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4.3 Cultural Resources 

4.3.1 Methodology 

This section describes the existing conditions of the Arroyo Seco Canyon Project (ASCP) Areas 2 and 3 

(Project/proposed Project) site and vicinity, identifies associated regulatory requirements, evaluates potential 

environmental impacts, and identifies mitigation measures related to implementation of the proposed Project. 

The analysis of the Project impacts related to cultural resources is based on a review of existing resources and 

applicable laws, regulations, and guidelines, as well as the following: 

Appendix E-1 Cultural Resources Technical Report for the Arroyo Seco Canyon Project Areas 2 and 

3, prepared by Dudek, dated June 2020.  

Appendix E-2 Vertebrate Paleontology Records Check, prepared by the Natural History Museum of 

Los Angeles County, dated October 2020.  

Comments received in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) are summarized in Table 1, Notice of 

Preparation and Scoping Comment Letters Summary, included in Section 1, Introduction of this Draft EIR. A 

copy of the NOP and Initial Study is included in Appendix A-1, the Appendices to the Initial Study are included 

in Appendix A-2, and the comment letters received in response to the NOP are included in Appendix A-3 of this 

Draft EIR. 

4.3.2 Existing Conditions 

The Project site is located at 3420 to 3500 North Arroyo Boulevard within the Arroyo Seco Canyon adjacent to 

North Arroyo Boulevard and the Gabrielino Trail, located in Township 1 North, Range 12 West on the Pasadena, 

California 7.5′ USGS quadrangle map. Figure 4.3-1, Records Search Study Area, depicts the 0.5-mile records 

search radius overlaid on the USGS quadrangle map. 

Project Site History 

A complete discussion of the prehistory period, ethnographic period, and historical period may be found in 

Appendix E-1 of this Draft EIR. The Report includes a California Historical Resources Information System 

(CHRIS) records search; coordination with the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and 

tribal contacts; he results of a pedestrian survey of the Project site by a qualified architectural historian; 

building development and archival research, development of an appropriate historic context for the Project 

site; and recordation and evaluation of five commercial properties over 45 years old for historical significance 

and integrity in consideration of National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), California Register of Historical 

Resources (CRHR), and City of Pasadena designation criteria and integrity requirements. 

Building development and archival research were conducted for the Project site in an effort to establish a 

thorough and accurate historic context for the significance evaluations, and to confirm the building 

development history of the Project site and associated parcels. Archival research included historic aerial 

photographs, historical newspapers, reviewing Los Angeles County Assessor records, Pasadena Digital History 

Collection, and the City of Pasadena’s California Historical Resources Inventory Database (CHRID).  
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Arroyo Seco Canyon Developments (1887-present) 

The Project site is located within the Hahamongna Watershed Master Plan Area, within the larger Arroyo Seco 

which also includes the Central and Lower Arroyo Seco Master Plan Areas. The Arroyo Seco Canyon was used 

as a prehistoric through-route for the Hahamong'nas (a band of native Tongva people), connecting the area 

that is now Hahamongna Watershed Park to trade partners to the north. The canyon continued to be a source 

of water, recreation, and travel route well into the nineteenth century. As early as 1887, the City of Pasadena 

and citizens were recognizing the Arroyo Seco as a whole for its benefits as a park. At the turn of the twentieth 

century, Arroyo Seco enjoyed a long period of recreational development, such as at Camp Oakwilde, a rustic 

resort constructed in 1911, and several private and public cabins throughout the canyon. In 1911, the City of 

Pasadena annexed the lower and middle sections of the Arroyo Seco, and in 1919, the area now known as 

Hahamongna Watershed Park was annexed to the city (City of Pasadena 2019).  

With the recreation movement taking hold in the Arroyo Seco, and the Arts and Crafts Movement (1895-1920) 

influencing building and landscape architecture at large in southern California, the area within and around the 

Arroyo Seco developed several unifying features that were consistently used throughout the Arroyo Seco 

canyon area, including parks, trails, landscaping features, neighborhoods, and civic structures. These included 

the emphasis on the natural environment and use of native cobblestone in walls, gates, and fences, especially 

as accents to pedestrian walkways and roads that might otherwise have a utilitarian appearance. Native rock 

cobblestone walls also complemented the larger Arts and Crafts-style residential architecture of Pasadena 

(Bricker et al. 1992; City of Pasadena 2003a).  

A road through Arroyo Seco Canyon has been visible on maps since the 1894 “Los Angeles, Calif.” 

topographical map of the area. This earliest topographical map of the area shows the road extending between 

the Los Angeles Terminal Railroad Line and a mountain hamlet called Las Casitas before looping back west 

and south to La Cañada, following an older trail forged by the native Gabrielinos. Arroyo Seco Canyon Road, 

also known as Arroyo Boulevard, was paved for use as a county highway c. 1920, during which time Bridge 

No. 2 was constructed as a necessary improvement along the Arroyo Boulevard/Gabrielino Trail. Bridge No. 2 

appears on the very first available aerial map from 1927, as well as other smaller bridges along the road and 

at the mouth of the canyon. A secondary spur road, leading east from the Bridge No. 1 crossing location, is 

also present on aerial photos as early as 1927. At the end of this spur road was a square-plan, river cobble-

clad building on a concrete platform and a small, concrete diversion dam. Both of these structures are located 

outside of the Project site (LAT 1919; USGS 2019). 

The Arroyo Seco road appears improved by bridges in the earliest available aerial photograph from 1927; 

however, subsequent floods in 1934 and 1938 appear to obliterate the road and bridges in the canyon, with 

the exception of Bridge No. 2. The road between Devil’s Gate Dam and Oak Wilde, a forest community some 

4 miles up Arroyo Seco Road, remained closed until 1939, the same year local Civilian Conservation Corps 

(CCC) Company 903 constructed Bridge No. 3. Despite the CCC improvements, the City of Pasadena road 

section outside of U. S. Forest Service lands was not officially repaired until 1941 (LAT 1938, 1940a, 1940b; 

Pasadena Star News 1939).  

Local CCC Company 903 was assigned to the USFS in 1933 to work on projects within Arroyo Seco Canyon 

and San Gabriel Mountains. One of Roosevelt’s more successful New Deal programs, the CCC was a work 

relief program focused on environmental projects, providing employment to young men during the Great 
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Depression. By June 1, 1933, over 1,400 working camps were established, employing more than 300,000 

men, representing the most rapid peace-time mobilization in U.S history. Working on projects for the U.S. 

Forest Service, the National Park Service, and the Departments of Agriculture and Interior, CCC workers fought 

forest fires, planted trees, cleaned and maintained access roads, re-seeded grazing lands, implemented soil 

erosion controls, and built wildlife refuges, fish-rearing facilities, animal shelters, and water storage basins. 

Roosevelt also authorized the CCC to build bridges and campground facilities in an effort to encourage people 

to go enjoy America’s natural resources.  

The CCC planted more than three billion trees and constructed facilities in more than 800 parks nationwide 

during the nine years which the group was in existence, helping shape our modern national and state park 

systems (History.com 2010). In 1941, the Arroyo Seco Project, part of a Los Angeles River watershed upstream 

work project, began with the Millard Canyon channel and road improvement project. A joint effort between 

USFS and the City of Pasadena engineers, the improvements in Millard Canyon entailed channel 

improvements and creating a new road cut above the channel bed with a “seven foot wall of native rock” 

(Pasadena Post 1941a:17). The stretch of road to be improved by the retaining walls and barriers was 

described as above Devil’s Gate Dam, and below the Brown Mountain truck trail turn off. The road 

improvements were in support of the larger goal of the watershed upstream work project: to build the Brown 

Mountain Dam near Arroyo Seco headwaters as a means of flood control. When the upstream project was 

completed, the City entered into a contract with the USFS to share costs of maintenance and patrols for the 

sections of Arroyo Seco and Millard Canyon that were in City of Pasadena Land, but adjacent to USFS land. 

Improvements are also visible in aerial photographs between 1938 and 1944, such as the construction of 

Bridge No. 1, road pavement, and the construction of native rock retaining walls and barriers (Pasadena Post, 

1941a, 1941b; Pasadena Star News 1941, 1944; UCSB 2019). 

Screen Building Complex (c. 1932-1944) 

The Screen Building Complex consists of the screen building (formerly known as the Chlorine Plant, per as-

built drawings), intake structure, and a flashboard dam/weir. The screen building is identified on 1932 as-

built plans for the Arroyo Seco Headworks (Work Order 2802, Pasadena Water Department 1932), indicating 

that it was constructed around this time. As such, it is likely that these components were constructed by the 

CCC during their Arroyo Seco improvements campaign in the 1930s. A flashboard dam/weir was also part of 

this as-built drawing set, and was constructed at this location in 1932. It is possible that an earlier weir, dam, 

or pipeline preceded its construction, but this could not be verified in archival research, including aerial 

photographs or historical maps. An image of the weir from March 5, 1937, shows that there was a modest 

concrete structure with angled buttresses and a paved horizontal surface downstream, leading to a short drop 

off to the natural streambed. The drop off aligns with retaining walls on either end. A concrete wing wall lines 

the cut bank side of the stream where the weir meets it, and a small concrete platform (the top deck of the 

intake structure) rests adjacent to the wing wall on mounded soil. The 1938 historic aerial image shows the 

devastation wrought by flooding that year; the screen building is visible, but the c. 1932 weir appears to have 

been destroyed. In the next 1944 historic aerial image clearly shows the screen building, intake structure, and 

a new weir. The new weir, visible in the 1944 aerial photograph, is of a different design than the 1932 weir, 

and a cobblestone wall is visible rising from the original retaining wall on the right (east or cutbank) side of the 

weir. The cobblestone wall supports a concrete platform, of which the original rectangular concrete platform 

is incorporated, indicating extensive repairs and/or additional damage during later flood events. 
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Debris Basins and Flood Control Infrastructure (1948) 

Flood control in Arroyo Seco began after the especially costly 1914 and 1916 floods damaged large portions 

of Los Angeles County farmland and urban areas. In 1915, the LACFCD was established in response to the in 

1914 flood, and would protect an area of 2,760 square miles. Investment was initially delayed by the onset 

of World War I, but the first flood control feature built in the Arroyo Seco was the Devil’s Gate Dam: designed 

in 1916, funded by bonds in 1917, and erected by Los Angeles County Department of Public Works by 1920 

(Brick 2011; Pasadena Star News 1916; SB&C 1919; Van Wormer 1991).  

The City of Pasadena, which had water rights to Arroyo Seco, began a spreading program in Arroyo Seco in 

1914 to replenish the Raymond Basin aquifer; however, the program was abandoned in 1924 due to drought. 

The remnants of the 1914 spreading basins were washed out in 1936 when the Arroyo Seco stream changed 

its course to the east side of the Arroyo. Historic aerial photographs and maps indicate that the LACFCD-owned 

spreading grounds were installed in 1948, as a result of a 1940 push to build upstream flood control features 

in the Angeles National Forest. $1.17 million was used towards the establishment of silt and debris check 

dams on the upstream side of the Devil’s Gate reservoir and the Brown Mountain Dam. The first funding 

installment was approved in 1941 and another in 1944, resulting from the 1944 storm and subsequent flood. 

Federal funds also went to the channelization of Arroyo Seco Canyon further downstream of Devil’s Gate Dam 

By 1952, the Los Angeles County-owned Altadena Storm Drain and sheds were completed as well. The PWP-

owned sludge basins were added in the 1970s, after the construction of the Behner Water Treatment Plant 

(Brown and Taylor 1982; City of Pasadena 2003b; ETA 1941; LAT 1940c, 1946; SCPR 2016; UCSB 2019; Van 

Wormer 1991). 

John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant (1971) 

The John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant (Behner WTP) was named after the first General Manager of the 

consolidated Pasadena Water and Power Department (PWP). Located in the Arroyo Seco Canyon east of JPL, 

the plant had a capacity of 5 million gallons per day. The project, which began as the result of a PWP feasibility 

study in 1967 decided on the current location. Originally, the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) identified the 

Upper Arroyo Seco as a location for their new MWD water treatment plant; however, they received backlash 

from Pasadena citizens using the area as a park. As a result, the City of Pasadena moved forward with their 

plan for a smaller water treatment plant facility, and a county regional park at the same time. The push was 

successful, and the PWP’s plant was designed by Pasadena-based engineering firm James M. Montgomery, 

Consulting Engineers Inc. and constructed by the Margate Construction Company in 1970 and dedicated in 

1971. However, new water treatment regulations imposed as a result of the Surface Water Treatment Rule 

meant that the treatment plant was shut down in June 1993. Another feasibility study on the potential for 

upgrading the facility was conducted in 1995, but the Behner WTP remains offline to this day (City of Pasadena 

2010, 2012; LAT 1968; PI 1971). 

Architectural Style- Brutalism 

Only one resource within the Project site was designed in a clear architectural style: the Behner WTP, which 

exhibits numerous character-defining features of the Brutalist style.  
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The term “Brutalism” derives from the French béton brut, which translates as raw concrete, and describes 

concrete that displays the patterns, seams, and bug holes caused by formwork and concrete emplacement. 

The Brutalist architectural style is characterized by its use of raw building materials in a very direct and 

imposing way, emphasizing bulky forms and sharp angles with limited visible glass surfaces. A popular style 

between the 1950s and 1970s, Brutalism favored heavy, solid shapes cast with highly detailed and textured 

reinforced concrete. Often associated with High Modernism, a style emphasizing austere and abstract forms 

rooted in science and technology, the bold, unapologetic design and monumentality of Brutalism makes it an 

easy target for criticism, and it is thought to be one of the most divisive styles of architecture to emerge since 

the beginning of the twentieth century (Lowder 2013; McAlester 2015; Mindel 2016).  

