection and disposal of trash on a regular 
basis; 

 Prevention of sedimentation from all unpaved areas; 

 Capping and sealing in place all liquid containers; and 

 Covering of any soil exposed during construction with a tarp.   

PWP would also be required to utilize standard BMPs during project construction, including, but not 
limited to, the following: 

 Storm water sampling at the locations impacted by the new equipment; 

 Control of sedimentation; 

 Control of the off-site tracking of soils by construction vehicles; and 

 Establishment of a containment area for any fuel and lubricants stored on-site for the 
construction equipment used by the project. 

During project operations, PWP would extend, update as necessary, and apply existing BMPs for the 
new equipment to be installed, which would operate similar to the existing equipment in terms of its 
characteristics relative to water quality issues.  Compliance with these standard BMPs and the SUSMP 
ordinance would ensure that the project would comply with all applicable water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements.   

Additionally, the PWP has already prepared and implements a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) for the existing facility, which would be updated to reflect the proposed project.  Compliance 
with the SWPPP would ensure the project would comply with all applicable construction-related water 
quality standards.  See the response to question 12.f for further discussion of the SWWP. 

For these reasons, impacts related to compliance with applicable water quality standards and waste 
discharge requirements would be less than significant. 

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

     

 
WHY?  The project does not propose any direct withdrawal of groundwater and there are no known 
aquifers at the project site or in the surrounding area that could be intercepted by excavation or project 
development.  The project involves grading and excavation for building pads, foundations, relocation of 
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utilities, and piping.  The depth of excavation would be approximately 10 feet.  Recent borings 
conducted by Caltrans encountered groundwater at depths of 51.2 feet bgs at the southern end of the 
site and 136 feet bgs at the northern end of the site; borings conducted to depths of 60 feet bgs for the 
project geotechnical investigation did not encounter groundwater.11  The closest active well to the 
project site, Well No. 4057H, is two blocks to the northeast at the intersection of Ohio Street and South 
Euclid Avenue; the depth to groundwater in this well was measured at approximately 120.7 feet bgs on 
May 10, 2004.12  Since the project would result in only an incremental increase in impervious surfaces 
over existing conditions, the amount of groundwater recharge in the area would not substantially 
change.  Therefore, the proposed project would not physically interfere with any groundwater supplies. 

Project operations would use the existing water supply system operated by PWP.  The source of some 
of this water supply is groundwater stored in the Raymond Basin, and therefore the project would only 
indirectly result in the withdrawal of groundwater.  The new combined-cycle power generating Unit GT-
5 is expected to use approximately 64 million gallons of water or approximately 196 acre-feet of water 
annually, an increase of approximately 23 million gallons or 70 acre-feet annually compared to existing 
Unit B-3.  The proposed 18,000-square-foot administrative offices/control room in the Glenarm Building 
and the maintenance shops proposed in the 4,000-square-foot building on the parcel south of State 
Street are expected to result in relatively minor net new water consumption.  The renovations 
associated with the administrative/control room and maintenance shop would be required to comply 
with the California Green Building Code Standards (CALGreen) as amended by the City of Pasadena 
(PMC Sections 14.04.500-578).  Potential project impacts on available water supplies, including indirect 
groundwater withdrawal, will be further analyzed in an EIR. 

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

     

 
WHY?  The project site is currently developed with buildings, power generation facilities, hardscape 
including paved parking, the Glenarm Building’s decorative plaza and electric fountain, and ornamental 
landscaping.  The project site does not contain any discernible streams, rivers, or other drainage 
features.  Development of the site would involve minor grading and paving of some currently unpaved 
areas, but would not substantially alter stormwater and dry weather runoff drainage patterns on-site or 
in the surrounding area, given that the amount of impermeable surface would only incrementally 
increase over existing conditions and runoff would continue to be conveyed to the City’s storm drain 
system. 

The off-site conveyance of surface water from the project site would comply with applicable City 
regulations and directed towards the City's existing streets, flood control channels, storm drains and 
catch basins, as under existing conditions.  Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Applicant is 
required to submit a site drainage plan to the Building Division and the Public Works Department for 
review and approval.  This required approval ensures that the proposed drainage plan is appropriately 
designed and that the proposed runoff does not exceed the capacity of the City’s storm drain system.  
The proposed project design would develop or pave currently unpaved areas on the project site and 
would ensure surface flows are not conveyed across exposed soil and would not otherwise increase 

                                            
11  Hydrologue, Inc., Soils Engineering Investigation, Proposed Glenarm Repowering Project, 2011, pp. 8-9. 
12  Ibid. 
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the erosion or siltation potential on-site or in downstream receiving waters.  For these reasons, the 
proposed project would not result in significant erosion or siltation impacts stemming from changes to 
drainage patterns.   

Although the project could change the site’s drainage patterns slightly, the project would not result in 
substantial erosion or siltation and would slightly reduce the amount of exposed soil.  As discussed in 
the response to question 12.a, the project is subject to NPDES requirements, including the City’s 
SUSMP ordinance and applying existing site-wide BMPs to proposed new development, in order to 
reduce water quality impacts, including erosion and siltation, to the maximum extent practicable.  
Complying with the City’s SUSMP and incorporating existing BMPs into construction and operation of 
the proposed combined-cycle power generating would ensure that the proposed project would not 
result in significant erosion or siltation impacts as the result of changes in drainage patterns.   

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

     

 
WHY?  As discussed in the response to question 12.c, the project would involve only minor changes in 
the site’s drainage patterns and would not involve altering a discernible drainage course.  The proposed 
minor changes in on-site drainage patterns are not expected to cause flooding.  Moreover, any potential 
for localized flooding would be eliminated through the required compliance with the City’s SUSMP 
ordinance, which would be ensured through the City’s drainage plan review and approval process.   

Since the project does not involve alteration of a discernible watercourse and post-development runoff 
discharge rates are required to not exceed pre-development rates, the proposed project does not have 
the potential to alter drainage patterns or increase runoff that would result in flooding.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not cause flooding and would have no related impacts. 

