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Executive Summary
Dudek was retained by the City of Pasadena (City) to complete a cultural resources technical report for the Arroyo
Seco Canyon Project Areas 2 and 3 (Project) in the City of Pasadena, California. This report includes the results of
a California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) records search; coordination with the Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) and tribal contacts; 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 built environment resources 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. This report was
prepared in conformance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15064.5 for historical
resources and all applicable local guidelines and regulations.
Dudek conducted a CHRIS records search at the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) on October 3,
2019. The records search results indicate that 14 previously recorded cultural resources exist within the
surrounding 0.5-mile search radius. However, only one resource, the Hahamongna Watershed Park and associated
recreational facilities (P-19-189942), overlaps the Project site. This resource was previously found ineligible for the
CRHR and is not considered an historical resource under CEQA.
Dudek contacted the NAHC on September 16, 2019, and requested a review of the Sacred Lands File (SLF). The
NAHC replied via email on October 7, 2019 stating that the result of the SLF search was positive. Moreover, the
NAHC recommended contacting the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation for more information. The
NAHC also provide 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 preparation of this technical report, 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. No additional tribal outreach was conducted by Dudek; however, in compliance
with Assembly Bill (AB) 52, the City has contacted tribal representatives that have requested to be notified of
projects in Pasadena. Details of the SLF request and results including the tribal outreach process are presented in
Section 2.2 and provided in Appendix C. The proposed Project is subject to compliance with Assembly Bill (AB) 52.
Native American consultation pursuant to AB 52 is on-going.
The following resources within the Project Area of Potential Effect (APE) were identified as historical resources under
CEQA and historic properties under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA):


John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant (3S/3CS/5S3)



Bridge No. 2 (3S/3CS/5S3)



Bridge No. 3 (3S/3CS/5S3)

Additionally, five (5) stone wall 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 proposed Arroyo Seco Canyon
Project in accordance with the Arroyo Seco Design Guidelines (City of Pasadena 2003a).
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The remaining built environment identified within the APE, including the Screen Building Complex, Bridge No. 1,
and the PWP/LACFCD flood control and water conservation infrastructure, do not appear eligible for NRHP, CRHR,
or City designation due to a lack of significant historical associations and architectural merit. Therefore, these
properties are not considered historical resources under CEQA or historic properties under Section 106 of the NHPA.
Implementation of MM-CUL-1 through -5 (Section 6.3), will reduce impacts to the John L. Behner WTP, Bridge No. 2, and
the Arroyo Seco stone wall features to a less than significant level. However, impacts will remain significant and
unavoidable for Bridge No. 3 since the structural overlay bridge installed in 2017 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. As a potentially permanent design feature (or at least into
the foreseeable future), 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.
Because there are no plans for the future reconstruction/replacement of Bridge No. 3 at this time, it is anticipated
that the existing bridge may continue to deteriorate. Therefore, this Draft EIR anticipates the environmental impacts
of the continued use of the temporary bridge structure over Bridge No. 3, and the continued deterioration of the
existing Bridge No. 3, into the foreseeable future. Whether and when reconstruction/replacement of Bridge No. 3
will be undertaken 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, impacts to historical resources under CEQA
are considered significant and unavoidable, even with implementation of archival documentation mitigation (MMCUL-2).
Section 106 of NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic
properties, assess the effects, and seek ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects on such properties
(36 CFR 800.1[a]). In consideration of the discussion above for Bridge No. 3, the proposed project would result in
adverse effects to historic properties that cannot be mitigated in a way that would eliminate or reduce effects.
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1

Introduction

Dudek was retained by the City of Pasadena to complete a Cultural Resources Technical Report to support the
required California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 15064.5 for historical resources and Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) documentation for the Arroyo Seco Canyon Project (Project) in the City
of Pasadena, California. This report includes the results of a California Historical Resources Information System
(CHRIS) records search; coordination with the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and tribal
contacts; pedestrian survey of the Project site by a qualified architectural historian and archaeologist; building
development and archival research; development of an appropriate historic context for the Project site; and
recordation and evaluation of five (5) 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.
This report and associated property significance evaluations was prepared by Dudek Architectural Historians Kate
G. Kaiser, MSHP; Kara R. Dotter, MSHP; and Nicole Frank, MSHP. Dudek Archaeologist Adriane Dorrler, BA,
completed the CHRIS records search, the NAHC Sacred Lands File (SLF) request, and coordinated Native American
outreach, in addition to contributing to the report. This report was reviewed for quality assurance/quality control by
Dudek Principal Architectural Historian Samantha Murray, MA, Dudek Senior Archaeologist Heather McDaniel
McDevitt, MA, RPA and Dudek Lead Archaeologist Linda Kry, BA. Resumes for all key personnel are provided in
Appendix A. Ms. Murray meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36 CFR 61) for
both an Architectural History and Archaeological Principal Investigator.