Brutalism was a popular style of architecture for educational buildings, particularly university buildings, but 

was relatively rare for corporate and single-family residential projects. It was also favored for civic projects, 

high-rise apartments, and shopping centers, as the style emulated strength, functionality, and an appreciation 

for material simplicity (Brutalism Online 2016). Character-defining features of Brutalism include (City of San 

Diego 2007; HRG & PH 2007): 

 Exposed, expressive structural system 

 Rough, unadorned concrete construction 

 Monumental massing 

 Heavy blockish shapes 

 Angular and rectilinear forms 

 Prefabricated concrete panels with exposed joinery 

 Windows as voids in an otherwise solid volume 

 Repetitive patterns 

 Avoidance of traditional elements or ornament 

 Raised plazas and base articulation 

Engineer: James M. Montgomery, Consulting Engineers, Inc. (1945-1990)  

The Behner WTP was designed by engineer James M. Montgomery (1896-1969). Montgomery was born in 

Ohio in 1896, and moved to Los Angeles California by 1910. He briefly served in the military during World War 

I, and was honorably discharged in October 1918. Montgomery returned to Newark, Ohio for a few years, but 

eventually moved back to Los Angeles Between 1935 and 1940. Montgomery launched his engineering firm 

in 1941, after having some success in helping design the F.E. Weymouth Memorial Water Softening and 

Filtration Plant in 1936 with MWD. This early connection with water infrastructure led to a career of consulting, 

studies, reports, and designing water infrastructure systems for Southern California and the greater West 

Coast of the United States for the next five decades. The firm was based in Pasadena for the first few decades. 

James Montgomery himself passed away in 1969, but his firm continued consulting work focused on water 

infrastructure. In 1990, the James M. Montgomery, Consulting Engineers, Inc. firm merged with Watson 

Hawksley, Ltd of the United Kingdom to become Montgomery-Watson. In 2001, Montgomery Watson merged 

with Harza Engineering and became Montgomery Watson Harza. This name was shortened to MWH Global in 

2003. In 2016, MWH was acquired by Stantec Consulting, Inc. (Ancestry 2019).  
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Built Environment Resources Identified in the Project Site 

Dudek Architectural Historian Kate Kaiser, MSHP and Nicole Frank, MSHP, conducted a pedestrian survey of 

the Project site for historic built environment resources on October 23, 2019. The survey entailed walking to 

each affected property in the Project area: the PWP spreading basins, the LACFCD flood control infrastructure, 

Southern California Edison (SCE) transmission line route, Behner WTP, the Arroyo Seco Road bed within and 

between all proposed Project areas, the three bridge sites, the screen building, and the intake structure and 

weir. Below is a discussion of the identified historic-age resources. 

John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant 

The Behner WTP is a one-story Brutalist-style civic building, rectangular in shape, with a flat roof, designed by 

James M. Montgomery, Consulting Engineer, Inc. of Pasadena, and built in 1971. Exterior walls are exposed 

concrete with limited fenestration. The design emphasizes horizontality in form, but with strong vertical 

accents: simple, unadorned, rectangular concrete pilasters flank each narrow window/panel; broad concrete 

pilasters flank the entry door; and repetitive patterns of vertically-oriented rectilinear forms. A tall, monolithic 

concrete wall, with a broad band of vertically-oriented rectilinear forms creating a repetitive pattern, blocks 

view of the southern portion of external water treatment facilities to the east of and adjacent to the building. 

The external water treatment facilities comprise a series of open concrete tanks, with water flow controlled by 

a pair of wood flood gates, and a pair of moderately-sized, cylindrical above-ground tanks. 

Screen Building Complex 

The Screen Building Complex (formerly known as the Chlorination Plant) consists of the screen building built c. 

1932, a weir built c. 1938, and an intake structure built c. 1938. The screen building is an L-shaped, flat-roofed 

concrete building of utilitarian design. A narrow drip edge runs along the walls below what appears to be a short 

parapet wall. Fenestration includes two flush single-leaf entry doors, a roll-up garage door, and five windows 

obscured by metal screens. A vertical metal ladder attached near one of the entry doors provides access to the 

roof. An elevated rectangular concrete open-air tank structure, with a large piece of mechanical equipment 

bolted over half of the structure and accessed by three metal steps, sits to the left of and slightly in front of the 

screen building. A rectangular arch constructed from metal I-beams, with the two uprights supported with angled 

I-beams on the front and back of the arch, is located in front of the garage door. The weir is a combination of 

mortared stone and poured-in-place concrete with at least one wood sluice gate, although access was limited 

during survey due to vegetation and debris. A cobblestone wall rises from the original retaining wall on the right 

(east or cutbank) side of the weir and supports a concrete platform, the top deck of the intake structure, into 

which the original rectangular concrete platform is incorporated and expanded. 

Bridge No. 1 

Bridge No. 1 is depicted in Figure 2-4B, Gabrielino Trail/Access Road Existing Conditions Photographs in 

Section 2, Environmental Setting of this Draft EIR. Bridge No. 1 appears to be a two-span box culvert bridge, 

with the bridge supported on either end by a cobblestone abutment wall and in the middle by a cobblestone 

wall. The abutments and center wall may be concrete clad with mortared cobblestones, or built as load-bearing 

cobblestone masonry walls. The bridge deck appears to be supported by a metal plate(s) that rests upon the 

cobblestone walls. An approximately 18-inches-tall band of mortared cobblestone rests on the upstream and 
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downstream edges of the metal plate(s), with the bridge deck coated in tarmac. A new temporary bridge with 

concrete access ramps passes across the deck of Bridge No.1. Aerial images indicate a bridge crossing over 

Millard Canyon existed at the same location prior to 1927. Archival research indicates that the original bridge 

was either damaged or destroyed by the 1938 floods, and replaced with the existing two-span box culvert 

bridge either during a CCC repair campaign in 1939 or as part of the 1941 Arroyo Seco Program. A previous 

report identified the bridge deck as being replaced with a “similar reinforced concrete span” in 1979, and that 

river rock was applied to both sides of the deck at the time to “visually integrate it with the existing river rock-

clad bridge components” (Daly 2014). Comparison of photographs taken in 2019 during the site visit with 

those included in a 2015 report indicate that the bridge deck was coated with a layer of tarmac c. 2017, prior 

to installing the temporary bridge (TJC & Associates 2015). 

Bridge No. 2 

Bridge No. 2 is depicted in Figure 2-4B and is a board-formed concrete arch bridge, with board-formed concrete 

abutments and a subtle four-point arch, spanning the Arroyo Seco, constructed circa 1920. Rectangular 

concrete railings border the upstream and downstream edges of the bridge deck, with openings between 

upper and lower rails sporting a row of classically shaped single balusters resembling the form of a flower bud 

from a pomegranate tree. The bridge deck is covered with tarmac. 

Bridge No. 3 

Bridge No. 3 is depicted in Figure 2-4B and is a wooden kingpost truss bridge, with heavy timber supports braced by 

a vertical metal rod and angled wood beam braced on a cantilevered timber girder. Timber railings line both side of 

the bridge deck, and board-formed concrete retaining walls support either end of the bridge. A metal plaque attached 

to one end of the southern retaining wall indicates the wood bridge was erected in 1939 by “C.C.C. Company 903 – 

U.S.F.S. in cooperation with Pasadena Water Department.” A temporary bridge deck is positioned directly above the 

original wood bridge. The temporary bridge was initially installed to accommodate the loading from heavy equipment 

needed during construction of the Arroyo Seco Canyon Project that would be beyond the capacity of the original Bridge 

No. 3. However, as the condition of the original bridge has continued to deteriorate and is no longer safe for use, the 

temporary structure allows for continued passage into the canyon and access to the USFS compound by isolating 

traffic weight and movement from affecting the older wood bridge. The temporary bridge deck is built with anti-skid 

steel decking supported by steel I-beam girders, and is bolted through wood sill plates into the top of the original 

bridge’s concrete retaining walls. Sloped, poured-in-place concrete ramps provide access to the temporary bridge 

deck at either end. Tubular metal railings line each side of the temporary bridge deck and concrete access ramps. 

Flood Control Infrastructure  

Flood control infrastructure at the upstream end of the spreading basins consists of two LACFCD-owned sheds to 

either side of a County-owned concrete storm drain box structure, called the Altadena Storm Drain, with pulley 

operated components and a concrete and metal check dam. Each shed is a square plan gable fronted building, with 

horizontal wood board cladding, and rolled composition roofing, on a concrete slab foundation. The doors are both 

located on the south elevations and consist of vertical wood board doors, braced on the interior. Other fenestration 

consists of screened window openings and a louvered vent in the gable end. The two sheds are to either side of the 

storm drain box structure with three openings on the top side, and letting out via culvert into the Arroyo Seco. 

The PWP spreading basins consist of, two spreading basins (Pasadena Ponds 1 and 2) formerly used as sludge 

ponds during operation of the Behner WTP, and 14 additional spreading basins (originally developed by 
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LACFCD) separated by check dams completed between 1948 and 1952. Spreading basin features are 

engineered earthen ponds separated by soil embankments and small wood and concrete flow control dams. 

Each basin varies in total size and depth (Figure 34). The Pasadena Ponds 1 and 2 also have buried concrete 

culverts between them and the Parshall Flume, as well as chain link fence surrounding them. 

A flow control dam is located west of the westernmost shed. Situated in a naturalized channel, west of the 

Altadena Storm Drain, the flow control dam consists of two walls of wood cribbing, and a wood board dam in 

the center, with removable boards in a metal track in order to control flow in the narrow channel. The 

downstream side of the channel has had a gunite mixture applied to the channel walls. On the east side of the 

dam, is a concrete platform, stair and metal handrail. On the west side of the dam, are two corrugated metal 

canisters, one lidded with flat metal and the other with conical metal. 

Finally, downstream of the flow control dam, there is a culvert and vehicle bridge through which water is 

measured (via a Parshall Flume) before it flows into the spreading basins. The culvert has two 18-inch 

openings in the channel basin. The roadbed is filled with gravel, but the culvert is constructed of board-formed 

concrete, with metal lining, and metal guard rails on top for safety. There is also a corrugated galvanized steel 

tank with a conical lid placed on a concrete platform on the upstream side of the culvert. The tank is currently 

used to house the controls for the Parshall Flume’s metering device. 

CHRIS Records Search 

A CHRIS records search was conducted for the Project site and surrounding 0.5-mile records search area at the South 

Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC), located on the campus of California State University, Fullerton on October 

3, 2019. This search included their collections of mapped prehistoric, historic, and built environment resources, 

Department of Parks and Recreation Site Records, technical reports, and ethnographic references. Additional 

consulted sources include historical maps of the study area, the NRHP, the CRHR, the California Historic Property 

Data File, the lists of California State Historical Landmarks, California Points of Historical Interest, and the 

Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility. 

Previously Conducted Cultural Resources Studies 

The SCCIC records indicate that 35 cultural resources investigations have been conducted within 0.5-mile of the 

Project site. Of these, six studies were conducted within a portion of the Project site, (LA-01903, LA-06948, LA-08927, 

LA-11042, LA-11193, and LA-11194), and one study (LA-01312) was adjacent to the Project site. Table 4.3-1, below, 

summarizes the six previous cultural resources studies that overlap or were adjacent to the Project site, followed by 

a brief summary of each study that overlaps or is adjacent to the Project. 

Table 4.3-1. Previous Cultural Resources Investigations Within 0.5-Mile of the Project site 

SCCIC Report 

Number Title Author Year 

Proximity to 

Project site 

LA-01312 Archaeological Reconnaissance Report: Fuel Break System 

for the Crest-Millard Fuel Management Unit  

Bridgewater, 

John W. 

1976 Adjacent 

LA-01903 Preliminary Assessment of the Prehistoric Cultural 

Resources of the Devil’s Gate Reservoir, Pasadena, 

California 

Blodgett, 

Leslie M 

1987 Overlaps 
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Table 4.3-1. Previous Cultural Resources Investigations Within 0.5-Mile of the Project site 

SCCIC Report 

Number Title Author Year 

Proximity to 

Project site 

LA-06948 Archaeological Survey Report Southern California Edison 

Seco 16 Kv Circuit Deteriorated Pole Replacement Project 

Romani, 

John F.  

2002 Overlaps 

LA-08927 A Phase I (CEQA) and Class III (NEPA) Cultural Resources 

Investigation for the Sunset Overlook Trailhead Area of the 

Hahamongna Watershed Park in the City of Pasadena, Los 

Angeles County, California 

McKenna, 

Jeanette A. 

2007 Overlaps 

LA-11042 A Phase I (CEQA) and Class III (NEPA) Cultural Resources 

Investigation for the Eastside Neighborhood and JPL 

Connector Trail Improvements Project Area in the 

Hahamongna Watershed Park, City of Pasadena, Los 

Angeles County, California 

McKenna, 

Jeanette A.  

2009 Overlaps 

LA-11193 Sunset Overlook Trailhead Area in Hahamongna Watershed 

Park, Master EIR Initial Study Environmental Checklist 

Bellas, John 2007 Overlaps 

LA-11194 Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan, A Component 

of the Arroyo Seco Master Plan 

Unknown  2002 Overlaps 

Source: Appendix E-1 

LA-01312 

In 1976, John Bridgewater of the Saugus Ranger District conducted an Archaeological Reconnaissance Report (ARR) 

for Crest-Millard Fuel Management Unit on locations in Arroyo Seco and Tujunga Districts. The resulting report, Fuel 

Break System for the Crest-Millard Fuel Management System, studied dispersed sections of the Angeles National 

Forest potentially affected by the maintenance and expansion of a fuel break system. The study area included an Area 

of Potential Effect (APE) that extended to the first major ridge in the San Gabriel Mountain north of the area between 

the foothill cities of Tujunga and Pasadena, roughly adjacent to the current Project site. One prehistoric site was 

identified within the vicinity of the APE (P-19-000342) as a result of the records search and field survey, however, it 

was determined that it would only be impacted if future plans pushed construction north of the Vasquez Break. A site 

survey record from 1965 for P-19-000342 was attached to Mr. Bridgewater’s report which included surface survey 

of a general village site, identification of a cogstone, milling stones, and interviews of the property owners who attested 

to a purported village having existed according to the local cultural memory. 