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

     

 
WHY?  As discussed in the response to question 12.c, the project would not substantially change the 
amount of impervious surface area on site and, thus, would not result in substantial increases in 
surface water runoff quantities.  Additionally, with implementation of the project, overall existing 
drainage patterns would be maintained, and the project would include appropriate on site drainage 
improvements to convey any increase in stormwater flows, if needed.  In addition, as discussed above 
in the responses to questions 12.c and 12.d, compliance with the City’s SUSMP ordinance would 
ensure that post-development peak storm water runoff rates do not exceed pre-development peak 
storm water runoff rates.  Thus, project implementation would not result in a substantial increase in the 
rate or amount of surface water runoff that would result in flooding on- or off-site.  No impacts 
associated with alterations to existing drainage patterns would occur. 

As discussed above in the responses to questions 12.a and 12.c, the Power Plant currently operates 
under a General Industrial Activities Storm Water Discharge Permit and implements a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and BMPs for the existing facility.  The proposed project would also 
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be subject to the City’s SUSMP ordinance to reduce stormwater pollutants to the maximum extent 
practicable.  Therefore, the proposed project would not create runoff that would exceed the capacity of 
the storm drain system and would not provide a substantial additional source of polluted runoff.  
Impacts would be less than significant. 

f.  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?   

     

 
WHY?  As discussed in the response to question 12.a, compliance with the City’s SUSMP ordinance 
and conditions of the existing General Industrial Activities Storm Water Permit would ensure that 
stormwater pollutants from the operation of the combined-cycle power generating unit would not 
substantially degrade water quality.   

The project, however, also has the potential to generate short-term water pollutants during construction, 
including sediment, trash, construction materials, and equipment fluids.  The County-wide MS4 permit 
requires construction sites to implement BMPs to reduce the potential for construction-induced water 
pollutant impacts.  These BMPs include methods to prevent contaminated construction site stormwater 
from entering the drainage system and preventing construction-induced contaminates from entering the 
drainage system.  The MS4 identifies the following minimum requirements for construction sites in Los 
Angeles County:  

1 Sediments generated on the project site shall be retained using adequate Treatment Control or 
Structural BMPs;  

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

3 Non-storm water runoff from equipment and vehicle washing and any other activity shall be 
contained at the project site; and  

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

In addition, projects with a construction site of one acre or greater are subject to additional stormwater 
pollution requirements during construction.  The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 
maintains a statewide NPDES permit for all construction activities within California that result in one (1) 
or more acres of land disturbance.  This permit is known as the State’s General Construction Activity 
Storm Water Permit or the State’s General NPDES Permit.  Since the proposed project involves greater 
than one acre of land disturbance, the project is required to submit to the SWRCB a Notice of Intent 
(NOI) to comply with the State’s General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit.  This NOI must 
include a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that outlines the BMPs that would be 
incorporated during construction and described in the response to question 12.a.  These BMPs would 
minimize construction-induced water pollutants by controlling erosion and sediment, establishing waste 
handling/disposal requirements, and providing non-storm water management procedures.  The project 
is required to comply with these applicable regulatory requirements, and therefore construction is 
anticipated to result in less than significant water quality impacts. 
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g.  Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or dam inundation area as shown in the City of 
Pasadena adopted Safety Element of the General Plan or other flood or inundation 
delineation map?   

     

 
WHY?  The project does not propose any housing.  No portions of the City of Pasadena are within a 
100-year floodplain identified by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).  As shown on 
FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Community Number 065050, almost the entire City is in Zone 
X with a few scattered areas in Zone D, both for which no floodplain management regulations are 
required.  In addition, according to the City’s Dam Failure Inundation Map (Plate P-2, of the adopted 
2002 Safety Element of the City's General Plan) the project is not located in a dam inundation area.  No 
impacts related to the placement of housing or other development within a 100-year flood hazard area 
would occur. 

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

     

 
WHY?  As discussed in the response to question 12.g, almost the entire City of Pasadena is in Zone X 
with a few scattered areas in Zone D as shown on the FEMA FIRM Community Number 065050, which 
indicates the City is not within a 100-year floodplain.  Therefore, the project would not place structures 
within a 100-year flood plain, which would impede or redirect flood flows.  No impact would occur. 

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

     

 
WHY?  As indicated above, no portions of the City of Pasadena are within a 100-year floodplain 
identified by the FEMA FIRM.  In addition, according to the City’s Dam Failure Inundation Map (Plate P-
2, of the adopted 2002 Safety Element of the City's General Plan), the project site is not identified 
within an inundation area.  Therefore, the project would have no impact related to the exposure of 
people or structures to flooding risks, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam. 

j.  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?   

     

 
WHY?  The City of Pasadena is not located near enough to any inland bodies of water or the Pacific 
Ocean to be inundated by either a seiche or tsunami.  In addition, the site and surrounding area is flat 
and is not located in an area of potential mudflow.  Thus, no impacts would occur with respect to 
inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflows.   
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13. LAND USE AND PLANNING.   

Would the project: 

a.  Physically divide an existing community?   

     

 
WHY?  The project site is located within an urbanized area bounded on the north by East Glenarm 
Street, on the south by the Metro Gold Line tracks, State Street, and multi-family housing; on the east 
by the Broadway site and Pasadena Freeway (SR 110), with Blair High School, Allendale Elementary 
School, and a public library and park on the other side of the freeway; and on the west by South Fair 
Oaks Avenue and a single-family residential neighborhood.  The project would include a new 
combined-cycle power generating unit (Unit GT-5); an approximately 18,000 square foot 
administrative/control room within a portion of the existing Glenarm building, and 4,000square feet of 
maintenance shops within an existing vacant building.  The proposed upgrades and improvements 
would primarily occur within the boundaries of the existing Glenarm site.  The new power generating 
unit and related equipment would be located adjacent to existing power generating facilities and the 
administrative/control room would be adaptively reuse a portion of an existing building.  Furthermore, 
the vacation of State Street between Fair Oaks Avenue and the Metro Gold Line tracks/Railroad Street 
is proposed to consolidate the Glenarm site.  The parcel south of State Street is owned by the City of 
Pasadena.  Although the maintenance shops would be located south of the existing boundary of the 
Glenarm site, they would be located within the existing vacant building and would be consistent with the 
established land use patterns for this parcel and compatible with the Glenarm site.  The vacation of 
State Street would allow access to the project site directly from South Fair Oaks Avenue.  Land use 
impacts associated with the project would be limited to the confines of the project site and the one-acre 
parcel south of State Street proposed for acquisition as part of the project.  The project would not 
disrupt or physically divide an established community. 