1.1

Project Location and Description

Project Location
The Project site is located in the City of Pasadena within the Arroyo Seco Canyon at 3420 and 3500 Arroyo Seco
Road, City of Pasadena. The Project site is located within Township 1 and 2 North, Range 12 West, of the Pasadena,
California 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle. The Project site encompasses portions of two separate parcels, specifically
Assessor Parcel Numbers (APNs) 5830-001-906 and 5823-015-902. The Project site can be accessed via
Interstate (I) 210 by exiting Windsor Avenue and traveling northward for approximately 0.8-mile to the intersection
of Windsor Avenue and Ventura Street. From this intersection, the City’s open area (i.e., former Jet Propulsion
Laboratory [JPL] East Parking Lot) is located approximately 0.3-mile north along Explorer Road, which constitutes
the southern boundary of Area 3.
The proposed Project consists of two primary areas, as shown on Figure 1, Project Location Map, including Area 2,
Diversion and Intake Replacement and Area 3, Spreading Basin Improvements. These areas are connected by the
Arroyo Seco Road1 (i.e. Gabrielino Trail/Access Road), which serves as a recreational trail and the access road for
City of Pasadena and U.S. Forest Service (USFS) vehicles heading into the Arroyo Seco Canyon. As shown on Figure
1, the proposed Project would involve construction activity and facility improvements in both areas, as well as
construction truck traffic along portions of the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road. The former Travelling Screen and