LA-01903 

In 1987, Leslie Blodgett was contracted by Cotton/Beland and Associates to prepare an Archaeological Survey 

Report in support of repair and reuse of the Devil’s Gate Reservoir, in the City of Pasadena. The study area 

consisted of the reservoir property located directly north of the I-210 Foothill Freeway and directly south of the 

Cal Tech Jet Propulsion Laboratory. The study area overlapped a portion of the current Project site at Area 3. 

The resulting report, Preliminary Assessment of the Prehistoric Cultural Resources of the Devil’s Gate 

Reservoir, Pasadena, California (Blodgett 1987), consisted of a records search and pedestrian survey. No 

prehistoric cultural resources were identified within the study area as a result of the archival review and field 
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inspection. However, the records search identified two prehistoric sites within 1-mile of the study area: the 

aforementioned P-19-000342 purported village site, and P-19-000026, known as the Sheldon Reservoir site, 

which consists of a multi-level prehistoric graveyard. As a result of these findings, the study area was 

determined archaeologically sensitive given the close proximity of these sites to the study area. 

LA-06948 

In 2002, Southern California Edison Company (SCE) retained Compass Rose Archaeological, Inc. to conduct a 

Phase I Inventory in support of the proposed replacement and relocation of two deteriorated H-frame 

structures on the Seco 16 kV circuit. One structure location is within the current Project site. The study impact 

areas consisted of individual structure locations and a 30-meter diameter surrounding each structure. No 

prehistoric or historic-age cultural resources were identified within the impact areas as a result of the CHRIS 

records search and pedestrian survey. The resulting letter report, Southern California Edison Seco 16 kV 

Circuit Edison Company Circuit Deteriorated Pole Replacement Project, stated that no further cultural 

resources considerations were warranted for the project aside from standard management recommendations 

for the unanticipated discovery of cultural resources uncovered during construction activities. 

LA-08927 

In 2007, Willdan retained McKenna et. al. to conduct a cultural resources study in support of the Arroyo Seco 

Master Plan Project with improvements to the Sunset Overlook Trailhead area located at Windsor Avenue 

within the Hahamongna Watershed Park in the City of Pasadena. The project consisted of improvements to 

the parking lot, as well as the widening of the trailhead, extending to where the Gabrieleno Trail meets the 

Sunset Overlook, overlapping the southern portion of the current Project site. The study consisted of a CHRIS 

records search, Native American coordination, and a pedestrian survey. No cultural resources were identified 

within the study area as a result of the records search and pedestrian survey. However, based on 

communications with the Gabrielino/Tongva Tribe, the Tribe considers the area of Arroyo Seco sensitive for 

the presence of cultural resources of Native American origin. The resulting letter report, A Phase I (CEQA) and 

Class III (NEPA) Cultural Resources Investigation for the Sunset Overlook Trailhead Area of the Hahamongna 

Watershed Park in the City of Pasadena, Los Angeles County, California, stated that the study area should be 

considered moderately sensitive for the presence of prehistoric archaeological resources and provided 

recommendations for archaeological monitoring during construction. 

LA-11042 

In 2009, Willdan retained McKenna et. al. to conduct a cultural resources study in support of the Eastside 

Neighborhood and JPL Connector Trail Project with improvements to all trail-ways north of Devil’s Gate Reservoir in 

the Arroyo Seco area west of the City of Pasadena. Specifically, the study area included approximately 1619 linear 

feet of trail improvements between the City of Altadena (from the terminus of Altadena Drive) and Hahamongna 

Watershed Park, overlapping a portion of Area 3 within the current Project site. The study consisted of a CHRIS 

records search, Native American coordination, and a pedestrian survey. No cultural resources were identified within 

the study area as a result of the records search and pedestrian survey. However, based on communications with 

the Gabrielino/Tongva Tribe, the Tribe considers the area of Arroyo Seco sensitive for the presence of cultural 

resources of Native American origin. The resulting letter report, A Phase I (CEQA) and Class III (NEPA) Cultural 

Resources Investigation for the Eastside Neighborhood and JPL Connector Trail Improvements Project Area in the 
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Hahamongna Watershed Park, City of Pasadena, Los Angeles County, California, stated that the study area should 

be considered moderately sensitive for the presence of prehistoric archaeological resources and provided 

recommendations for archaeological monitoring during construction. 

LA-11193 

In 2007, the City of Pasadena, Parks and Natural Resources Division prepared a Master EIR Initial Study in 

support of the Sunset Overlook Trailhead Area in Hahamongna Watershed Park. Details of this project were 

discussed above in SCCIC report LA-08927. The Initial Study published the results of the McKenna et.al. 2007 

study, which determined that the study area is sensitive for the presence of Native American cultural 

resources, and provided mitigations for archaeological monitoring. 

LA-11194 

In 2002, the City of Pasadena, Parks and Natural Resources Division prepared the Hahamongna Watershed 

Park Master Plan. The Hahamongna Watershed Park overlaps the southern portion of the current Project site. 

The document referenced the Blodgett (1987) study discussed above in SCCIC report LA-01903, which stated 

that although no prehistoric cultural resources were identified within the Hahamongna Watershed Park as a 

result of a records search and pedestrian survey, the presence of two known prehistoric sites within the vicinity 

of the park suggests that the area is sensitive for the presence of prehistoric cultural resources. 

Previously Recorded Cultural Resources 

The CHRIS records indicate that one previously recorded resource (P-19-189942) overlaps the Project site, 

and one resource (P-19-186535) is adjacent to the Project site. Resource P-19-189942 consists of the 

Hahamongna Watershed Park and associated recreational facilities. The resource was previously determined 

ineligible for the CRHR, and is therefore not considered an historical resource. Resource P-19-186535 

consists of the Angeles National Forest, a registered California Historical Landmark. The Project is not 

anticipated to impact this resource. 

Thirteen additional previously recorded cultural resources are within 0.5-mile of the Project site. Of these, two 

consist of prehistoric archaeological resources, including P-19-000342, the purported village site discussed 

above in SCCIC report LA-01312, and an isolated granitic discoidal recovered from fill material. There is one 

multi-component resource consisting of multiple loci of sparse prehistoric lithic scatters, as well as a historic-

era domestic refuse scatter and purported historic-era burial from the late 1800s. There are two historic-era 

archaeological resources consisting of a granite headstone fragment from 1865, which is associated with the 

multi-component site, and the remnants of an early twentieth century campground known as Teddy’s Outpost. 

None of these prehistoric or historic-era archaeological resources have been evaluated for the NRHP or CRHR.  

Additionally, there are eight built environment resources within 0.5-mile of the Project site. These resources 

include the Jet Propulsion Laboratory campus, the registered National Historic Landmark Space Flight 

Operations Facility and the NRHP eligible Space Simulator, which are both within the Jet Propulsion Laboratory 

campus; the USDA Forest Service Oak Grove administrative site; two individual buildings within the Arroyo 

Seco Ranger Station administration site; a USDA Forest Service Road; and the CRHR listed single-family 

property built in 1924 known as the Buffum House.  
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Native American Coordination 

Dudek contacted the NAHC on September 16, 2019 to request a search of the SLF. Results of the SLF 

(received October 7, 2019) were positive. The NAHC recommended contacting the Gabrieleño Band of Mission 

Indians – Kizh Nation for specific information regarding the positive findings. The NAHC also provided contact 

information for an additional four Native American individuals and/or tribal organizations who may have direct 

knowledge of cultural resources in or near the Project site; however, the additional four Native American 

individuals and/or tribal organizations have not, as of the submission of this Draft EIR, contacted the City 

requesting that the lead agency (City) provide notification to the tribe of projects in the tribe’s area of traditional 

and cultural affiliation. In compliance with Assembly Bill (AB) 52, the City has contacted tribal representatives 

that have requested to be notified of projects in Pasadena. These efforts are summarized in Section 4.9, Tribal 

Cultural Resources of this Draft EIR.  

Paleontological Resources Setting 

The proposed Project site lies within the Transverse Ranges Geomorphic Province (Norris and Webb 1990; 

California Geological Survey 2002). This geomorphic province structure is east-west trending and is oblique to 

the normal northwest trend of coastal California. Regionally, the Transverse Ranges extend offshore in the 

west to include the continental shelf and offshore islands (Santa Cruz, Santa Rosa, and San Miguel) (Norris 

and Webb 1990; California Geological Survey 2002). Regional mountain ranges in the Transverse Ranges 

geomorphic province include the San Bernardino Mountains in the east, which have been displaced to the 

south along the San Andreas Fault. Geologically, these mountains are dominated by Cenozoic sedimentary 

and Mesozoic igneous rocks that have been folded and faulted by north-south compression that is squeezing 

the Transverse Ranges (Norris and Webb 1990; CGS 2002).   

Dudek requested a paleontological records search though the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County 

(LACM) of the proposed Project site and a one-half mile radius buffer on September 17, 2019, and the results 

were received on October 1, 2019. According to the LACM records search (Appendix E-2; McLeod 2019) and 

surficial geological mapping by Dibblee and Ehrenspeck (1989) at a scale of 1:24,000, Area 2 of the proposed 

Project site is underlain by Cretaceous (~ 145 – 65 million years ago) plutonic igneous rocks and Holocene 

gravel deposits (map unit Qg), and Area 3 is underlain by Pleistocene (~ 2.58 million years ago – 11,700 years 

ago) alluvial fan deposits (map unit Qof) and Holocene gravel deposits (map unit Qg). The Pleistocene alluvial 

fan deposits crop out within the eastern extension of Area 3.  

The records search results indicated that the LACM has no vertebrate fossil localities from within the proposed 

Project site boundaries or within the one-half mile radius buffer; however, they do have localities nearby from 

the same geological units underlying the proposed Project (Appendix E-2; McLeod 2019). LACM 2027, which 

is the closest vertebrate locality, situated near the Washington Boulevard and Allen Avenue intersection 

southeast of the proposed Project, yielded a fossil mastodon (Mammut) from an unknown depth below the 

surface. Further southeast, LACM (CIT) 342 produced fossil specimens of turkey (Parapavo californicus) and 

mammoth (Mammuthus) from a depth of 14 feet below the ground surface (Appendix E-2; McLeod 2019). 

Both specimens were documented in the scientific literature: the turkey by Miller (1942) and the rare, nearly 

complete mammoth by Roth (1984).  
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4.3.3 Relevant Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 

Federal  

The National Historic Preservation Act 

The NHPA established the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the President’s Advisory 

Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), and provided that states may establish State Historic Preservation 

Officers (SHPOs) to carry out some of the functions of the NHPA. Most significantly for federal agencies 

responsible for managing cultural resources, Section 106 of the NHPA directs that 

[t]he head of any Federal agency having direct or indirect jurisdiction over a proposed Federal or 

federally assisted undertaking in any State and the head of any Federal department or independent 

agency having authority to license any undertaking shall, prior to the approval of the expenditure of 

any Federal funds on the undertaking or prior to the issuance of any license, as the case may be, 

take into account the effect of the undertaking on any district, site, building, structure, or object that 

is included in or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

Section 106 also affords the ACHP a reasonable opportunity to comment on the undertaking (16 U.S.C. 470f). 

36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 800 (36 CFR 800) implements Section 106 of the NHPA. It defines the 

steps necessary to identify historic properties (those cultural resources listed in or eligible for listing in the 

NRHP), including consultation with federally recognized Native American tribes to identify resources with 

important cultural values; to determine whether or not they may be adversely affected by a proposed 

undertaking; and the process for eliminating, reducing, or mitigating the adverse effects. 

The content of 36 CFR 60.4 defines criteria for determining eligibility for listing in the NRHP. The significance 

of cultural resources identified during an inventory must be formally evaluated for historic significance in 

consultation with the ACHP and the California SHPO to determine if the resources are eligible for inclusion 

in the NRHP. Cultural resources may be considered eligible for listing if they possess integrity of location, 

design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. 

Regarding criteria A through D of Section 106, the quality of significance in American history, architecture, 

archaeology, engineering, and culture is present in districts, cultural resources, buildings, structures, 

and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and 

association, and that: 

A. Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our 

history; or 

B. Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 

C. Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 

represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant 

and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or 

D. Have yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history [36 CFR 60.4]. 
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The 1992 amendments to the NHPA enhance the recognition of tribal governments’ roles in the national historic 

preservation program, including adding a member of an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization to the ACHP. 

The NHPA amendments: 

 Clarify that properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to an Indian tribe or Native 

Hawaiian organization may be determined eligible for inclusion in the National Register 

 Reinforce the provisions of the Council’s regulations that require the federal agency to consult on 

properties of religious and cultural importance. 

The 1992 amendments also specify that the ACHP can enter into agreement with tribes that permit 

undertakings on tribal land and that are reviewed under tribal regulations governing Section 106. 

Regulations implementing the NHPA state that a federal agency must consult with any Indian tribe that 

attaches religious and cultural significance to historic properties that may be affected by an undertaking. 

State/Regional 

California Register of Historical Resources 

In California, the term “historical resource” includes but is not limited to “any object, building, structure, site, 

area, place, record, or manuscript which is historically or archaeologically significant, or is significant in the 

architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural 

annals of California” (California Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(j)). In 1992, the California legislature 

established the CRHR “to be used by state and local agencies, private groups, and citizens to identify the 

state’s historical resources and to indicate what properties are to be protected, to the extent prudent and 

feasible, from substantial adverse change” (California Public Resources Code Section 5024.1(a)). The criteria 

for listing resources on the CRHR were expressly developed to be in accordance with previously established 

criteria developed for listing in the NRHP, enumerated below. According to California Public Resources Code 

Section 5024.1(c)(1–4), a resource is considered historically significant if it (i) retains “substantial integrity,” 

and (ii) meets at least one of the following criteria: 

(1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

California’s history and cultural heritage. 

(2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past. 

(3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 

represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values. 