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

     

 
WHY?  The General Plan Land Use designation for the project site is SP-2 (South Fair Oaks Specific 
Plan).  The Specific Plan designates the site as general industrial and permits major utilities on the 
project site with a Conditional Use Permit (CUP).  The purposes of the SP-2 Overlay District, which 
implements the goals of the Specific Plan, are to: (1) create an attractive physical environment for 
businesses that commercialize emerging technologies, (2) integrate land use and transportation 
programs with the light rail station site and Fillmore Street (located one block north of Glenarm Street), 
(3) support the retention and enhancement of local businesses, and (4) mitigate related traffic impacts 
in the Specific Plan area and in adjacent residential neighborhoods.   

The Specific Plan has established development standards for non-residential projects.  A discussion of 
these standards in relation to the proposed project is presented below: 
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 No front or corner yard setbacks are required, except for parcels fronting on Fillmore Street.  
Rear or side yards abutting an RS or RM district shall comply with the setback and 
encroachment plane requirements of 17.40.160.D3.  The project site is one block south of 
Fillmore Street and does not abut any residentially zoned properties, and therefore these 
setback requirements do not apply to the project site. 

 The maximum height shall be that of the IG district, unless another maximum height is shown 
on the City’s Zoning Map.  As shown on the Zoning Map, the maximum height restriction for the 
project site is 56 feet.  As previously discussed, based on engineering studies, the new stack 
associated with GT-5 is required to be approximately 125 feet in height to preclude ground level 
pollutant concentrations that exceed ambient air quality standards.  The proposed stack and 
equipment would be comparable in height and mass to existing on-site structures and facilities, 
including the four existing 125-foot stacks.  However, because the stack height would exceed 
the maximum height restriction for the site, a variance will be required. Project compliance with 
this height restriction and the potential for associated aesthetic impacts will be evaluated in an 
EIR, as stated in the responses to questions 3.a and 3.b. 

 There shall be an open space area of 300 square feet, which may be located anywhere on the 
site and may be arranged in a courtyard, small garden space, or other outdoor design.  This 
open space area shall have a minimum dimension of at least 15 feet.  It may be covered with a 
roof structure, but no portion of the required open space area may be enclosed.  The project site 
includes an existing landscaped plaza with a decorative circular fountain on the northwestern 
corner of the site.  This open space area exceeds the open space requirement of 300 square 
feet for the site.  Therefore, the project site plan complies with this provision of the Specific Plan. 

 On-site parking and loading shall be located between the main building and the rear property 
line.  For multi-frontage lots, including corner lots that abut Raymond Avenue or Fair Oaks 
Avenue, the rear property line shall be that property line perpendicular to Raymond Avenue or 
Fair Oaks Avenue.  For all other multi-frontage lots, the zoning administrator shall determine 
which is the rear property line.  The proposed project includes parking that would front along 
Fair Oaks Avenue, since this is the only remaining area available after constructing the new 
combined-cycle power generating unit (GT-5).  Access to the new parking area would be from 
Fair Oaks Avenue via the vacated portion of State Street.  Therefore, a variance from the 
development standards for parking may be required for the proposed project, pursuant to 
Section 17.61.080 of the Pasadena Zoning Code.     

 A maximum of one driveway shall be permitted for sites with less than 200 feet of street 
frontage.  There shall be no more than two driveways for sites with 200 feet or more of street 
frontage.  Approximately 875 feet of the project site fronts along Fair Oaks Avenue and 605 feet 
fronts along Glenarm Street.  Existing project site access includes one driveway on Glenarm 
Street (Gate 4) and one driveway off State Street, with no existing direct access off Fair Oaks 
Avenue.  The project proposes the vacation of State Street between Fair Oaks Avenue and 
Railroad Street/Metro Gold Line tracks, and driveway access to the project site would be 
provided from Fair Oaks Avenue at the location of the vacated State Street. Two gated 
emergency access driveways off Fair Oaks Avenue, north and south of proposed Unit GT-5, 
would also be provided. Therefore, the project would comply with this provision of the Specific 
Plan.   

The majority of the project site is zoned IG-SP-HL “56” (General Industrial with a maximum height limit 
of 56 feet) and a small portion adjacent to Fair Oaks Avenue and south of State Street is zoned IG-SP-
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2-AD-2 (with additional separation requirements for new bars and taverns, which are not proposed as 
part of the project).  The project would not change the use of the site, since it would result in the 
replacement with new facilities of steam generating Unit B-3 and construction of an 
administrative/control room and maintenance shops within the vacant Glenarm Building and warehouse 
building, respectively.  The project would generally be consistent with the applicable General Plan land 
use designation as well as plans and policies, the Specific Plan land use designation and development 
standards, and zoning requirements, with the exception of the height restriction and parking lot location 
standards.  The potential for aesthetic impacts associated with the proposed stack height will be 
evaluated in an EIR as discussed in the responses to questions 3.a and 3.b (Aesthetics).  Approval of 
the height variance and a variance to certain parking standards as discussed above and the conditional 
use permit to allow expansion of the Major Utility land use would be required prior to the issuance of 
building permits and start of construction.  With approval of these entitlements, impacts associated with 
compliance with applicable land use policies, plans and regulations would be less than significant. 

The project would support the City of Pasadena’s adopted Integrated Resources Plan (IRP).  The IRP 
was adopted in March 2009, as a blueprint for Pasadena Water and Power (PWP) to provide 
customers with a more reliable, environmentally responsible electric service, competitive rates, and 
energy independence over the next two decades.  The IRP represents a reconfiguration of PWP’s 
existing electricity portfolio with a goal of significantly reducing greenhouse gas emissions over the next 
20 years.  One of the key elements of the IRP is replacement of existing, inefficient local generating 
units at the Broadway site with a new local gas-fired combined-cycle plant.13  By replacing Unit B-3, the 
project will directly support attainment of the policy objectives and benchmarks established in the IRP.   