1

Formerly North Arroyo Boulevard
3
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Chlorine Building (Screen Building) adjacent to Area 2 and the Behner Water Treatment Plant adjacent to Area 3
would be used for temporary construction materials and equipment staging.
The Arroyo Seco is a creek that begins in the San Gabriel Mountains and passes through three distinct recreational
areas within the City: (1) Upper Arroyo Seco, containing the Hahamongna Watershed Park (HWP) and Devil’s Gate
Reservoir and Dam; (2) Central Arroyo Seco, extending south of the Devil’s Gate Dam to the Colorado Street Bridge;
and (3) Lower Arroyo Seco, from the Colorado Street Bridge to the southern boundary of the City. The Project
proposes new facilities and improvements only in the Upper Arroyo Seco, as shown on Figure 1.
Project Summary
Pursuant to Section 15367 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City of Pasadena (City) Department of Water and
Power (PWP) is the Lead Agency for the Project, as it has the principal responsibility for carrying out the Project and
has the authority for approving the Project and its accompanying environmental documentation. The following
provides a breakdown of all major Project areas/components:
Area 2: Diversion and Intake Replacement
Figure 2 (Area 2 Existing Conditions), identifies the primary existing structures in Area 2, including the concrete
diversion weir and intake structure, a fenced area with a screening building and access to sections of the
conveyance system, the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road, and a historic bridge (Bridge No. 3) over the Arroyo Seco.
The diversion weir directs water into the intake structure by obstructing the stream flow and creating a small pool
of water that flows into the intake. The intake would be operated to divert the City’s 25 cfs of water rights, while
additional flows beyond 25 cfs would continue downstream. Due to sediment buildup trapped on the upstream side
of the weir, the pooling capacity is reduced and the ability to collect water for spreading is limited. When water
enters the intake, it is conveyed downstream through the conveyance system to the PWP’s spreading basins. The
existing intake/diversion system consists of an approximate 9-foot-high reinforced concrete training wall and intake
structure with a trash rack on the east bank of the stream, and a reinforced concrete weir with stop logs in slots.
Under current conditions, the weir crest is approximately 2 feet above the streambed on the downstream side.
Improvements in Area 2 include the demolition and removal of the existing concrete weir and portions of the intake
structure and the construction of a new diversion structure that would be operated to divert up to 25 cfs of creek
flows into the existing conveyance system. The intake structure would be remodeled with new concrete walls and
top deck to accommodate a new screen configuration. An existing concrete slab that previously supported an
equipment building located adjacent to the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road would be demolished. A new 106-squarefoot (11 feet 4 inches by 9 feet 4 inches) intake service building would be constructed to house the electrical and
hydraulic controls for the diversion structure. Electric power for the operation of the diversion structure and control
equipment enclosure would be supplied by an existing power line at the screen building (southeast of the intake
structure). The locations of the proposed facilities and improvements are shown on Figure 3 (Area 2 Conceptual
Design Overview).
The proposed new diversion/intake structure would capture flows up to PWP’s surface water rights. This would
include all flows during small storm events and dry weather flows in the Arroyo Seco, and a portion of flows during
large storm events. During larger storms when the water is too turbid with suspended sediments (e.g., flows
generally above 100 cfs), the stream with its associated sediment load would bypass the diversion/intake structure
and continue downstream to Devil’s Gate Reservoir. Operation of the weir during high flows would be facilitated by
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the adjustable height weir or crest gate. At low flows, the gate would start in the ‘up’ position and as flows increase,
the gate would be lowered to maintain a constant water surface level in the diversion pool (a pool created behind
the weir to allow for an appropriate water elevation to flow into the diversion intake). When the gate is fully lowered,
flows would entirely bypass the diversion structure and carry all flows and sediment downstream.
Under existing conditions, the weir/diversion structure is a barrier to upstream fish passage due to the elevation
drop downstream of the structure. The new diversion/intake structure would improve biological functions in the
Arroyo Seco by allowing for fish (and other aquatic wildlife) passage in the event that fish populations are
established in the future. The new diversion structure would be designed for the possibility that some future fish
may pass downstream when the diversion is not operating (i.e., the gate is lowered to allow flows to continue
downstream without diversion) or when the diversion is operating and flows are high enough to spill over the crest
gate. A roughened channel would be constructed downstream of the new diversion structure and operable weir
such that upstream passage for future fish populations may occur during periods when the diversion is not
operating and flows are adequate to allow for passage. In the current condition, water passes through a trash rack
to prevent debris from entering the conveyance system to the spreading basins. In addition to filtering such debris,
the proposed new intake structure would include a fish screening feature to prevent future fish populations from
passing into the intake and conveyance system.
Area 3: Spreading Basin Improvements
As shown in Figure 4 (Area 3 Existing Conditions), Area 3 is located approximately 0.3-mile downstream from Area
2 and includes two existing spreading basins that are known as Pasadena Ponds 1 and 2 (formerly used as sludge
ponds for the Behner Treatment Plant) and Spreading Basins No. 1 through 4, the former JPL Parking Lot and
adjacent Explorer Road, and the Arroyo Seco Road (i.e. Gabrielino Trail/Access Road), which would provide
construction vehicle access to Area 2 of the Project site. Figure 4 identifies the primary structures and facilities in
Area 3.
As shown in Figure 5, Area 3 Conceptual Design Overview, improvements in Area 3 include the reconfiguration and
expansion of the spreading basins in order to accommodate the increased diversion of creek flows for infiltration
into the Raymond Basin. Various facilities would be demolished, including inlet/outlet structures, dry vaults,
woodsheds, utility light pole, pipes and valves, chainlink fencing, corrugated metal pipes, and other small
appurtenant structures, to allow for the reconstructed basins.
Figure 5 (Area 3 Conceptual Design Overview), depicts the proposed spreading basin improvements. Creek flows