(4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

In order to understand the historic importance of a resource, sufficient time must have passed to obtain a 

scholarly perspective on the events or individuals associated with the resource. A resource less than 50 years 

old may be considered for listing in the CRHR if it can be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to 

understand its historical importance (see 14 CCR 4852(d)(2)). 
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The CRHR protects cultural resources by requiring evaluations of the significance of prehistoric and historical 

resources. The criteria for the CRHR are nearly identical to those for the NRHP, and properties listed or formally 

designated as eligible for listing in the NRHP are automatically listed in the CRHR, as are the state landmarks 

and points of interest. The CRHR also includes properties designated under local ordinances or identified 

through local historical resource surveys. 

California Environmental Quality Act 

Cultural Resources 

As described further below, the following CEQA statutes and CEQA Guidelines are of relevance to the analysis 

of archaeological, historic, and tribal cultural resources: 

 California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2(g) defines “unique archaeological resource.” 

 California Public Resources Code Section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a) define 

“historical resources.” In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b) defines the phrase 

“substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource.” It also defines the 

circumstances when a project would materially impair the significance of an historical resource. 

 California Public Resources Code Section 21074(a) defines “tribal cultural resources.” 

 California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e) set forth 

standards and steps to be employed following the accidental discovery of human remains in any 

location other than a dedicated ceremony. 

 California Public Resources Code Sections 21083.2(b)-(c) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 

provide information regarding the mitigation framework for archaeological and historical resources, 

including examples of preservation-in-place mitigation measures; preservation-in-place is the 

preferred manner of mitigating impacts to significant archaeological sites because it maintains the 

relationship between artifacts and the archaeological context and may also help avoid conflict with 

religious or cultural values of groups associated with the archaeological site(s). 

More specifically, under CEQA, a project may have a significant effect on the environment if it may cause “a 

substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource” (California Public Resources Code 

Section 21084.1; CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b).) If a site is either listed or eligible for listing in the 

CRHR, or if it is included in a local register of historical resources or identified as significant in an historical 

resources survey (meeting the requirements of California Public Resources Code Section 5024.1(q)), it is a 

“historical resource” and is presumed to be historically or culturally significant for purposes of CEQA (California 

Public Resources Code Section 21084.1; CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)). The lead agency is not 

precluded from determining that a resource is an historical resource even if it does not fall within this 

presumption (California Public Resources Code Section 21084.1; CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)). 
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A “substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource” reflecting a significant effect under 

CEQA means “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate 

surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired” (CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15064.5(b)(1); California Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(q)). In turn, CEQA Guidelines section 

15064.5(b)(2) states the significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a project: 

1. Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical 

resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, 

inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources; or 

2. Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics that account 

for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Public 

Resources Code or its identification in an historical resources survey meeting the requirements of 

section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, unless the public agency reviewing the effects of 

the project establishes by a preponderance of evidence that the resource is not historically or 

culturally significant; or 

3. Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical 

resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the 

California Register of Historical Resources as determined by a lead agency for purposes of CEQA. 

Pursuant to these sections, the CEQA inquiry begins with evaluating whether a Project site contains any 

“historical resources,” then evaluates whether that project will cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of an historical resource such that the resource’s historical significance is materially impaired. 

If it can be demonstrated that a project will cause damage to a unique archaeological resource, the lead 

agency may require reasonable efforts be made to permit any or all of these resources to be preserved in 

place or left in an undisturbed state. To the extent that they cannot be left undisturbed, mitigation measures 

are required (California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2[a], [b], and [c]). 

California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2(g) defines a unique archaeological resource as an 

archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that without merely adding 

to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria: 

1. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that there is 

a demonstrable public interest in that information. 

2. Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available 

example of its type. 

3. Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or person. 

Impacts to non-unique archaeological resources are generally not considered a significant environmental 

impact (California Public Resources Code section 21083.2(a); CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(4)). 

However, if a non-unique archaeological resource qualifies as tribal cultural resource (California Public 

Resources Code Section 21074(c), 21083.2(h)), further consideration of significant impacts is required. CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15064.5 assigns special importance to human remains and specifies procedures to be 

used when Native American remains are discovered. As described below, these procedures are detailed in 

California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. 
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Paleontological Resources 

Paleontological resources are limited, nonrenewable resources of scientific, cultural, and educational value 

and are afforded protection under state laws and regulations (CEQA). This report satisfies project requirements 

in accordance with CEQA (PRC Section 21000 et seq.) and PRC Section 5097.5. This analysis also complies 

with guidelines and significance criteria specified by the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP 2010).  

Paleontological resources are explicitly afforded protection by CEQA, specifically in Section VII(f) of CEQA 

Guidelines Appendix G, the Environmental Checklist Form, which addresses the potential for adverse impacts 

to “unique paleontological resource[s] or site[s] or … unique geological feature[s]” (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). 

This provision covers fossils of signal importance—remains of species or genera new to science, for example, 

or fossils exhibiting features not previously recognized for a given animal group—as well as localities that yield 

fossils significant in their abundance, diversity, preservation, and so forth. Further, CEQA provides that, 

generally, a resource shall be considered “historically significant” if it has yielded or may be likely to yield 

information important in prehistory (14 CCR 15064.5 [a][3][D]). Paleontological resources would fall within 

this category. The California Public Resources Code, Chapter 1.7, Sections 5097.5 and 30244, also regulates 

removal of paleontological resources from state lands, defines unauthorized removal of fossil resources as a 

misdemeanor, and requires mitigation of disturbed sites. 

California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 

California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains, and associated grave goods, regardless of 

their antiquity, and provides for the sensitive treatment and disposition of those remains. California Health 

and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that if human remains are discovered in any place other than a 

dedicated cemetery, no further disturbance or excavation of the site or nearby area reasonably suspected to 

contain human remains can occur until the county coroner has examined the remains (Health and Safety Code 

Section 7050.5(b)). PRC Section 5097.98 also outlines the process to be followed in the event that remains 

are discovered. If the coroner determines or has reason to believe the remains are those of a Native American, 

the coroner must contact the NAHC within 24 hours (Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5(c)). The NAHC 

will notify the “most likely descendant.” With the permission of the landowner, the most likely descendant may 

inspect the site of discovery. The inspection must be completed within 48 hours of notification of the most 

likely descendant by the NAHC. The most likely descendant may recommend means of treating or disposing 

of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and items associated with Native Americans. 

Local  

City of Pasadena Historic Preservation Ordinance (Chapter 17.62) 

This study was completed in consideration of all sections of the Pasadena Historic Preservation Ordinance 

(Chapter 17.62). Sections most relevant to this study are provided below.  
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17.62.010 - Purpose of Chapter 

The purpose of this Chapter is to specify significance criteria for the designation of historical resources, 

procedures for designation, and review procedures to:  

A. Encourage and promote the adaptive reuse of the City's historical resources;  

B. Enhance, perpetuate, and preserve architecturally and historically significant structures and 

promote revitalization of historic neighborhoods and commercial areas;  

C. Ensure that the rights of the owners of historical resources and owners of properties adjacent to 

historical resources are safeguarded;  

D. Foster civic pride in the beauty and noble accomplishments of the past by promoting private 

stewardship of historical resources that represent these accomplishments;  

E. Fulfill the City's responsibilities:  

1. As a Certified Local Government under Federal preservation laws; and  

2. For Federal Section 106 reviews and for the California Environmental Quality Act regarding 

historical resources.  

F. Promote the identification, documentation, and evaluation of the significance of individual 

historical resources and districts;  

G. Implement the historic preservation goals, policies, and programs of the General Plan;  

H. Promote the City as a destination for tourists and as a desirable location for business;  

I. Promote public awareness of the value of rehabilitation, restoration, and maintenance of the 

existing building stock as a means to conserve reusable material and energy resources;  

J. Recognize the City's historical resources as economic assets; and  

K. Stabilize and improve property values, and enhance the aesthetic and visual character and 

environmental amenities of the City's historic properties and areas. 

17.62.040 - Criteria for Designation of Historic Resources 

Evaluation of Historic Resources 

When considering applications to designate a historic monument, landmark, historic sign, landmark tree or 

landmark district, the Historic Preservation Commission shall apply the criteria below according to applicable 

National Register of Historic Places Bulletins for evaluating historic properties, including the seven aspects of 

integrity: location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association (National Register of 

Historic Places Bulletin #15: "How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation"). 
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Historic Monuments 

1. A historic monument shall include all historical resources previously designated as historic treasures 

before adoption of this Chapter, historical resources that are listed in the National Register at the State-

wide or Federal level of significance (including National Historic Landmarks) and any historical resource 

that is significant at a regional, State, or Federal level, and is an exemplary representation of a particular 

type of historical resource and meets one or more of the following criteria:  

a. It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of the 

history of the region, State, or nation.  

b. It is associated with the lives of persons who are significant in the history of the region, State, or nation.  

c. It is exceptional in the embodiment of the distinctive characteristics of an historical resource property 

type, period, architectural style, or method of construction, or that is an exceptional representation of 

the work of an architect, designer, engineer, or builder whose work is significant to the region, State, 

or nation, or that possesses high artistic values that are of regional, State-wide or national significance.  

d. It has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history of the region, 

State, or nation.  

2. A historic monument designation may include significant public or semi-public interior spaces and features.  

Landmarks  

1. A landmark shall include all properties previously designated a landmark before adoption of this Chapter 

and any historical resource that is of a local level of significance and meets one or more of the criteria 

listed in Subparagraph 2., below.  

2. A landmark may be the best representation in the City of a type of historical resource or it may be one of 

several historical resources in the City that have common architectural attributes that represent a 

particular type of historical resource. A landmark shall meet one or more of the following criteria:  

a. It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of the 

history of the City, region, or State.  

b. It is associated with the lives of persons who are significant in the history of the City, region, or State.  

c. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, architectural style, period, or method of construction, 

or represents the work of an architect, designer, engineer, or builder whose work is of significance to the 

City or, to the region or possesses artistic values of significance to the City or to the region.  

d. It has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important locally in prehistory or history.  

Historic Signs  

1. A historic sign shall include all signs in the sign inventory as of the date of adoption of this Zoning Code 

and any sign subsequently designated historically significant by the Historic Preservation Commission that 

possesses high artistic values. A historic sign shall meet one or more or the following criteria: 

a. The sign is exemplary of technology, craftsmanship or design of the period when it was constructed, uses 

historic sign materials and means of illumination, and is not significantly altered from its historic period. 

Historic sign materials shall include metal or wood facings, or paint directly on the façade of a building. Historic 
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means of illumination shall include incandescent light fixtures or neon tubing on the exterior of the sign. If the 

sign has been altered, it must be restorable to its historic function and appearance. 

b. The sign is integrated with the architecture of the building. 

c. A sign not meeting criteria a or b above may be considered for inclusion in the inventory if it 

demonstrates extraordinary aesthetic quality, creativity, or innovation.  

2. All other regulations relating to signs shall comply with Chapter 17.48 (Signs).  

Landmark Trees  

A tree shall qualify to be of historic or cultural significance and of importance to the community if it meets any 

one of the following criteria:  

1. It is one of the largest or oldest trees of the species located in the City;  

2. It has historical significance due to an association with a historic event, person, site, street, or structure; or  

3. It is a defining landmark or significant outstanding feature of a neighborhood.  

Landmark Districts  

1. A landmark district shall include all landmark districts previously designated before adoption of this 

Chapter and any grouping of contiguous properties that also meet the following criteria:  

a. Within its boundaries, a minimum of 60 percent of the properties qualify as contributing; and  

b. The grouping represents a significant and distinguishable entity of Citywide importance and one or 

more of a defined historic, cultural, development and/or architectural context(s) (e.g., 1991 Citywide 

historic context, as amended, historic context prepared in an intensive-level survey or historic context 

prepared specifically for the nominated landmark district).  

2.  When determining the boundaries of a landmark district, the Historic Preservation Commission shall use the 

National Register of Historic Places Bulletin #21: "Defining Boundaries for National Register Properties".  

Arroyo Seco Master Plan 

The Arroyo Seco Master Plans are a set of documents defining the community vision for the Arroyo Seco 

Natural Park. The set is comprised of four separate planning documents: the Lower Arroyo Master plan, Central 

Arroyo Master Plan, Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan, and Design Guidelines. The Hahamongna 

Watershed Park Master Plan and Design Guidelines are both relevant to this report. 

The Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan (City of Pasadena 2003b) illustrates a vision for the 300-acres 

of open space that extends from Devil’s Gate Dam north and into the Arroyo Seco Canyon, on the northwestern 

edge of the city. The Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan was adopted to establish a framework for 

recreation, water resources, flood management, habitat restoration, and cultural resources in this area. The 

Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan promotes the use of decorative Arroyo stone walls, gates, and 

fences, reflecting the historic heritage of the Arroyo Seco in Pasadena. They are established in this Master 

Plan as major enhancing and contributing to the unique setting of the natural habitats that are focal areas 

throughout the park.  
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Arroyo Seco Design Guidelines 

The Arroyo Seco Design Guidelines (City of Pasadena 2003a) provide a unifying set of criteria for the site 

development improvements set forth in the Arroyo Seco Master Plan for on-going, long-range improvements 

for the Arroyo Seco. These guidelines will lead to a unified park design that reflects the heritage of the Arroyo 

Seco and its relationship to the tradition of the City of Pasadena. The Arroyo Seco Design Guidelines provide 

specific site design solutions that are consistent with the existing Arroyo Seco Ordinance and a vehicle by 

which practical inputs for ongoing improvements can take place. The Design Guidelines document gives more 

specific instances dictating how decorative cobblestone walls, gates, and fences should be utilized.  

In the Architectural Design Concepts section guidelines, the “use of natural materials” and “arroyo stone” 

should be incorporated whenever appropriate. The guidelines also call for the preservation of stone walls in 

the Arroyo, when culturally significant. The arroyo stone walls and steps throughout the City of Pasadena and 

especially in the Arroyo Seco are considered an historical resource because many of them were built during 

the WPA years and in some locations designed by notable architects (City of Pasadena 2003a). See below: 

7.2 General Guidelines  

7.2.1 Walls  

1.  Where appropriate, vines and/or shrubs can be located against walls in areas where 

vandalism (graffiti) is a problem.  