With respect to land use compatibility, the proposed Glenarm Power Plant (Unit GT-5), and ancillary 
uses would be located within the existing Glenarm site, which has been in continuous use as a power 
plant for more than a century and is physically compatible with the character of the area, including other 
major infrastructure (i.e., the Metro Gold Line tracks and Pasadena Freeway, SR 110) and public 
facilities (schools, a library and a park).  Multi-family residential uses to the south of the project site are 
located at a higher elevation than the project site.  This vertical separation, along with intervening 
landscaping, serves as a buffer between these residential uses and the Power Plant.  The single-family 
residences west of the project site are located across South Fair Oaks Avenue behind the commercial 
uses along the roadway, which serve as a buffer.  Therefore, impacts associated with land use 
compatibility would be less than significant.   

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

     

 
WHY?  There are no adopted Habitat Conservation or Natural Community Conservation Plans within 
the City of Pasadena, and no approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plans.  No impacts 
are anticipated.   

                                            
13 City of Pasadena, Pasadena Water and Power, Integrated Resources Plan, adopted March 16, 2009.  

Available online at: http://ww2.cityofpasadena.net/waterandpower/IRP/default.asp.   
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14. MINERAL RESOURCES.   

Would the project: 

a.  Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state?  

     

 
WHY?  No active mining operations exist in the City of Pasadena.  There are two areas in Pasadena 
that may contain mineral resources.  These two areas are Eaton Wash, which was formerly mined for 
sand and gravel, and Devils Gate Reservoir, which was formerly mined for cement concrete aggregate.  
The project is not near these areas.  Thus, no impacts regarding mineral resources would occur. 

b.  Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

     

 
WHY?  The City’s 2004 General Plan Land Use Element does not identify any mineral recovery sites 
within the City.  Furthermore, there are no mineral-resource recovery sites shown in the Hahamongna 
Watershed Park Master Plan or the 1999 “Aggregate Resources in the Los Angeles Metropolitan Area” 
map published by the California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology.  No 
active mining operations exist in the City of Pasadena and mining is not currently allowed within any of 
the City’s designated land uses.  Therefore, no impacts regarding the loss of a locally-important mineral 
resource recovery site would occur.   

15. NOISE.   

Will the project result in: 

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

     

 
WHY?  Project construction activities, including the use of heavy equipment (e.g., bulldozers, 
backhoes, cranes, loaders, etc.) would increase noise levels on the project site and in the project area, 
albeit on a short-term basis.  Operation of the project may increase existing noise levels over existing 
conditions as a result of the new combined-cycle generating unit (GT-5) and activities in the proposed 
maintenance shops to be constructed in the existing building on the parcel south of State Street.  
Potential impacts on nearby noise-sensitive receptors, including residents to the south and west and 
students, library and park patrons to the east will be analyzed further in an EIR.   
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b.  Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels?  

     

 
WHY?  Construction of the proposed project may generate groundborne vibration and noise as the 
result of grading, haul truck travel, and construction staging.  As such, project construction has the 
potential to expose people to or generate excessive groundborne vibration and noise levels during 
short-term construction activities.   

The operation of the new combined-cycle power generating unit (GT-5) and related equipment also 
have the potential to expose people to or generate groundborne vibration.  Potential impacts on nearby 
noise- and vibration-sensitive receptors, including residents to the south and west and students, library 
and park patrons to the east Therefore, this issue will be analyzed further in an EIR. 

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

     

 
WHY?  As discussed in the response to question 15.a, project operations may contribute to a 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels.  Therefore, impacts associated with a permanent increase 
in ambient noise levels will be analyzed further in an EIR. 

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

     

  
WHY?  As discussed above, construction-related activities and equipment could result in a temporary 
or periodic increase in ambient noise levels above existing levels.  Additionally, operation of the project 
has the potential to increase ambient noise levels in the project vicinity.  Therefore, temporary or 
periodic increase in ambient noise levels and the associated potential impacts on nearby noise-
sensitive receptors, including residents to the south and west and students, library and park patrons to 
the east will be analyzed further in an EIR. 

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

     

 
WHY?  As discussed in the response to question 11.e, there are no airports or airport land use plans in 
the City of Pasadena.  The closest airports are the El Monte Airport, approximately 11 miles to the 
southeast, and Bob Hope Airport, just over 15 miles to the west in the City of Burbank.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not expose people to excessive airport related noise and would have no 
associated impacts.   
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f.  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?   

     

 
WHY?  As described in the response to question 11.f, the project is not located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip.  As such, project construction or operation would not expose people residing or working 
in the area to excessive noise levels and no impacts would occur.   

16. POPULATION AND HOUSING.   

Would the project: 

a.  Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing 
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

     

 
WHY?  The proposed project involves the construction of a new combined-cycle power generating unit 
(Unit GT-5) which would replace the existing steam generating Unit B-3.  The project would also install 
an administrative/control room and maintenance shops within existing buildings.  Construction activities 
for the proposed project would require a construction work force, which would be temporary and would 
be expected to be drawn from the existing labor pool in the local and surrounding communities; 
construction workers typically travel to work sites and do not relocate in response to a single short-term 
employment opportunity.  The proposed project would replace existing obsolete equipment with more 
efficient equipment but would not increase power plant production and capacity.  Accordingly, the 
project would not increase the number of employees on site, which totals 36 workers.  Therefore, 
implementation of the project would have a less than significant impact with respect to population 
growth, either directly or indirectly. 

b.  Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

     

 
WHY?  The project site does not contain any existing dwelling units.  Therefore, the proposed project 
would not displace any residents or housing, and no impacts would occur. 

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

     

 
WHY?  The project site does not contain any existing dwelling units.  Therefore, the proposed project 
would have no impact related to the displacement of residents or the need for replacement housing. 
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17. PUBLIC SERVICES.   

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

a.  Fire Protection?   

     

 
WHY?  The project site is located in an established urbanized area that carries a low fire hazard 
designation, according to the General Plan Safety Element (Plate P-2).  The project site is currently 
served by Fire Station No. 31, located approximately one mile north of the project site at 135 South Fair 
Oaks Avenue.  Water for fire suppression is provided by existing connections to the City of Pasadena 
water lines.  Fire protection and detection systems are currently provided throughout the Glenarm site, 
including the maintenance building.  The existing fire water system would be connected to the new 
combined-cycle power unit (Unit GT-5) and the new offices within the Glenarm Building.  Although City 
pressure to meet fire flow requirements is normally adequate for the fire system, as a backup system, a 
fire pump fed from the existing fire water tank would be utilized to maintain fire flow to the fire header, if 
needed.  The new Unit GT-5 would also be equipped with its own CO2 fire suppression system to allow 
the operators to know if there is a fire emerging in the gas turbine enclosure.   