from the existing conveyance system would outlet to the new sedimentation basin or to new spreading Basin E
located over the existing Pasadena Pond 1. Basin F would be adjacent to mature trees to be preserved and would
be located at the site of the existing Pasadena Pond 2. Basins G, H, and I would be located at the site of the existing
Basins 1 and 2 and a portion of the City’s open area (i.e., former JPL East Parking Lot, vacated in 2015 for the
purpose of expanding the spreading basins). Each new basin would have an access ramp for maintenance. Rock
boulders would be placed along the western edge of Explorer Road to separate the roadway from the adjacent
basins. With the area’s sloping terrain, depths of the basins would range from 3 feet to 7 feet. When spreading
water, the water depth in the basins would be approximately 1 foot. All basins would include inlets/outlets with 24inch interconnection pipelines. Spillways, pipelines, culverts, and valves would be provided to connect the basins
to each other. Basin J would be the last newly constructed basin located entirely within the former JPL East Parking
Lot, which would include interconnection pipelines into the existing Basin 3. Other basins downstream of Basin 3
are not a part of the proposed Project, although Basin 4 may be temporarily impacted during construction.
5
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Gabrielino Trail and Bridge Crossings
As shown in Figure 6 (Gabrielino Trail and Bridge Crossings Map), the Gabrielino Trail (i.e., Arroyo Seco Road) runs
generally parallel to the Arroyo Seco and along the eastern side of the former JPL East Parking Lot and serves as a
recreation trail for hikers, bikers, and equestrian uses. It also serves as a maintenance access road that leads to
the Behner Water Treatment Plant and into the Arroyo Seco Canyon area to provide access for PWP and the USFS.
During construction activities, the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road would provide for vehicular access to and from Area
2, and sometimes Area 3 (Explorer Road will be its primary access road).
Along the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road, three bridges cross portions of the Arroyo Seco. Bridge Nos. 1, 2, and 3 are
located between Areas 2 and 3, respectively. Bridge No. 1 is a culvert-style bridge with concrete slab deck over
Millard Creek, approximately 0.13-mile north of the JPL Bridge. A July 2015 Bridge Condition Assessment found
that the bridge abutments were being undermined due to scouring and that the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road had
sloughed off in sections. A structural overlay bridge spanning the length of this bridge was constructed in 2017 to
provide additional support for large/heavy vehicle travel and to protect the structure from further damage. Bridge
No. 2 is located approximately 130 feet north of Bridge No. 1 and is a reinforced concrete arch bridge with
decorative cast-concrete railing. Bridge No. 2 was likely constructed to provide a formal entrance to the Upper
Arroyo Seco and the ANF; Bridge No. 2 meets the required criteria to be listed as a historical resource in the
California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) and in the City of Pasadena as a landmark (BonTerra Psomas
2015).
Bridge No. 3 is located approximately 0.34-mile north of the JPL Bridge within Area 2 and was constructed with
truss-bridge forms using wood timbers. It was constructed by the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) in 1939 and is
associated with events that made a significant contribution to the history of the United States and California. Bridge
No. 3 is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP and in the CRHR. The bridge was heavily damaged by the 2010/2011
storm events following the 2009 Station Fire. A structural overlay bridge spanning the entire length of Bridge No. 3
was constructed in 2017 to provide additional support for large/heavy vehicle travel and to protect the structure
from further damage. A structural evaluation of Bridge No. 3 subsequent to the structural overlay, however, shows
that the condition of Bridge No. 3 continues to deteriorate and is no longer safe for use (TJC 2018).. Structural
repairs, including replacement of its timber members, will be required to restore its use.
Upon completion of the proposed Project, the City intends to keep the Bridge No. 3 overlay structure as-is, with the
understanding that the reconstruction/replacement of Bridge No. 3 will eventually be required, although such
replacement is not yet planned, if the City wishes to maintain the bridge. Although the temporary structural bridge
overlay was constructed to allow transport of heavy equipment and materials during the ASCP construction, its
continued presence provides for the safe passage of vehicles, pedestrians, and equestrians along the Gabrielino
Trail/Access Road and to the USFS facilities. Additionally, the temporary structure allows access to large vehicles,
including fire trucks, that were previously restricted due to the loading limitations of the original bridge even before
it was damaged. The temporary structure spans the existing bridge abutments; therefore, its structural integrity is
not impacted by the deteriorating structural integrity of Bridge No. 3. Since the temporary structure is constructed
of steel elements and concrete, and will experience relatively light traffic, its expected service life is estimated to
exceed 50 years. There may be safety risks associated with the continued deterioration of Bridge No. 3 if structural
members fail and fall; in which case the City may decide to affirmatively deconstruct some or all of the bridge to
protect public safety.
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Because there are no plans for the future reconstruction/replacement of the Bridge No. 3 at this time, it is
anticipated that the existing bridge may continue to deteriorate, and although not anticipated at this point, may
even be removed to protect public safety. Therefore, this Draft EIR anticipates the environmental impacts of the
continued use of the temporary bridge structure over Bridge No. 3, and the continued deterioration of the existing
Bridge No. 3, into the foreseeable future (and perhaps even its eventual removal). 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.
Additionally, stone masonry walls (which are considered local historical resources that contribute to the character
of the larger Arroyo Seco) line the east side of the Arroyo Seco at Bridge No. 2 and continue upstream to Bridge No.
3. The stone masonry walls would not be altered by Project activities, but will require protection.
Construction Staging Areas
As depicted on Figures 3 and 5, during construction activities, the former Travelling Screen and Chlorine Building
(Screen Building) adjacent to Area 2 and the Behner Water Treatment Plant adjacent to Area 3 would be used for
temporary construction materials and equipment staging.
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1.2