2.  The stone walls in the Arroyo are culturally significant and shall be preserved.  

3.  Wall improvements in the Arroyo Seco shall primarily consist of walls that are faced in 

arroyo stone.  

4.  Walls constructed of split-faced block may be allowed in appropriate situations as 

determined by the Design Commission.  

5.  Wall improvements shall use the historic masonry style of the Arroyo by using a variety 

of sizes of stone, with large stones and boulders at the base of the wall including dry-

stack techniques.  

6.  See the Wall Restoration Standards in Appendix E for improvements being considered 

to an existing stone wall or the construction of a new arroyo stone wall. 

7.  Where an existing stone retaining wall is in need of repair and posing a threat to the 

further degradation of the wall or to the public, the wall will be improved to ensure 

structural stability. See Appendix E, Wall Restoration Standards.  

8.  Wall improvements will consider drainage patterns immediate to the wall and provide 

weep holes at regular intervals and/or the appropriate drainage solution to protect the 

longevity of the wall.  

9.  Improvements to arroyo stone walls will be made by a qualified craftsman in the 

masonry trade with demonstrable experience with similar work.  

10. Low stone walls will be finished so that the top of the wall is smooth, flat, and 

comfortable enough to be used as seating.  
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11. A well-crafted and proportionately sized cantilevered concrete cap atop an arroyo stone 

wall or pilaster is an acceptable design.  

12. All construction and repair of the arroyo stone walls and steps shall be done in 

accordance with the current City of Pasadena’s “Standard Specifications for Public 

Works Construction” (popularly known as the “Greenbook”).  

13. Arroyo stone walls along neighborhood trails shall be restored. 

4.3.4 Thresholds of Significance 

The significance criteria used to evaluate the Project impacts related to cultural resources are based on 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a significant impact 

related to cultural resources would occur if the project would: 

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

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant 

to §15064.5.  

Through the analysis in the Initial Study (see Appendix A-1), it was determined that the proposed Project would 

not disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries. (i.e., Threshold c).  

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries.  

Accordingly, this issue is not further analyzed in this Draft EIR and the pertinent impact analysis can be 

reviewed in the Initial Study 

Additionally, because Project-related impacts to Geology and Soils were found to be less than significant in 

the Initial Study (see Appendix A-1), with the exception of potential impacts to paleontological resources, this 

cultural resources section of this Draft EIR also includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potential 

impacts to paleontological resources. According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a significant impact 

related to paleontological resources would occur if the Project would: 

d) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

4.3.5 Environmental Impacts Analysis 

Threshold 4.3a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical 

resource pursuant to §15064.5.?  

Table 4.3-2 provides a summary of all resources evaluated for historical significance within the Project site. 

Six built environment resources were identified as a result of the background research and pedestrian survey. 

Of these, three resources (the Behner WTP, Bridge No. 2, and Bridge No. 3) were found eligible for NRHP, 

CRHR and local designation. The remaining three resources (the Screen Building Complex, Bridge No. 1, and 

the flood control infrastructure) were found not eligible under all designation criteria due to a lack of historical 

associations and integrity. Below the table is a significance evaluation for each resource. 
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Table 4.3-2. Summary of Resource Evaluation Findings 

Resource Name Description Built Date Evaluation Findings 

John L. Behner WTP Brutalist-style water treatment 

plant building and related 

infrastructure 

1971 Appears eligible under NRHP/CRHR 

Criteria C/3 at local level, and City 

Criterion 2c (3S/3CS/5S3) 

Screen Building 

Complex 

Complex consisting of screen 

building, a weir, and two pipelines 

c. 1932 Appears not eligible under all designation 

criteria 

(6Z) 

Bridge No. 1 Two-span box culvert bridge 

spanning Millard Canyon tributary 

stream 

c. 1938-1941 Appears not eligible under all designation 

criteria 

(6Z) 

Bridge No. 2 Concrete arch bridge spanning the 

Arroyo Seco 

c. 1920 Appears eligible under NRHP/CRHR 

Criteria C/3 at local level, and City 

Criterion 2c (3S/3CS/5S3) 

Bridge No. 3 King truss bridge spanning the 

Arroyo Seco erected by the CCC 

1939 Appears eligible under NRHP/CRHR 

Criteria A/1 and C/3, and City Criteria 2a 

and 2c (3S/3CS/5S3) 

Flood Control 

Structures 

(PWP/LACFCD) 

Complex of utilitarian sheds, 

Altadena Storm Drain, culvert, flow 

control dam, Pasadena Ponds 1 

and 2, and 14 spreading basins  

c. 1948-1952 Appears not eligible under all designation 

criteria 

(6Z) 

 

John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant 

NRHP/CRHR Statement of Significance  

Criterion A/1: That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 

of our history. 

Archival research did not find any associations with events that have made a significant contribution to the 

broad patterns of our history. The subject property was completed in 1971, during a period of economic 

downturn that that began in the late 1960s, and taken offline in 1993 after passage of the Surface Water 

Treatment Rule. Although the property is generally representative of the City’s mid-century growth, it has no 

direct association with events that made a significant contribution to the history of the City of Pasadena, the 

State of California, or the Nation. Therefore, the property does not appear eligible under Criterion A of the 

NRHP or Criterion 1 of the CRHR. 

Criterion B/2: That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past. 

Archival research did not indicate that any previous property owners or people who have worked at this 

property are known to be historically significant figures at the national, state, or local level. As such, this 
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property is not known to have any historical associations with people important to the nation’s or state’s past. 
Furthermore, to be found eligible under B/2 the property has to be directly tied to an important person and 
the place where that individual conducted or produced the work for which he or she is known. This property 
does not appear to be associated with any individual’s important historic work and does not appear eligible 
for the NRHP under Criterion B or CRHR under Criterion 2.

Criterion C/3: That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 
represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and 
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction.

The Behner WTP is a good example of Brutalist civic architecture as expressed in the context of a utilitarian 
building designed for practicality. Designed by local Pasadena engineering firm James M. Montgomery, 
Consulting Engineer Inc. and built in 1971, the building displays several character-defining features of the 
Brutalist architectural style, including an exposed, expressive structural system; rough, unadorned concrete 
construction; monumental massing; heavy blockish shapes; angular and rectilinear forms; prefabricated 
concrete panels with exposed joinery; windows as voids in an otherwise solid volume; repetitive patterns; and 
avoidance of traditional elements or ornament. While smaller in scale than the more monumental, hulking 
Brutalist buildings often seen in civic centers and on college campuses, the building still conveys the essential 
character-defining features of the Brutalist design aesthetic and exhibits a high level of integrity. The designing 
engineering firm, James M. Montgomery, Consulting Engineer, Inc., is a local, Pasadena-based firm that 
regularly constructed water infrastructure projects for local cities and water districts, such as MWD, Santa 
Monica, and Huntington Beach. There are no known alterations to the exterior of the building. Although the 
engineer does not rise to the level of a “master,” the building embodies the distinctive characteristics of the 
Brutalist architectural style and possesses artistic values of significance to the City or to the region. 
Consideration was also given to the fact that Brutalism is a relatively rare architectural style in Pasadena, with 
few noteworthy examples. The Pasadena CHRID lists only two eligible Brutalist properties: a public library and 
a private residence. According to the Los Angeles Conservancy, “The Lamanda Park Branch of the Pasadena 
Public Library is a rare Brutalist building in an area of modest suburban homes in east Pasadena” (LAC 2019). 
The same may be said of the Behner WTP, as it remains relatively hidden from view, tucked away behind a 
suburban neighborhood. As such, the property appears eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C and CRHR 
under Criterion 3 at the local level of significance.

Criterion D/4: That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

The property is not significant under Criterion D of the NRHP or Criterion 4 of the CRHR as a source, or likely 
source, of important historical information nor does it appear likely to yield important information about 
historic construction methods, materials or technologies.

Pasadena Statement of Significance

The City of Pasadena’s landmark designation criteria is based on the NRHP/CRHR designation criteria and 
integrity requirements. Therefore, for all of the reasons identified in the discussion of NRHP and CRHR 
eligibility, the subject property appears eligible as a landmark under local designation criteria 2c.
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Integrity Discussion 

The Behner WTP maintains integrity of location, as it remains in its original location. The building retains 

integrity of design as it has not undergone any large-scale exterior alterations since its construction and 

maintains the essential features of form, plan, space, structure, and style. The building retains integrity of 

setting, as upon its construction, the Arroyo Seco Canyon area had already attained the majority of JPL-related 

development, residential suburban development, and undeveloped Forest Service and parkland observed 

today. The building maintains integrity of materials and workmanship due to the retention of the physical 

elements that date from its construction. The windows sport metal security screens, but the majority of the 

building’s original materials are extant. The building retains integrity of feeling and association, as the property 

retains the ability to express itself as a water treatment plant. In summary, the building retains the requisite 

integrity for designation, and appears eligible for listing under NRHP Criterion C, CRHR Criterion 3, and City of 

Pasadena Landmark criterion 2c at the local level of significance. 

Screen Building Complex 

NRHP/CRHR Statement of Significance  

Criterion A/1: That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 

of our history. 

Archival research did not find any associations with events that have made a significant contribution to the 

broad patterns of our history. The complex was completed c. 1932, most likely by the CCC during their 

improvements campaign in the Arroyo Seco Canyon. The extant weir was replaced after a major flooding event 

in the 1940s, and a newer cobblestone wall rises from the original retaining wall on the right (east or cutbank) 

side of the weir. The cobblestone wall supports a concrete platform, into which the original rectangular 

concrete platform is incorporated. indicating extensive repairs and/or additional damage during later flood 

events. The Screen Building Complex is no longer visibly recognizable as dating to its original c. 1932 

construction date due to the extensive damage and subsequent repairs. Further, it does not have a direct 

association with events that made a significant contribution to the history of the City of Pasadena, the State 

of California, or the Nation. Therefore, the property does not appear eligible under Criterion A of the NRHP or 

Criterion 1 of the CRHR. 

Criterion B/2: That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past. 

Archival research did not indicate that any previous property owners or people who have worked at this 

property are known to be historically significant figures at the national, state, or local level. As such, this 

property is not known to have any historical associations with people important to the nation’s or state’s past. 

Furthermore, to be found eligible under B/2 the property has to be directly tied to an important person and 

the place where that individual conducted or produced the work for which he or she is known. This property 

does not appear to be associated with any individual’s important historic work and does not appear eligible 

for the NRHP under Criterion B or CRHR under Criterion 2. 
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Criterion C/3: That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 

represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and 

distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction. 

The Screen Building Complex comprises a screen building, a weir, an intake structure, and two pipelines. The 

individual components are modest utilitarian structures built with common materials using common 

techniques and with no artistic value. They do not embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or 

method of construction, nor do they represent the work of a master, nor does the complex represent a 

significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction. Furthermore, the 

Screen Building Complex is no longer visibly recognizable as dating to its original c. 1932 construction date 

due to the extensive damage and subsequent repairs. For these reasons, the Screen Building Complex does 

not appear eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C or CRHR under Criterion 3.  

Criterion D/4: That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

The property is not significant under Criterion D of the NRHP or Criterion 4 of the CRHR as a source, or likely 

source, of important historical information nor does it appear likely to yield important information about 

historic construction methods, materials or technologies.  

Pasadena Statement of Significance  

The City of Pasadena’s landmark designation criteria is based on the NRHP/CRHR designation criteria and 

integrity requirements, Therefore, for all of the reasons identified in the discussion of NRHP and CRHR 

eligibility, the subject property does not appear eligible under any local designation criteria, either individually 

or as part of a district. 

Integrity Discussion 

The Screen Building Complex retains integrity of location, as it remains in its original location. The Complex lacks 

integrity of design as it was subjected to large-scale exterior alterations since its original construction in 1932 and 

no longer maintains the essential features of form, plan, space, structure, and style. The Complex retains integrity 

of setting, as it still rests within a natural environment along the Arroyo Seco. The Complex lacks integrity of 

materials and workmanship due to the extensive damage and subsequent repairs to the physical elements that 

date from its construction. The Complex retains integrity of feeling, as it is still nestled within the Arroyo Seco 

surrounded by a mixture of natural environment and water infrastructure. Finally, while the screen building still 

reads as a grouping of structures related to water infrastructure in Pasadena, this association is not significant. In 

summary, the Screen Building Complex does not retain the requisite integrity for designation, nor does it rise to the 

level of significance required for designation at the national, state or local levels.  

Bridge No. 1 

NRHP/CRHR Statement of Significance  

Bridge No. 1 does not meet any of the criteria for listing in the NRHP or CRHR, either individually or as part of 

an existing historic district.  
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Criterion A/1: That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 

of our history. 

Archival research did not find any associations with events that have made a significant contribution to the 

broad patterns of our history. Archival research indicates that the original bridge was either damaged or 

destroyed by the 1938 floods, and replaced with the existing two-span box culvert bridge either during a CCC 

repair campaign in 1939 or as part of the 1941 Arroyo Seco Program. Bridge No. 1 was completed c. 1940, 

replacing the original bridge, and is a simple utilitarian design. Even if the bridge was constructed as part of 

the CCC repair campaign in 1939, it does not maintain any significant physical features that convey this 

association. Further, evidence suggests that the bridge deck was replaced in 1979 (Daly 2014). It has no 

direct association with events that have made a significant contribution to the history of the City of Pasadena, 

the State of California, or the Nation. Therefore, the property does not appear eligible under Criterion A of the 

NRHP or Criterion 1 of the CRHR. 

Criterion B/2: That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past. 

Archival research did not indicate that any previous property owners or people who have worked at this 

property are known to be historically significant figures at the national, state, or local level. As such, this 

property is not known to have any historical associations with people important to the nation’s or state’s past. 