Since the project would not increase the number of employees on site and the replacement of the 
existing steam generating unit with the new combined-cycle power generating unit (Unit GT-5) would 
not increase on-site fire hazards, the demand for fire protection services would remain similar to 
existing conditions.  Therefore, adequate fire protection would be available to serve the project, and 
meet the demands for fire protection services.  The development of additional Fire Department facilities 
would not be required.  As project plans would be reviewed and approved by Building Division and the 
Fire Marshal prior to issuance of any permits, impacts associated with fire protection would be less than 
significant. 

b.  Libraries?   

     

  
WHY?  As indicated above, the project would not include any residential population nor result in any 
increase in the number of employees on site.  Therefore, there would be no increase in demand for 
library services and no impacts on library facilities would occur.   

c.  Parks? 

     

 
WHY?  Impacts to park facilities primarily result from changes in residential population and increase in 
employment.  As the project would not induce population growth or require new employees, the project 
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would not result in an increase in the demand for neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational 
facilities.  As such, no impacts on park facilities would occur.   

d.  Police Protection?   

     

 
WHY?  The project would replace the existing steam generation Unit B-3 with a combined-cycle power 
generating unit (Unit GT-5) and interior renovations within existing buildings for the 
administrative/control room and maintenance shop.  These improvements would not result in a change 
in operations or an increase in the number of employees.  The Pasadena Police Department would 
review the project plans prior to issuance of a building permit to ensure consistency with applicable 
police-related design standards.  Furthermore, the proposed site is not located in a high crime rate area 
according to Police Department burglary statistics.  As such, the demand on police protection services 
would remain similar to existing conditions and impacts would be less than significant.   

e.  Schools?   

     

 
WHY?  Impacts to school facilities primarily result from changes in the residential population and/or 
increases in employment.  However, the project would not include any residential population or 
increase the number of employees at this facility.  In addition, while a school development impact fee is 
generally calculated by the Pasadena Unified School District for each residential or commercial 
development in the City, public facilities, such as the proposed project, are exempt from this fee.  As 
such, the project would not result in an increase in demand on school facilities and no impacts would 
occur.   

f.  Other public facilities?   

     

 
WHY?  The project would involve improvements to the existing Glenarm Power Plant and interior 
renovations within existing buildings for the administrative/control room and maintenance shop.  
Therefore, the project would not increase demand for any City services nor substantially degrade any 
public facility.  As such, impacts would be less than significant.   

18. RECREATION.   

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

     

 
WHY?  As discussed above in the response to question 17.c, the project would not induce population 
growth nor result in an increase in the number of employees.  As such, the project would not result in 
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increase in the demand for neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities.  Therefore, 
no impacts on recreation facilities would occur. 

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

     

 
WHY?  As previously described in the response to question 17.c, the project would not result in or 
contribute to the need for park and/or recreation facilities and/or programs.  The project would be 
located at an established power plant facility with no physical effect on nearby parks or other 
recreational opportunities.  Additionally, the project would not necessitate the construction or expansion 
of recreational facilities because there would not be any direct or indirect increase in residential 
population or in the number of employees on site.  Thus, no impacts would occur in this regard. 

19.   TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.   

Would the project: 

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

     

  
WHY?  The project would involve improvements to the existing power plant and renovations within 
existing buildings to construct the proposed administrative/control room and maintenance shops.  
These improvements would take place within the existing Glenarm site and the one-acre parcel south 
of State Street that is proposed for acquisition as part of the proposed project.  The proposed project 
would not increase the number of employees on the project site (currently approximately 31), and 
therefore no increase in employee-related vehicle trips would occur.  In addition, the number of truck 
deliveries during project operation would be similar to existing site conditions.  Therefore, the project 
would have no impact on an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of a circulation system during operation.   

Project construction would result in a temporary increase in vehicular traffic that could affect the 
performance of the surrounding street system as a result of construction worker trips, as well as haul 
truck and delivery trips.  In addition, relocation of utility lines may result in temporary lane closures on 
Fair Oaks Avenue, Raymond Avenue, and Glenarm Street.  In order to minimize disruption and 
inconvenience to area residents and motorists during project construction and as a standard City 
requirement for construction projects, as discussed in the Description of the Project in Section I, PWP 
would prepare a Construction Staging and Traffic Management Plan as required by the City of 
Pasadena Department of Transportation.  The Construction Staging and Traffic Management Plan 
would include such provisions as: limiting construction-related trips and lane closures to off-peak traffic 
hours, limiting haul trucks to City-designated truck routes, prohibiting construction workers to park on 
adjacent streets, and staging construction equipment on-site.  The Construction Staging and Traffic 
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Management Plan would be submitted to the Department of Transportation for review and approval.  
With approval and implementation of this required Plan, impacts of construction-related project traffic 
on the surrounding street system would be less than significant.  Construction activities would not 
impact the operation of the Metro Gold Line, which separates PWP’s Glenarm and Broadway sites.   

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

     

 
WHY?  Four intersections in the City of Pasadena are included in the Congestion Management 
Program (CMP) monitoring locations.  These four intersections include Arroyo Parkway and California 
Boulevard, Pasadena Avenue and California Boulevard, Saint John Avenue and California Boulevard, 
and Rosemead Boulevard and Foothill Boulevard.  CMP mainline monitoring stations are also located 
along Freeway Route 110 at Pasadena Avenue, Freeway Route 134 west of San Rafael Avenue, 
Freeway Route 210 west of Freeway Routes 134 and 710, and Freeway Route 210 at Rosemead 
Boulevard. The first three intersections are located one mile north of the project site.  .  CMP 
transportation impact analyses are required for all CMP monitoring intersections where a proposed 
project would add 50 or more trips during the peak hour, and mainline monitoring locations where a 
project would add 150 or more trips during the peak hour. Since construction workers and delivery 
traffic will be required to arrive and depart the project site outside of the morning and afternoon peak 
periods, the proposed project is not expected to add 50 or more trips at the monitoring intersections, or 
150 or more trips at the mainline monitoring locations.    As such, the project would have a less than 
significant impact on CMP standards during construction.   