Area of Potential Effects

In consideration of the Project’s requirement to address Section 106 of the NHPA, an Area of Potential Effects (APE)
has been defined for the Project. The APE is the geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly
or indirectly cause changes in the character or use of historic properties. Determination of the APE is influenced by
a project’s setting, the scale and nature of the undertaking, and the different kinds of effects that may result from
the undertaking (36 CFR 800.16(d)). The proposed Project APE (Figure 7) includes consideration of the potential
direct and indirect effects of the project/undertaking.
The APE is where ground disturbance is expected to occur, representing the proposed Project footprint, and includes
the following components:
•

Area 2, which will entail the demolition and removal of the existing concrete weir and portions of the
intake structure and the construction of a new diversion structure

•

Area 3, which will entail the reconfiguration and expansion of the existing spreading basins and
demolition of facilities, including inlet/outlet structures, dry vaults, woodsheds, utility light pole, pipes
and valves, chainlink fencing, corrugated metal pipes, and other small appurtenant structures, to allow
for the reconstructed basins

•

Gabrielino Trail and Bridge Crossings, which will provide for vehicular access to and from Area 2, and
sometimes Area 3.

•

During construction activities, the Screen Building adjacent to Area 2 and the Behner Water Treatment
Plant adjacent to Area 3 would be used for temporary construction materials and equipment staging.

The vertical extent of the APE for the proposed Project is defined as the depth of soils disturbed during Project
construction that have the potential to contain intact cultural deposits. The amount of disturbed soils varies
according to the topography and construction needs, but is anticipated to be roughly up to 10 feet below grade
where trenching is anticipated.
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1.3

Regulatory Setting

Federal
The NRHP is the United States’ official list of districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects worthy of preservation.
Overseen by the National Park Service under the U.S. Department of the Interior, the NRHP was authorized under
the NHPA, as amended. Its listings encompass all National Historic Landmarks and historic areas administered by
the National Park Service.
NRHP guidelines for the evaluation of historic significance were developed to be flexible and to recognize the
accomplishments of all who have made significant contributions to the nation’s history and heritage. Its criteria are
designed to guide state and local governments, federal agencies, and others in evaluating potential entries in the
NRHP. For a property to be listed in or determined eligible for listing, it must be demonstrated to possess integrity
and to meet at least one of the following criteria:


The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture is
present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design,
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association; and
A.

That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history; or

B.

That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or

C.

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; or

D.

That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

“Integrity” is defined in NRHP guidance, How to Apply the National Register Criteria, as “the ability of a property to
convey its significance. To be listed in the NRHP, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the
NRHP criteria, but it also must have integrity” (NPS 1990). NRHP guidance further states that properties be
completed at least 50 years ago to be considered for eligibility. Properties completed fewer than 50 years before
evaluation must be proven to be “exceptionally important” (criteria consideration G) to be considered for listing.
A historic property is defined as “any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object included in, or
eligible for inclusion in, the NRHP maintained by the Secretary of the Interior. This term includes artifacts, records,
and remains that are related to and located within such properties. The term includes properties of traditional
religious and cultural importance to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization and that meet the NRHP
criteria” (36 CFR Sections 800.16(i)(1)).
Effects on historic properties under Section 106 of the NHPA are defined in the assessment of adverse effects in
36 CFR Sections 800.5(a)(1) as follows:
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An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the
characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register
in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, or association. Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics
of a historic property, including those that may have been identified subsequent to the original
evaluation of the property’s eligibility for the National Register. Adverse effects may include
reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther
removed in distance or be cumulative.
Adverse effects on historic properties are clearly defined and include the following (36 CFR 800.5(2)):
(i)

Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property;

(ii)

Alteration of a property, including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, stabilization,
hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is not consistent with the
Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR Part 68) and applicable
guidelines;

(iii)

Removal of the property from its historic location;

(iv)

Change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features within the property’s setting that
contributes to its historic significance;

(v)

Introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the property’s
significant historic features;

(vi)

Neglect of a property which causes its deterioration, except where such neglect and deterioration are
recognized qualities of a property of religious and cultural significance to an Indian tribe or Native
Hawaiian organization; and

(vii)

Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of Federal ownership or control without adequate and legally
enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term preservation of the property’s historic
significance.