Furthermore, to be found eligible under B/2 the property has to be directly tied to an important person and 

the place where that individual conducted or produced the work for which he or she is known. This property 

does not appear to be associated with any individual’s important historic work and does not appear eligible 

for the NRHP under Criterion B or CRHR under Criterion 2. 

Criterion C/3: That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 

represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and 

distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction. 

Bridge No. 1 is a two-span box culvert bridge of simple utilitarian design completed c. 1940, replacing an older 

bridge damaged or destroyed by the 1938 floods. Although parts of it are cobblestone, the material was 

popular during the early 20th C. due to the influence of Greene and Greene and the Arts & Crafts style, and it 

was inexpensive and readily available from the Arroyo Seco stream bed. Additionally, a previous evaluation of 

the bridge (Daly 2014) indicates that the bridge deck was replaced in 1979 with reinforced concrete, and 

subsequently topped with at least one layer of tarmac (c. 2017). The bridge itself is not characteristic of a 

type, period, or method of construction, nor does it represent the work of a master, nor does it possess high 

artistic values, and it is not part of a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 

individual distinction. For these reasons, Bridge No. 1 does not appear eligible for listing in the NRHP under 

Criterion C or CRHR under Criterion 3.  

Criterion D/4: That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

The property is not significant under Criterion D of the NRHP or Criterion 4 of the CRHR as a source, or likely 

source, of important historical information nor does it appear likely to yield important information about 

historic construction methods, materials or technologies.  
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Pasadena Statement of Significance  

The City of Pasadena’s landmark designation criteria is based on the NRHP/CRHR designation criteria and 

integrity requirements, Therefore, for all of the reasons identified in the discussion of NRHP and CRHR 

eligibility, the subject property does not appear eligible under any local designation criteria, either individually 

or as part of a district. 

Integrity Discussion 

Bridge No. 1 maintains integrity of location, as it remains in its original location. The bridge does not retain 

integrity of design as its deck was replaced in 1979. The bridge retains diminished integrity of setting, as it 

still rests within a natural environment along the Arroyo Seco. The bridge also lacks integrity of materials and 

workmanship due to replacement of the bridge deck and other features. The bridge’s simple design does not 

convey the feeling or association with a CCC-built bridge as it lacks major visible character-defining features 

and associated materials. In summary, Bridge No. 1 does not retain the requisite integrity for designation, nor 

does it rise to the level of significance required for designation at the national, state or local levels.. 

Bridge No. 2 

NRHP/CRHR Statement of Significance  

Criterion A/1: That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 

of our history. 

Archival research did not find any associations with events that have made a significant contribution to the 

broad patterns of our history. Bridge No. 2 was constructed c. 1920 as a necessary improvement along the 

Arroyo Boulevard/Gabrielino Trail, around the time Arroyo Boulevard was paved for use as a county highway. 

However, the road no longer functions as a county highway or a major thoroughfare, and has no direct 

association with events that made a significant contribution to the history of the City of Pasadena, the State 

of California, or the Nation. Therefore, Bridge No.2 does not appear eligible under Criterion A of the NRHP or 

Criterion 1 of the CRHR. 

Criterion B/2: That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past. 

Archival research did not indicate that any previous property owners or people who have worked at this 

property are known to be historically significant figures at the national, state, or local level. As such, this 

property is not known to have any historical associations with people important to the nation’s or state’s past. 

Furthermore, to be found eligible under B/2 the property has to be directly tied to an important person and 

the place where that individual conducted or produced the work for which he or she is known. This property 

does not appear to be associated with any individual’s important historic work and does not appear eligible 

for the NRHP under Criterion B or CRHR under Criterion 2. 
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Criterion C/3: That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 

represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and 

distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction. 

Built c. 1920, around the time Arroyo Boulevard was paved for use as a county highway, Bridge No. 2 exhibits 

classical design elements in the rows of classically shaped single balusters resembling the form of a flower 

bud from a pomegranate tree, as well as the subtle four-point shape of the arch. The bridge also displays the 

pattern of board-formed concrete, a method of construction popular for civil works during the early 20th 

Century. The designed structure successfully relied on massed reinforced concrete with a broad arched 

opening to withstand the destructive forces of periodic floods down Arroyo Seco. As such, the bridge embodies 

distinctive characteristics of a type, period, and method of construction. Therefore, Bridge No. 2 appears 

eligible for listing under Criterion C of the NRHP and Criterion 3 of the CRHR at the local level of significance. 

Criterion D/4: That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

The property is not significant under Criterion D of the NRHP or Criterion 4 of the CRHR as a source, or likely 

source, of important historical information nor does it appear likely to yield important information about 

historic construction methods, materials or technologies.  

Pasadena Statement of Significance  

The City of Pasadena’s landmark designation criteria is based on the NRHP/CRHR designation criteria and 

integrity requirements, Therefore, for all of the reasons identified in the discussion of NRHP and CRHR 

eligibility, the subject property appears eligible as a landmark under local designation criterion 2c. 

Integrity Discussion 

Bridge No. 2 maintains integrity of location, as it remains in its original location. The bridge retains integrity of design 

as it has not undergone any large-scale exterior alterations since its construction and maintains the essential 

features of form, plan, space, structure, and style. The bridge retains integrity of setting, as it still rests within a 

natural environment along the Arroyo Seco. The bridge retains integrity of materials and workmanship due to the 

retention of the physical elements that date from its construction. The bridge no longer retains integrity of feeling 

and association, since Arroyo Boulevard/Gabrielino Trail no longer serves as an important thoroughfare. In 

summary, Bridge No. 2 retains the requisite integrity for designation, and appears eligible for listing under NRHP 

Criterion C, CRHR Criterion 3, and City of Pasadena Landmark criterion 2c.  

Bridge No. 3 

NRHP/CRHR Statement of Significance  

Criterion A/1: That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 

of our history. 

Archival research indicates that Bridge No. 3 was constructed in 1939 by the CCC, after the 1938 flood 

destroyed the original bridge. Local CCC Company 903 was assigned to the USFS in 1933 to work on projects 

within Arroyo Seco Canyon and San Gabriel Mountains. One of Roosevelt’s more successful New Deal 
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programs, the CCC was a work relief program focused on environmental projects, providing employment to 

young men during the Great Depression. They planted more than three billion trees and constructed facilities 

in more than 800 parks nationwide during the nine years which the group was in existence, helping shape our 

modern national and state park systems. As such, Bridge No. 3 was constructed by a group associated with 

events that made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history. Therefore, Bridge No. 3 

appears eligible under Criterion A of the NRHP and Criterion 1 of the CRHR. 

Criterion B/2: That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past. 

Archival research did not indicate that any previous property owners or people who have worked at this 

property are known to be historically significant figures at the national, state, or local level. As such, this 

property is not known to have any historical associations with people important to the nation’s or state’s past. 

Furthermore, to be found eligible under B/2 the property has to be directly tied to an important person and 

the place where that individual conducted or produced the work for which he or she is known. This property 

does not appear to be associated with any individual’s important historic work and does not appear eligible 

for the NRHP under Criterion B or CRHR under Criterion 2. 

Criterion C/3: That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 

represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and 

distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction. 

Bridge No. 3 is a wooden kingpost truss bridge, with heavy timber supports braced by a vertical metal rod and 

angled wood beam braced on a cantilevered timber girder. Timber railings line both side of the bridge deck, and 

board-formed concrete retaining walls support either end of the bridge. The kingpost design harkens back to timber-

framed roof construction in Roman buildings, and was common in medieval architecture. The kingpost made its 

way into timber bridge design via Palladio, the first known personage to promote timber trusses for bridge design, 

and is the oldest timber truss design used for bridges. The kingpost truss is comprised of a stringer, a kingpost 

(vertical beam), and two diagonal beams designed primarily for short spans of approximately 20 to 30 feet. As 

such, the bridge embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type and method of construction. Therefore, Bridge 

No. 3 appears eligible under Criterion C of the NRHP and Criterion 3 of the CRHR. 

Criterion D/4: That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

The property is not significant under Criterion D of the NRHP or Criterion 4 of the CRHR as a source, or likely 

source, of important historical information nor does it appear likely to yield important information about 

historic construction methods, materials or technologies.  

Pasadena Statement of Significance  

The City of Pasadena’s landmark designation criteria is based on the NRHP/CRHR designation criteria and 

integrity requirements, Therefore, for all of the reasons identified in the discussion of NRHP and CRHR 

eligibility, the subject property appears eligible as a landmark under local designation criteria 2a and 2c. 

Integrity Discussion 

Bridge No. 3 maintains integrity of location, as it remains in its original location. The bridge retains integrity of 

design as it has not undergone any large-scale exterior alterations since its construction and maintains the 

essential features of form, plan, space, structure, and style. The bridge retains integrity of setting, as it still 
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rests within a natural environment along the Arroyo Seco. The bridge retains integrity of materials and 

workmanship due to the retention of the physical elements that date from its construction. Finally, the bridge 

retains the feeling of an early 20th century timber bridge constructed by the CCC and it maintains its essential 

character-defining features to convey its association with the CCC building campaign in the 1930s. In 

summary, Bridge No. 3 retains the requisite integrity for designation, and appears eligible for listing under 

NRHP Criteria A and C, CRHR Criteria 1 and 3, and City of Pasadena Landmark Criteria 2a and 2c.  

Flood Control Infrastructure  

NRHP/CRHR Statement of Significance  

Criterion A/1: That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 

of our history. 

Archival research did not find any associations with events that have made a significant contribution to the 

broad patterns of our history. The spreading basins were completed in 1948, and the Altadena Storm Drain, 

sheds, culverts, and check dams completed between 1948 and 1952. These date have no bearing on the 

industrial, commercial, and institutional growth of Pasadena nor is it directly related to a historical natural 

disaster such as a specific flood. The flood control infrastructure appears to have no direct association with 

events that have made a significant contribution to the history of the City of Pasadena, or Los Angeles County, 

the State of California, or the Nation. Therefore, the property does not appear eligible under Criterion A of the 

NRHP or Criterion 1 of the CRHR. 

Criterion B/2: That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past. 

Archival research did not indicate that any previous property owners or people who have worked on these 

structures are known to be historically significant figures at the national, state, or local level. The structures 

have been owned by PWP or LACFCD since construction, and as such is not associated with the life of a specific 

person significant to the past. Furthermore, to be found eligible under B/2 the property has to be directly tied 

to an important person and the place where that individual conducted or produced the work for which he or 

she is known. The structures do not appear to be associated with any individual’s important historic work and 

does not appear eligible for the NRHP under Criterion B or CRHR under Criterion 2. 

Criterion C/3: That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 

represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and 

distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction. 

The flood control structures, including spreading basins completed in 1948, and the Altadena Storm Drain, 

sheds, culverts and checkdams completed between 1948 and 1952, are utilitarian in construction and lack 

association to a specific architectural style or method of construction. They have no specific character-defining 

features, do not represent the work of a master engineer, do not possess high artistic value and are not 

significant as contributing features of an entity whose components may lack individual distinction. Therefore 

the structures do not appear eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C or CRHR under Criterion 3. 
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Criterion D/4: That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

The structures are not significant under Criterion D of the NRHP or Criterion 4 of the CRHR as a source, or 

likely source, of important historical information nor does it appear likely to yield important information about 

historic construction methods, materials or technologies.  

Pasadena Statement of Significance  

The City of Pasadena’s landmark designation criteria is based on the NRHP/CRHR designation criteria and 

integrity requirements, Therefore, for all of the reasons identified in the discussion of NRHP and CRHR 

eligibility, the flood control structures do not appear eligible under any local designation criteria, either 

individually or as part of a district. 

Integrity Discussion 

The spreading basins, Altadena Storm Drain, checkdams, culverts, and sheds, as a collective engineered structure 

retain integrity of location and have not been moved since their construction in 1948. They maintain integrity of design 

as it has not undergone any large-scale exterior alterations since its construction and maintains the essential features 

of form, structure, and function. The structures retain integrity of setting, as they remain in the Arroyo Seco floodplain 

north of the Devil’s Gate Dam, structures retain between a steep hillside and the campus of JPL. The structures retain 

integrity of materials and workmanship due to the retention of the physical elements that date from its construction. 

The structures retain integrity of feeling and association, as they can still express their purpose as water and flood 

related infrastructure. In summary, while the structures retain the requisite integrity, it does not rise to the level of 

significance required for designation at the national, state or local levels.  

Historic Resources Impacts Summary 

The following historical resources/historic properties were identified within the Project APE as a result of the 

property significance evaluations: 

 John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant (3S/3CS/5S3) 

 Bridge No. 2 (3S/3CS/5S3) 

 Bridge No. 3 (3S/3CS/5S3) 

Additionally, five features were identified within the APE that are considered character-defining features of the 

larger Arroyo Seco and should be avoided/protected as part of the current Project. The Arroyo Seco is considered 

“a unique environmental, recreational and cultural resource of the city surrounded by residential neighborhoods” 

and “must be preserved, protected and properly maintained.” (Arroyo Seco Public Lands Ordinance 3.32.020). The 

arroyo stone walls and steps throughout the City of Pasadena and especially in the Arroyo Seco are considered an 

historical resource because many of them were built during the WPA years and in some locations designed by 

notable architects. Rehabilitation, including maintenance and repair, shall be focused on conservation of this 

historical resource (City of Pasadena 2003a). Contributing design features of the Arroyo Seco identified in the 

Project APE include cobblestone and concrete retaining walls that date between 1938 and 1940:  

 rock retaining wall for on northeast side of Arroyo Seco Canyon roadbed;  
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 rock retaining wall supporting the east-most canyon wall;  

 rock retaining wall near screen building;  

 rock wall barrier on side of road near intake/weir structure; 

 rock wall barrier on south side of Bridge No. 2.  