Vehicular trip generation during project operations would be similar to existing conditions since no 
additional employees nor associated vehicle trips would occur and the number of truck trips would be 
similar to existing conditions.  Therefore, the project would not conflict with CMP standards and 
operational impacts would be less than significant. 

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

     

 
WHY?  As previously discussed, the project site is not located within the vicinity of a public or private 
airport.  The nearest public use airport is the Burbank Airport located in the City of Burbank.  
Furthermore, the new combined-cycle power generating unit and associated equipment (including the 
125-foot stacks) would be similar in height to the existing facilities on the Glenarm site.  As such, the 
project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels, or 
a change in location that would result in substantial safety risks and no impact would occur.   
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d.  Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?   

     

 
WHY?  The combined-cycle power generating unit and related equipment would be constructed within 
the existing Glenarm site and include minor internal roadway improvements.  No alterations to public 
streets are proposed, other than the vacation of State Street, and employee access to the project site 
would be provided from the existing driveway on Glenarm Street (Gate 4) and a new driveway off Fair 
Oaks at the location of the vacated State Street.   Two gated emergency access driveways off Fair 
Oaks, north and south of proposed Unit GT-5, would also be provided.  The project would not increase 
hazards as the result of a design feature or incompatible uses and no related impacts are anticipated.   

e.  Result in inadequate emergency access?   

     

 
WHY?  The project site would be accessed via the existing driveway on Glenarm Street (Gate 4), an 
employee driveway off Fair Oaks Avenue at the location of vacated State Street, and two gated 
emergency access driveways off Fair Oaks Avenue, north and south of proposed Unit GT-5.  These 
driveways are considered adequate to accommodate emergency site access.  The project must comply 
with all Building, Fire and Safety Codes and plans are subject to review and approval by the Public 
Works and the Transportation Departments, and the Building Division and Fire Department.  Therefore, 
impacts related to emergency access would be less than significant.   

f.  Result in inadequate parking capacity?  

     

WHY?  Parking on the project site is currently provided in a 1.5-acre City-owned surface parking lot on 
PWP’s adjacent Broadway site, which is currently leased to and used by Jacob’s Engineering as well 
as by PWP employees, and there are also several small surface lots for PWP employee parking 
throughout the Glenarm site. Under the proposed project, a new parking area is proposed south of Unit 
GT-5 that would provide 45 surface parking spaces for PWP employees, and surface parking for 14 
vehicles would be provided on the parcel south of State Street, adjacent to the proposed maintenance 
shops. The project proposes to upgrade existing equipment and would not result in an increase in the 
number of employees on-site (currently approximately 31). Therefore, the proposed parking supply 
would increase the on-site parking supply for existing employees and eliminate the need to share 
parking with Jacobs Engineering employees.  

There is no specified parking requirement for the project site; the parking supply is determined by the 
existing CUP. The proposed parking increase would therefore be considered as part of the CUP sought 
to allow the proposed equipment upgrade. Impacts related to parking would therefore be less than 
significant. 
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g.  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?   

     

 
WHY?  As described in the response to question 19.a, the power plant and related equipment would be 
constructed within the existing Glenarm site and interior renovations for the administrative/control room 
and maintenance shops would occur within existing buildings and no increase in employment or 
employee-related vehicle trips would occur.  Furthermore, construction activities would not impact the 
operation of the Metro Gold Line, which separates the Glenarm and Broadway sites.  Therefore, the 
project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit or other 
forms of alternative transportation.  Thus, no impact would occur in this regard. 

20. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.   

Would the project: 

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

     

 
WHY?  Wastewater discharge from operation of the combined-cycle power generating unit and related 
equipment and facilities (including the maintenance shop/chemical lab) would be regulated by an 
Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit, which is issued by the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts 
and establishes pretreatment standards for wastewater effluent prior to discharge into the sewer 
system.  The Power Plant currently operates under an existing Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit 
and implements BMPs for containing and treating wastewater at the existing facility, including the 
following: 

 Self-imposed limit on peak flow that is significantly lower than the Wastewater Ordinance 
requires;  

 Installation of audible alarms in the control room to monitor peak flows; 
 Continuous recordation of pH of wastewater and monitor so as not to exceed permit 

requirements;  
 Process drains are discharged to oil/water separators to prevent oily water discharge; and 
 Cooling towers are periodically emptied and cleaned to minimize total dissolved solids and 

suspended solids within the water discharge to the outfall. 

The existing Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit would be modified to address the new process of 
wastewater generation and treatment from the power plant and related equipment.  Compliance with 
the Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit requirements would ensure that the project would not 
exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the Sanitation Districts or RWQCB.   

In addition, the restroom facilities associated with the administrative/control room and maintenance 
shop would generate wastewater in the form of domestic sewage.  Domestic sewage typically meets 
wastewater treatment requirements because wastewater treatment facilities are designed to treat 
domestic sewage.   
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Therefore, the project would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and would have no associated impacts.   

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

     

 
WHY?  As discussed in the response to question 8.b, the proposed new Unit GT-5 is expected to use 
approximately 64 million gallons of water or approximately 196 acre-feet of water annually, an increase 
of approximately 23 million gallons or 70 acre-feet annually compared to existing Unit B-3.  The 
proposed 18,000-square-foot administrative offices/control room in the Glenarm Building and the 
maintenance shops proposed in the 4,000-square-foot building on the parcel south of State Street are 
expected to result in relatively minor net new water consumption.  The project would therefore require 
modification of the existing Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit from the Los Angeles County 
Sanitation Districts and payment of a sewer connection fee, if additional sewer hook-up is required, to 
the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts.  The project would not result in an increase in the number 
of employees on-site and therefore would not increase the amount of domestic sewage generated on-
site. 

Existing water and wastewater facilities are available to serve the project, and no new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities are expected to be required for project 
implementation. Impacts would be less than significant.   

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

     

 
WHY?  As discussed in the response to question 12.c, the project would result in a minor increase in 
the on-site impervious surface area, but would not substantially alter the drainage volumes or patterns.  
Therefore, the project will not require the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or the 
expansion of existing facilities.   

Furthermore, PWP would submit and implement a site drainage plan that meets the approval of the 
Building Official and the Public Works Department; and the City’s SUSMP ordinance requires that post-
development peak storm water runoff not exceed pre-development peak storm water runoff rates.  
Based on the above, impacts would be less than significant.   