These walls vary in length and height, but are typically constructed of smooth, round river cobbles, in semi-

coursed layers, with a thick Portland cement mortar. The use of semi-coursed, smooth river cobble in concrete 

mortar is a common feature seen throughout Pasadena and the Arroyo Seco. The Arroyo Seco Design 

Guidelines (City of Pasadena 2003a) document is one of four separate planning documents produced as part 

of The Arroyo Seco Master Plans. The design guidelines provide a unifying set of criteria for the site 

development improvements set forth in the Arroyo Seco Master Plan for on-going, long-range improvements 

for the Arroyo Seco. The purpose of these guidelines is to maintain a unified park design that reflects the 

heritage of the Arroyo Seco and its relationship to the tradition of the City of Pasadena. The Arroyo Seco Design 

Guidelines provide specific site design solutions that are consistent with the existing Arroyo Seco Ordinance 

and a vehicle by which practical inputs for ongoing improvements can take place ((City of Pasadena 2003). 

Area 2 Impacts 

No historical resources were identified in Area 2. As previously described, the Screen Building Complex and 

related infrastructure (including the weir and intake structure) were found ineligible and are not an historical 

resource. Additionally, construction and operation of a new diversion structure would not directly impact or 

indirectly alter the setting or character of any adjacent resources. All proposed Project activities associated 

with the Area 2 Diversion and Intake Replacement would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.  

Area 3 Impacts 

No historical resources were identified in Area 3. Although the proposed Project’s construction activities would 

intersect the existing SCE Easement, all associated SCE infrastructure (i.e., poles and wires) would be avoided 

by the Project and protected in coordination with SCE. As previously described, all PWP/LACFCD flood control 

infrastructure, including the spreading basins, were found ineligible and are not historical resources. The 

proposed Project includes placement of rock boulders along the western edge of Explorer Road to separate 

the roadway from the adjacent basins. There are no historical resources that would be impacted by the 

placement of rock boulders along the western edge of Explorer Road; further, the use of natural materials as 

a barrier is in conformance with the existing Arroyo Seco Design Guidelines: 

“Boulders are preferred in establishing perimeter barriers. Typically, they are placed to keep 

motorized vehicles out of an area.” (City of Pasadena 2003a) 

All proposed Project activities associated with the Area 3 Spreading Basin Improvements would be less than 

significant and no mitigation is required. 

Gabrielino Trail and Bridges Nos. 1, 2 and 3 

During construction, the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road would provide for vehicular access to and from Area 2, 

and sometimes Area 3. Activity along the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road has the potential to impact the concrete 

railings of Bridge No. 2 and the adjacent Arroyo Seco stone wall features. These are design features of the 

larger Arroyo Seco and should be protected from inadvertent damage during construction activities. Therefore, 
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MM-CUL-1 is required. MM-CUL-1 recommends protection from construction and vehicle damage measures 

for Bridge No. 2 during construction and pre-construction/post-construction surveys by a qualified historic 

preservation consultant to ensure that adverse effects or significant impacts have not occurred due to short-

term construction activities at Bridge No. 2. With incorporation of MM-CUL-1, short-term impacts to Bridge No. 

2 would be less than significant. 

The structural overlay bridges spanning the entire length of Bridge Nos. 1 and 3 would remain in place throughout the 

construction activities for the proposed Project. These structural overlays are already in-place and have been 

determined essential to safely support vehicles during construction. No new construction is required to keep the 

bridge overlay structures in place. The structural overlay for Bridge No. 1 would be removed after completion of 

construction activities for the ASCP. Bridge No. 1 is not an historical resource under CEQA and continued use of the 

overlay structure would not result in a significant impact to an historical resource. Therefore, impacts to Bridge No. 1 

would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.  

With regard to short-term use of the overlay on Bridge No. 3 during construction, an historical resources impact 

assessment was prepared for the temporary bridge overlays in conformance with the required 2015 IS/MND 

mitigation requirements. The analysis states that “although temporary protective measures would be installed 

for 1‐2 years, these protective measures are removable and reversible” (Jerabek 2015). Therefore, short-term 

construction activities would not result in a significant impact due to the presence of the overlay and no 

mitigation would be required.  

The structural overlay bridge installed in 2017 that spans the entire length of Bridge No. 3 is not in 

conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties in 

consideration of its proposed permanency. The overlay structure, characterized by a steel deck supported by 

steel I-beam girders, poured-in-place concrete ramps, and tubular metal railings, does not conform to the 

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation of a 1930s timber bridge built by the CCC. Nor does 

the current bridge overlay conform to the City’s Arroyo Seco Design Guidelines for Open Structures and 

Bridges. Now that the overlay is proposed to remain on Bridge No. 3 into the foreseeable future, the existing 

bridge overlay should be reviewed for conformance with the Arroyo Seco Design Guidelines. As a potentially 

permanent design feature, the continued presence of the overlay structure on Bridge No. 3 is considered a 

significant impact to historical resources, as the overlay detracts from nearly all of its important character-

defining features and introduces incompatible, highly visible, modern materials. It is anticipated that Bridge 

No. 3 will continue to deteriorate, and as a result, PWP will need to remove dangerous elements of the bridge 

(damaged joists, for example) and even partially or fully demolish the bridge to protect public safety as it 

continues to deteriorate. Whether and when reconstruction/replacement of Bridge No. 3 will take place is 

unknown, and it is unknown whether the new bridge would be constructed in such a manner that would allow 

for its preservation as a historical resource. 

Therefore, MM-CUL-2 is required. MM-CUL-2, which requires preparation of Historic American Engineering 

Record (HAER) documentation for Bridge No. 3 in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, 

and sharing documentation with the City of Pasadena, the SCCIC, and the Angeles National Forest, as well as 

implementing adjustments to bring the bridge overlay components into compliance with the Arroyo Seco 

Design Guidelines, to the extent feasible. Implementation of MM-CUL-2 would lessen impacts but would not 

reduce impacts to Bridge No. 3 below a level of significance. Therefore, impacts would remain significant and 

unavoidable, even after incorporation of MM-CUL-2. 
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Construction Staging Areas 

During construction activities, the Screen Building adjacent to Area 2 would be used for temporary 

construction materials and equipment staging. The Screen Building Complex and related infrastructure is not 

an historical resource and impacts would be less than significant. 

During construction activities, the Behner WTP adjacent to Area 3 would be used for temporary construction 

materials and equipment staging. The Behner WTP appears eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criteria C/3 at local 

level, and City Criterion 2c (3S/3CS/5S3) and is considered an historical resource under CEQA/historic 

property under Section 106 of the NHPA. Short-term construction activities have the potential to inadvertently 

damage the Behner WTP by construction equipment and materials staging in proximity to the building. 

Therefore, MM-CUL-3 is required. MM-CUL-3 requires protection from equipment staging activities, vehicle 

staging activities, and fence placement for the exterior of the Behner WTP. With incorporation of MM-CUL-3, 

potential short-term impacts to Behner WTP would be less than significant. 

Threshold 4.3b Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 

archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?  

Short-Term Construction Impacts 

As previously discussed, Dudek conducted a CHRIS records search at the SCCIC on October 3, 2019. The 

records search identified 35 previously conducted cultural resources technical investigations within the 

records search area. Of these, six overlap and one is adjacent to the Project site.  

Additionally, the SCCIC records indicate that 14 previously recorded cultural resources exist within the surrounding 

0.5-mile search radius. The CHRIS records indicate that one previously recorded cultural resource (P-19-189942) 

overlaps the Project site, and one resource (P-19-186535) is adjacent to the Project site. Resource P-19-189942 

consists of the Hahamongna Watershed Park and associated recreational facilities. The resource was previously 

determined ineligible for the CRHR, and is therefore not considered an historical resource. Resource P-19-186535 

consists of the Angeles National Forest, a registered California Historical Landmark.  

Thirteen additional previously recorded cultural resources are within 0.5-mile of the Project site. Of these, two consist 

of prehistoric archaeological resources, including P-19-000342, the purported village site discussed in SCCIC report 

LA-01312, and an isolated granitic discoidal recovered from fill material. There is one multi-component resource 

consisting of multiple loci of sparse prehistoric lithic scatters, as well as a historic-era domestic refuse scatter and 

purported historic-era burial from the late 1800s. There are two historic-era archaeological resources consisting of a 

granite headstone fragment from 1865, which is associated with the multi-component site, and the remnants of an 

early twentieth century campground known as Teddy’s Outpost. Resource (P-19-001599) is a multi-component site 

– meaning it consists of both prehistoric and historic-era resources and includes a possible historic-era burial. This 

site is located 0.5-miles northeast of the Project site. None of these prehistoric or historic-era archaeological resources 

have been evaluated for the NRHP or CRHR. The remaining eight resources are built environment resources that are 

within 0.5-mile of the Project site.  

No archaeological resources were identified within the Project site as a result of the CHRIS records search or 

Native American outreach and three previously recorded prehistoric or historic-era archaeological resources 
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were identified within 0.5-mile of the Project. In compliance with Assembly Bill (AB) 52, the City has contacted 

tribal representatives that have requested to be notified of projects in Pasadena. These efforts are summarized 

in Section 4.9, Tribal Cultural Resources of this Draft EIR. 

Based on the results provided above, the potential of encountering and impacting unknown archaeological 

resources during Project implementation is low; however, it is always possible that unanticipated discoveries could 

be encountered during ground-disturbing activities associated with the proposed Project. If such unanticipated 

discoveries were encountered, impacts to encountered resources could be potentially significant. However, with 

implementation of MM-CUL-4, which requires that all construction work occurring within 100 feet of the find shall 

immediately stop until a qualified archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification 

Standards for Archaeology, can evaluate the significance of the find, potentially significant impacts to 

archaeological resources would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. With incorporation of MM-CUL-4, the 

Project’s potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant 

to §15064.5 would be reduced to a level less than significant. 

Long-Term Operational Impacts 

Earthmoving activities would cease at the completion of construction activities. No long-term operational 

earthwork would occur that could disturb or cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 

archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5. Therefore, long-term operation of the Project would result in 

no impacts associated with archaeological resources, and no mitigation is required.  

Threshold 4.3d Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 

unique geologic feature? 

Short-Term Construction Impacts 

No paleontological resources were identified within the proposed Project site as a result of the institutional records 

search or desktop geological review. Based on surficial geological mapping reviewed for the proposed Project, the 

Project site does not contain exposed unique geologic features and is not anticipated to be underlain by unique 

geologic features. Areas of the proposed Project underlain by plutonic igneous rocks (portions of Area 2) have no 

paleontological sensitivity. The portions of Areas 2 and 3 underlain by Holocene gravel deposits (within the Arroyo 

Seco Drainage) have low paleontological sensitivity increasing to moderate or high sensitivity with depth, and the 

Pleistocene alluvial fan deposits within the northeastern portion of the Area 3 have moderate to high paleontological 

sensitivity. If intact paleontological resources are located onsite, ground-disturbing activities associated with 

construction of the proposed Project, such as earthwork/excavation and trenching for pipeline connections, have the 

potential to destroy a unique paleontological resource on site. As such, the proposed Project site is considered to be 

potentially sensitive for paleontological resources, and without mitigation, the potential damage to paleontological 

resources during construction associated with the proposed Project is considered a significant impact. Given the 

proximity of past fossil discoveries in the surrounding area within Pleistocene alluvial deposits, the proposed Project 

site is highly sensitive for supporting paleontological resources below the depth of fill and weathered, Pleistocene 

alluvial deposits. With implementation of MM-PALEO-1, which requires preparation of a Paleontological Resources 

Impact Mitigation Program (PRIMP) for the Project, the proposed Project’s potential to directly or indirectly destroy a 

unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature would be reduced to less than significant.  
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Long-Term Operational Impacts 

Earthmoving activities would cease at the completion of construction. No long-term operational earthwork 

would occur that could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 

feature. Therefore, long-term operation of the Project would result in no impacts to paleontological resources, 

and no mitigation is required.  

4.3.6 Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative impacts on cultural resources consider whether impacts of the proposed Project together with 

other related projects, when taken as a whole, substantially diminish the number of historical or archeological 

resources within the same or similar context or property type. However, impacts to cultural resources, if any 

exist, tend to be site-specific. The cumulative projects below were chosen based on direction from the City. A 

map depicting the locations of all cumulative projects can be found in Section 4, Environmental Impacts 

Analysis (refer to Section 3.5 Cumulative Impacts, Figure 3-5, Cumulative Projects). 

 Previously Approved Components of Arroyo Seco Canyon Project (ASCP) 

 Devil’s Gate Reservoir Sediment Removal and Management Project 

 Oak Grove Area Improvements (OGAI) Project 

 LACFCD Pump back/Intake at Devil’s Gate to Eaton Canyon 

 Explorer Groundwater Well 

Historic Resources 

Previously Approved Components of Arroyo Seco Canyon Project (ASCP) 

As described above, the proposed Project would have one impact that cannot be mitigated to a less than 

significant level: the impacts to Bridge No. 3. The APE of this cumulative project directly overlaps that of the 

proposed Project, with an additional “Area 1” in the Angeles National Forest (ANF) lands. Expected impacts 

from this project include earthmoving, vehicle and equipment staging, and vehicle use of the road and bridges. 

The Previously Approved Components of ASCP originally provided mitigation measures, including a bridge 

overlay for Bridge No. 3, as long as the bridge overlay placed on Bridge No. 3 would be temporary and 

reversible. For the cumulative project, it would only involve the use of Bridge No. 3 during short-term 

construction activities, likely at the same time as the proposed Project. Temporary placement of the bridge 

overlay was not determined to result in a significant impact, as described above. Therefore, the potential for 

both the proposed Project and this cumulative project to use the Bridge No. 3 at the same time would not 

result in cumulatively considerable impacts. 