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

     

 
WHY?  As discussed in the response to question 8.b, the proposed new Unit GT-5 is expected to use 
approximately 64 million gallons of water or approximately 196 acre feet of water annually, an increase 
of approximately 23 million gallons or 70 acre-feet annually compared to existing Unit B-3.  The 
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proposed 18,000-square-foot administrative offices/control room in the Glenarm Building and the 
maintenance shops proposed in the 4,000-square-foot building on the parcel south of State Street are 
expected to result in relatively minor net new water consumption.  PWP would be required to comply 
with the California Green Building Code Standards as amended by the City of Pasadena PMC Sections 
14.04.500-578, which would impose water conservation measures on the project.  

Accordingly, the proposed project is not expected to result in the water consumption equivalent of a 500 
dwelling-unit residential development in the City of Pasadena, and a Water Supply Assessment to 
ensure the availability of water supplies in accordance with Senate Bill 610 is not required. 
Nonetheless, potential project impacts on available water supplies, including indirect groundwater 
withdrawal, will be further analyzed in an EIR. 

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

     

 
WHY?  The proposed new Unit GT-5 is expected to use approximately 64 million gallons of water or 
approximately 196 acre-feet of water annually, an increase of approximately 23 million gallons or 70 
acre-feet annually compared to existing Unit B-3.  The proposed 18,000-square-foot administrative 
offices/control room in the Glenarm Building and the maintenance shops proposed in the 4,000-square-
foot building on the parcel south of State Street are expected to result in relatively minor net new water 
consumption.  The project would therefore require modification of the existing Industrial Wastewater 
Discharge Permit from the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts and payment of a sewer connection 
fee, if additional sewer hook-up is required, to the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts.  The project 
would not result in an increase in the number of employees on-site and therefore would not increase 
the amount of domestic sewage generated on-site. 

Existing water and wastewater facilities are available to serve the project, and no new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities are expected to be required for project 
implementation. Impacts would be less than significant.   

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

     

 
WHY?  Solid waste is disposed of at landfills with a region-wide service area.  The City of Pasadena is 
served primarily by the Scholl Canyon Landfill, which has capacity through 2025.  The City is also 
secondarily served by the Puente Hills Landfill which was re-permitted in 2003 for 10 years and is not 
expected to close until 2013.  The Scholl Canyon Landfill and Puente Hills Landfill have a maximum 
daily capacity of 3,400 tons per day and 13,200 tons per day, respectively.  The Scholl Canyon and 
Puente Hills Landfills have a remaining capacity of 5.67 million tons and 21.62 million tons, 
respectively.14  

                                            
14 LA County Department of Public Works, 2008 Annual Report, Los Angeles County Integrated Waste 

Management Plan, Appendix  E-2 Table 1, Remaining Permitted Disposal Capacity of Existing Solid Waste 
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Solid waste generation and disposal would temporarily increase during construction.  The project would 
include the demolition of the stack, air compressor building and equipment, restroom by existing 
Glenarm Building, 400 linear feet of fencing, and 350 linear feet of a concrete storm drain, which would 
generate demolition waste including asphalt, concrete, and scrap metal.  The project would be required 
to comply with the City’s Construction and Demolition Waste Management Ordinance (PMC Section 
8.62), which requires the diversion of a minimum of 50 percent of construction and demolition debris 
from local landfills.  Provisions of this ordinance include the preparation and submittal of a Waste 
Management Plan to the Department of Public Works for review and approval prior to the issuance of 
grading permits; payment of a Performance Security Deposit; submittal of monthly progress reports, 
and submittal of a Waste Management Report, prior to the release of the performance security deposit.   

The Waste Management Plan would provide: 1) the estimated volume or weight of construction and 
demolition debris; 2) the estimated volume or weight of construction and demolition debris that can be 
diverted; 3) the estimated volume or weight of construction and demolition debris that will be landfilled; 
4) the identification of the vendor or facility that will collect or receive the construction or demolition 
debris; 5) the estimated date on which demolition or construction is to commence.  The Final Waste 
Management Plan Compliance Report will include the actual volume or weight of construction and 
demolition debris and the actual volume or weight that was diverted.  Compliance with the City’s 
Construction and Demolition Ordinance would ensure that construction and demolition waste disposal 
result in a less than significant impact on the landfills serving the project site. 

Similar to existing conditions on the project site, waste generated by operation of existing power 
generating units and associated facilities would be properly managed and/or disposed of in compliance 
with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid and hazardous waste 
management.  Because the project involves the replacement of the existing steam generating unit B-3 
and would not increase the number of employees on site, the project would not result in increased 
waste disposal over existing conditions.  The minimal hazardous waste that would be generated during 
project would be transported to one of the three Class 1 landfills in California.15  Since the amount of 
waste disposed would remain similar to existing conditions, additional capacity would not be required 
and operational impacts of the project would remain less than significant. 

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

     

 
WHY?  In 1992, the City adopted a Source Reduction and Recycling Element to comply with the 
California Integrated Waste Management Act.  This Act requires that jurisdictions maintain a 50% or 
better diversion rate for solid waste.  The City implements this requirement through Section 8.61 of the 
Pasadena Municipal Code, which establishes the City’s “Solid Waste Collection Franchise System.”  As 
described in Section 8.61.175, each franchisee is responsible for meeting the minimum recycling 
diversion rate of 50% on both a monthly basis and annual basis. 

The proposed project is required to comply with the applicable solid waste franchise’s recycling system, 
and thus, would meet Pasadena’s and California’s solid waste diversion regulations.  In addition, the 

                                                                                                                                                       
Disposal Facilities in Los Angeles County,  released October 2009.  Available online at: 
http://dpw.lacounty.gov/swims/Upload/2008%20AR%20FINAL.pdf, Accessed February 2010.   

15  Three Class 1 Landfills are located in California including Chemical Waste Management Landfill in Kettlemen 
City (Kings County), Buttonwillow (Kern County, and Westmorland (Imperial County). 
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project would comply with PMC Section 8.62 (described above) and design requirements for refuse 
storage areas (PMC Section 17.40.120).  Therefore, the project would be in compliance with applicable 
federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

21. EARLIER ANALYSIS.   

Earlier analysis may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an 
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.  See CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15063(c)(3)(D).   