The proposed Project’s mitigation for Bridge No. 2, which is also an historical resource for the purposes of 

CEQA, requires placement of temporary k-rails, or other feasible protections, along the balustrade section of 

the bridge to protect it from vehicle and equipment damage. As long as these protective rails are removed at 

the end of the proposed Project, there would not be cumulative impacts to Bridge No. 2.  
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Since the bridge overlay on historic Bridge No. 3 is assumed to remain into the foreseeable future, 

implementation of MM-CUL-2, recommends preparation of Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) 

documentation for Bridge No. 3 in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards to address long-

term impacts to the bridge. However, this mitigation would not reduce impacts below a level of significance. 

While the proposed Project would significantly impact Bridge No. 3, no cumulative impacts to historical 

resources pursuant to §15064.5 are expected from this proposed Project. 

Devil’s Gate Reservoir Sediment Removal and Management Project 

Records search results for the proposed Project indicate that the Hahamongna Watershed Park was found 

ineligible for designation and is not considered an historical resource for the purposes of CEQA. The Devil’s 

Gate Dam was outside of the proposed Project’s record search radius, so the status of the dam as an historical 

resource was not reviewed or considered as part of the proposed Project. This cumulative project proposed to 

remove sediment and restore habitat at the Devil’s Gate Reservoir and not upstream where historical 

resources pursuant to §15064.5 have been identified by the proposed Project, and no upstream issues were 

identified. Therefore, no cumulative impacts to historical resources pursuant to §15064.5 are expected from 

this cumulative project.  

Oak Grove Area Improvements (OGAI) Project  

The OGAI project is located west of the proposed Project area, in the Hahamongna Watershed Park, Oak Grove 

Disc Golf Course, Oak Grove Area, and Berkshire Creek Area. This area does not overlap the proposed Project 

site, but does overlap an historical resource identified in this cumulative project’s record search: the Oak Grove 

Administrative Site constructed in 1941. This building has been identified but not formally evaluated in 

consideration of federal, state, or local designation criteria. This site would need to be formally evaluated to 

determine if it is an historical resource under CEQA that would be affected by the cumulative impacts of all 

ongoing projects in its vicinity. Therefore, potential impacts from the OGAI Project to any evaluated historical 

resources identified in this EIR (i.e. Bridge No. 2, Bridge No. 3, Behner WTP) would only potentially affect their 

integrity of setting. Because this cumulative project would be visually removed and physically distant from all 

historical resource pursuant to §15064.5 identified for the proposed Project, there would be no impacts to 

the settings of these identified historical resources. Therefore, no cumulative impacts to historical resources 

pursuant to §15064.5 are expected from this cumulative project. 

LACFCD Pump back/Intake at Devil’s Gate to Eaton Canyon 

This cumulative project is also located at the Devil’s Gate Dam and involves the installation of a pump and intake 

structure at the upstream face of the Dam, with the objective to conserve stormwater by holding a reservoir pool 

behind Devil’s Gate Dam and pumping the water into the Arroyo Seco Spreading Grounds for groundwater recharge. 

This area overlaps a portion of proposed Project Area 3, but does not overlap any of the historical resources identified 

as part of this project. Therefore, potential impacts to historical resources would only potentially affect their integrity 

of setting. If the cumulative project were to be implemented, having these water features filled and fully operational 

would not impact the settings of any nearby historical resources. Therefore, no cumulative impacts to historical 

resources pursuant to §15064.5 are expected from this project. 
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Explorer Groundwater Well 

PWP plans to construct a groundwater well that would augment the existing municipal production wells. Project 

activities would include drilling and completion of a new groundwater well located just east of the spreading 

basins in Area 3, near the SCE Easement. Additionally, the Explorer Groundwater Well Project includes the 

potential renovation of the Behner WTP to augment the water treatment capacity. The proposed Project activity 

would have a temporary impact to the integrity setting of the Behner WTP during construction. The result of 

the significance evaluation included as part of the proposed Project indicate that Behner WTP, constructed in 

1971, appears eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criteria C/3 at local level, and City of Pasadena Criterion 2c for 

being an excellent, rare, and unaltered example of Brutalist architecture applied to a municipal utility building 

and retains a high level of integrity. Because the building appears eligible, it is considered an historical 

resource pursuant to §15064.5. Cumulative impacts could be mitigated provided that the renovation of 

Behner WTP under this cumulative project adheres to Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation. 

However, if the proposed changes would occur on the building’s interior and would not impact any of the 

building’s exterior character-defining features, the cumulative project would likely result in a less than 

significant impacts to historical resources. Therefore, this cumulative project has the potential to result in 

impacts to the Behner WTP historical resource pursuant to §15064.5 if not adequately mitigated. However, 

since the proposed Project would not result in long-term impacts to Behner WTP, and mitigation would 

adequately address any short-term impacts from staging, the proposed Project would not result in cumulatively 

considerable impacts to Behner WTP. 

Cumulative Impacts for Archaeology and Paleontological 

Direct impacts to cultural resources are generally site specific. As defined in Section 15130 of the CEQA 

Guidelines, a cumulative impact consists of an impact that is created as a result of the incremental effects of 

a proposed Project, together with the effects of other projects, causing related impacts. Although a project, in 

conjunction with the effects of past, current, and reasonably foreseeable future projects may result in the 

disturbance of archaeological resource sites throughout the region, the City requires the mitigation of impacts 

to these resources. Therefore, despite the site-specific nature of the resources, in the event that unknown or 

undocumented archaeological resources are discovered, implementation of MM-CUL-1 would reduce the 

potential for cumulative impacts. Additionally, it is anticipated that cultural resources that are potentially 

affected by related projects would also be subject to the same requirements of CEQA as the proposed Project 

and any impacts would be mitigated, as applicable. These determinations would be made on a case-by-case 

basis, and the effects of cumulative development on cultural resources would be mitigated to the extent 

feasible in accordance with CEQA and other applicable legal requirements. 

Cumulative paleontological impacts related to nearby development projects in the area that involve ground 

disturbance. The paleontological impacts on each project site are specific to that site and its users and would 

not be in common or contribute to (or shared with, in an additive sense) the paleontological impacts on other 

project sites. In addition, development on nearby project sites is subject to uniform site development and 

construction standards, including impacts to paleontological and unique geological resources analyzed in 

CEQA documents required for each project. Each paleontological analysis would include recommendations 

that would mitigate any potential effects related to paleontological resources, in accordance with CEQA. 

Therefore, the Project’s contribution to paleontological impacts would not be cumulatively significant 

Therefore, cumulative impacts are considered to be less than significant. 
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4.3.7 Mitigation Measures 

MM-CUL-1 Prior to the commencement of construction vehicle and truck traffic along the Gabrielino 

Trail/Access Road north of the JPL Bridge, the City shall ensure that Bridge No. 2 and all identified 

arroyo stone wall features along the affected portions of the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road are 

properly protected for the duration of construction activities. The City shall install temporary 

protective barriers in the form of concrete k-rails along the decorative railings of Bridge No. 2 on 

both sides of the road to protect the railings from further deterioration and damage from vehicles. 

The concrete k-rails shall be removed once the Project is completed leaving Bridge No. 2 intact. 

The concrete k-rails shall be installed parallel to the Bridge’s existing baluster railings, with 

approximately 2 feet of separation between the k-rail and the resource. The k-rails shall be 

positioned to ensure that the Bridge railings are protected from daily construction traffic. The k-

rails shall not be permanently attached to the bridge. All arroyo stone wall features adjacent to the 

Gabrielino Trail/Access Road shall be protected by concrete k-rails wherever feasible; however, in 

areas where k-rails would create an impassable or bottleneck situation for vehicles, the City shall 

utilize other reasonable protections, including cones and flagging, to ensure that the arroyo stone 

walls are not inadvertently damaged during construction vehicle movement and equipment 

transport. The plans for the temporary barriers shall be reviewed by a qualified architectural 

historian prior to Project implementation. In order to ensure that the bridge and stone walls are 

adequately protected during Project activities, the City shall ensure completion of pre-construction 

and post-construction surveys by a qualified historic preservation consultant to ensure that 

adverse effects or significant impacts have not occurred to Bridge No. 2. If the pre-construction 

survey identifies deficiencies in the protections for Bridge No. 2 or the stone walls, 

recommendations for additional physical barriers or visual warnings shall be provided and 

implemented prior to initiation of construction activities. The installation/construction methodology 

and post-construction survey shall be submitted to the City of Pasadena Department of Planning 

– Historic Preservation for review and approval.  

MM-CUL-2 Prior to construction completion, the City shall ensure preparation of Historic American Engineering 

Record (HAER) documentation for Bridge No. 3 in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s 

Standards for Architectural and Engineering Documentation. Documentation shall be completed 

by a qualified historic preservation professional who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s 

Professional Qualifications Standards for architectural history. The documentation shall capture 

the physical description of the existing bridge with: 1) existing as-builts/drawings (where/if 

available); 2) a written narrative that includes a detailed history and architectural description of the 

bridge and a discussion of its historical significance; 3) photographs of the bridge with large format 

negatives to demonstrate its current condition; and 4) provide other photographs of the bridge 

prior to installation of the current overlay. Upon approval of the final HAER package, the City shall 

offer one original copy of the final HAER package to the City of Pasadena Historic Preservation 

Program, the South Central Coastal Information Center at California State University, Fullerton, and 

the Angeles National Forest Administrative Office.  
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Prior to project construction completion, the City shall conduct a review of the bridge overlay 

design on Bridge No. 3 and construction materials used in the bridge overlay to determine 

improvements that can be made to conform with the City’s Arroyo Seco Design Guidelines. 

Examples of potential improvements include, but are not limited to, evaluation of appropriate 

paint colors that reflect the natural character of the Arroyo Seco, and replacement of 

components with more natural materials (e.g. wood, concrete, brick, arroyo stone piers, 

unpainted weathering steel or other natural materials, such as copper and wrought iron). The 

proposed design improvements shall be submitted to the City of Pasadena Department of 

Planning – Historic Preservation for review and approval. 

MM-CUL-3 Prior to commencement of Project construction activities that would require equipment staging 

at the Behner Water Treatment Plant (WTP), the City shall ensure that the exterior of the WTP 

building is adequately protected from equipment and vehicle staging activities. The northwest 

and southwest exterior elevations of the WTP shall, at a minimum, be protected by construction 

fencing and signage to ensure that none of the major exterior character-defining features of 

the building are inadvertently damaged. Fencing shall be placed at a minimum distance of five 

(5) feet from the exterior of the building, and crews working in the immediate vicinity should 

be alerted to the presence of an historical resource and instructed to avoid it. The City shall 

ensure that Project-related equipment and materials are not in contact with the exterior or the 

building, including absolute avoidance of leaning materials and equipment against exterior 

walls. The temporary fencing, signage, and barriers shall be removed at the conclusion of 

construction activities.  

MM CUL-4  Prior to commencement of earthmoving activities, the City shall retain a qualified Archaeologist 

meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for Archaeology. 

The Archaeologist shall be present at the pre-grade conference; shall establish procedures for 

archaeological resource surveillance; and shall establish, in cooperation with the Contractor, 

procedures for temporarily halting or redirecting work to permit the sampling, identification, 

and evaluation of the artifacts, as appropriate. At a minimum, in the event archaeological 

resources are exposed during construction activities, all construction work occurring within 

100 feet of the find shall immediately stop until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the 

significance of the find and determine whether or not additional study is warranted. The 

Archaeologist shall first determine whether it is a “unique archaeological resource” pursuant 

to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, i.e., Section 21083.2[g] of the California 

Public Resources Code) or a “historical resource” pursuant to Section 15064.5(a) of the State 

CEQA Guidelines. If the archaeological resource is determined to be a “unique archaeological 

resource” or a “historical resource”, the Archaeologist shall formulate a mitigation plan in 

consultation with the City of Pasadena that satisfies the requirements of the above-referenced 

sections. The Archaeologist shall prepare a report of the results of any study prepared as part 

of a testing or mitigation plan, following guidelines of the California Office of Historic 

Preservation, and s/he shall record the site and submit the recordation form to the City of 

Pasadena and the California Historic Resources Information System (CHRIS) at the South 

Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) at California State University, Fullerton. Work may 

proceed in other areas of the site, subject to the direction of the Archaeologist. 
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MM-PALEO-1  Prior to commencement of any grading activity on-site, the City shall retain a qualified 

Paleontologist per the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) (2010) guidelines. The 

paleontologist shall prepare a Paleontological Resources Impact Mitigation Program (PRIMP) 

for the Project. The PRIMP shall be consistent with the SVP (2010) guidelines. Minimum 

requirements to be set forth in the PRIMP include: (1) attendance at the preconstruction 

meeting and worker environmental awareness training, where monitoring is required within 

the proposed Project site based on construction plans and/or geotechnical reports; (2) 

procedures for adequate paleontological monitoring and discoveries treatment, and 

paleontological methods, including sediment sampling for microvertebrate fossils, reporting, 

and collections management; (3) mandatory monitoring on-site during all rough grading and 

other significant ground-disturbing activities, including augering in previously undisturbed, 

fine-grained Pleistocene alluvial deposits; (4) mandatory actions in the event that 

paleontological resources (e.g., fossils) are unearthed during grading, including the 

requirement for the paleontological monitor to temporarily halt and/or divert grading activity 

to allow recovery of paleontological resources, and roping/fencing off of the discovery with a 

50-foot radius buffer; and (5) if resources are discovered, methods for coordination between 

the qualified paleontologist and the City for appropriate exploration and/or salvage, as well as 

final disposition of the resources in an accredited institution or museum, such as the Natural 

History Museum of Los Angeles County.  

4.3.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation 

Implementation of MM-CUL-1 and MM-CUL-3 would reduce the short-term construction impacts to two 

historical resources (the Behner WTP and Bridge No. 2) to a less than significant level.  

Implementation of MM-CUL-2 would lessen impacts but would not reduce impacts to Bridge No. 3 below a 

level of significance. Therefore, impacts to cultural resources under CEQA are considered significant and 

unavoidable, even with implementation of MM-CUL-2.  

Implementation of MM-CUL-4 and MM-PALEO-1 would reduce impacts to archaeological resources and 

paleontological resources to less than significant.  
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