On November 8, 2004, the City of Pasadena certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for 
the Land Use and Mobility Elements of the City of Pasadena Comprehensive General Plan, Zoning 
Code Revisions, and Central District Specific Plan.  The EIR focused its analysis on Land Use and 
Planning; Transportation/Traffic; Population and Housing; Noise; Air Quality; Aesthetics; Cultural 
Resources; Geology/Soils; Hydrology; Public Services/Recreation; Utilities and Service Systems.   

In addition, a Final Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Pasadena Power Plant 
Upgrade (dated August 2002), was prepared to evaluate potential environmental effects associated 
with the demolition of existing obsolete facilities on portions of the Glenarm and Broadway sites, 
installation of new equipment on the Glenarm site, and retrofitting of existing equipment on the Glenarm 
site.   

These documents are available for review at the Permit Center, 175 North Garfield Avenue between 
the hours of 8:00 A.M. and 5:00 P.M. on Monday through Thursday and from 8:00-12:00 P.M. every 
Friday and the City Clerk’s Office Monday through Thursday from 7:30 A.M. to 5:30 P.M. and every other 
Friday during the same hours.    

22. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

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

     

 
WHY?  The project site is located within an established urbanized area and has operated for more than 
a century as a power plant.  As discussed in the applicable responses to questions above, the 
proposed project may have potentially significant impacts on the following resources and topics: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; Historic Resources; Global Climate Change; Hazards and Hazardous Materials; 
Land Use; Noise; and Utilities and Service Systems (Water Supply).  These issues will be further 
evaluated in an EIR. 

With respect to biological resources, as discussed in the responses to questions 4, 6 and 13, the 
proposed project would not have substantial impacts on forest land, special status species, riparian 
habitat/wetlands, or wildlife movement.  Furthermore, there are no adopted Habitat Conservation Plans 
or Natural Community Conservation Plans within Pasadena or in the vicinity of the project site.  
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Therefore, the project would not substantially degrade the quality of the environment in terms of flora, 
fauna, or water quality. 

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

     

 
WHY?  The potential for cumulative impacts occurs when the independent impacts of the project when 
considered together with the impacts of related projects in proximity to the project site combine to 
create impacts that are greater than the impacts of the project alone.  As stated in the response to 
question 22.a, the project has the potential to result in significant impacts on Aesthetics; Air Quality; 
Historic Resources; Global Climate Change; Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Land Use; Noise; and 
Utilities and Service Systems (Water Supply).  These issues will be further evaluated in an EIR, 
including the potential for project contributions to cumulative impacts for these resources. 

With regard to cumulative effects for the issues of agricultural and forest, biological and mineral 
resources, the project site is located in a developed area and therefore, other developments occurring 
in the project area would largely occur on previously disturbed land and are not anticipated to have an 
impact associated with these resources.  Thus, no cumulative impact to these resources would occur.   

All proposed projects within the City would need to comply with established City codes and procedures 
related to geology and soils; hazards and hazardous materials; and hydrology and water quality.  
Compliance with these regulations will reduce individual, as well as cumulative, impacts to a less than 
significant level. 

As demonstrated in the responses to question 13, the proposed project would be consistent with 
applicable land use plans, policies and regulations with the approval of a height variance, parking 
location variances and a conditional use permit.  Although the stack height would exceed 56 feet, it 
would be approximately the same height as the four existing 125-foot stacks on-site.  The proposed 
administrative/control room and maintenance shop would be within existing building.  Since the project 
would be within a previously developed area with similar uses, it would not divide an established 
community.  Furthermore, the project would support the IRP to meet future energy needs of the City 
over the next twenty years.  Therefore, the project would not contribute to cumulative land use impacts 
and therefore would be less than significant. 

It is anticipated that the population, housing and employment increases attributable to the related 
projects would be within SCAG’s future projections for the City of Pasadena.  As the proposed project 
would have no effect in these areas, cumulative population, housing and employment impacts would be 
less than significant. 

During project operation, the potential exists for an increase in traffic on adjacent roadways and 
intersections due to cumulative projects, which may, in turn, result in increases in noise levels.  As 
mentioned above, the project would not change the number of employees or related vehicle trips or 
change the number of truck trips.  Therefore, the project would not contribute individually or 
cumulatively to the potential increases in mobile source noise levels due to traffic generated by 
cumulative projects.  In addition, each project on the City’s cumulative project list would be required to 
comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance, thereby precluding cumulative stationary source noise impacts.   
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As previously described, during project operation, there is a potential for an increase in traffic on 
adjacent roadways and intersections due to cumulative projects.  Because the project would not 
change the number of employees or related vehicle trips or increase the number of truck trips during 
project operations, the project would not incrementally contribute to cumulatively significant conditions 
with respect to the local circulation system.  In addition, each project on the City’s cumulative project list 
would be required to comply with the applicable provisions of the City’s Transportation Management 
Program (PMC Chapter 10.64) to facilitate the use of alternative transportation, thereby precluding 
cumulative impacts on the performance of a circulation system. 

Public services, utility systems and recreational facilities could be expanded in response to related 
projects that result in an increase in the demand for such services.  As such, projects would be subject 
to discretionary review to ensure that adequate services, utilities, and recreational facilities are 
available, and the adequacy of such infrastructure to meet existing and projected growth is monitored 
by the respective providers, cumulative impacts on City services would be less than significant.  In 
addition, future development would be required to develop park facilities or pay in-lieu fees as well as 
school impact fees.  Also, future development would be reviewed for compliance with the City’s Green 
Building Ordinance, SUSMP requirements, requirements of the County Sanitation Districts, and other 
applicable City requirements.  Furthermore, development of the proposed project is not anticipated to 
increase the demand for these services.  Therefore, project contributions to cumulatively significant 
impacts with regard to public services, utility systems and recreational facilities would be less than 
cumulatively considerable. 

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

     

 
WHY?   

As discussed in the applicable responses to questions above, the proposed project may have 
potentially significant impacts on the following resources and topics: Aesthetics; Air Quality; Historic 
Resources; Global Climate Change; Hazards/Hazardous Materials; Land Use; Noise; and Utilities and 
Service Systems (Water Supply).  Therefore, the project has the potential to result in environmental 
effects that could cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, directly or indirectly.  These 
issues will be further evaluated in an EIR.   
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