To comply with Section 106 of the NHPA, the criteria of adverse effect are applied to historic properties that exist
in the area of potential effects (APE), pursuant to 36 CFR Section 800.5(a)(1). If no historic properties are identified
in the APE, a finding of “no historic properties affected” are made for a project. If there are historic properties in the
APE, application of the criteria of adverse effect will result in project-related findings of either “no adverse effect”
or “adverse effect,” as described above. A finding of no adverse effect may be appropriate when the undertaking’s
effects do not meet the thresholds in criteria of adverse effect 36 CFR Section 800.5(a)(1), in certain cases when
the undertaking is modified to avoid or lessen effects, or if conditions were imposed to ensure review of
rehabilitation plans for conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties (codified in 36 CFR Part 68).
If adverse effects findings were expected to result from a project, mitigation is required, as feasible, and resolution
of those adverse effects by consultation may occur to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects on historic
properties, pursuant to 36 CFR Section 800.6(a).
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State
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)).
The CRHR protects cultural resources by requiring evaluations of the significance of prehistoric and historic
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
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.
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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 historic 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 historic resources or identified as significant in a 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)).
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 a 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 a
historical resource such that the resource’s historical significance is materially impaired.
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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 nonunique 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.
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.
17.62.010 - Purpose of Chapter
The purpose of this Chapter is to specify significance criteria for the designation of historic resources, procedures
for designation, and review procedures to:
A.

Encourage and promote the adaptive reuse of the City's historic 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 historic resources and owners of properties adjacent to historic
resources are safeguarded;

D.

Foster civic pride in the beauty and noble accomplishments of the past by promoting private
stewardship of historic resources that represent these accomplishments;
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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 historic
resources.

F.

Promote the identification, documentation, and evaluation of the significance of individual historic
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 historic 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
A. 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").
B. Historic monuments.
1.

A historic monument shall include all historic resources previously designated as historic treasures
before adoption of this Chapter, historic resources that are listed in the National Register at the Statewide or Federal level of significance (including National Historic Landmarks) and any historic resource
that is significant at a regional, State, or Federal level, and is an exemplary representation of a
particular type of historic 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 a historic resource property
type, period, architectural style, or method of construction, or that is an exceptional representation
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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.
C. Landmarks.
1. A landmark shall include all properties previously designated a landmark before adoption of this Chapter
and any historic 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 historic resource or it may be one of
several historic resources in the City that have common architectural attributes that represent a particular type
of historic 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.

D. 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 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.
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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).
E. 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.
F. 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, Hahamonga 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 Hahamonga
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 historic 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.
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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.

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.
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2

Background Research

2.1

CHRIS Records Search

A California Historical Resources Information System (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 National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the California Register of Historical Resources (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. The confidential records search results are also
provided in Confidential Appendix B.
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, LA08927, LA-11042, LA-11193, and LA-11194), and one study (LA-01312) was adjacent to the Project site. Table 1,
below, summarizes all 35 previous cultural resources studies followed by a brief summary of each study that
overlaps or is adjacent to the Project.

Table 1. Previous Cultural Resources Investigations Within 0.5-Mile of the Project Site
SCCIC
Report
Number
LA-00294
LA-00880
LA-01312
LA-01659
LA-01903
LA-02098
LA-02501
LA-02602

Title
A Preliminary Archaeological Literature Search for
the Community Development Plan
Cultural Resources Overview for the Jet Propulsion
Laboratory Environmental Resources Document,
Pasadena, California
Archaeological Reconnaissance Report: Fuel Break
System for the Crest-Millard Fuel Management Unit
Cultural Resources Assessment of the La Vina
Property, Altadena, Los Angeles County, California
Preliminary Assessment of the Prehistoric Cultural
Resources of the Devil’s Gate Reservoir, Pasadena,
California
Archaeological Research on the La Vina Property,
Vesting Tentative Tract 45546. Altadena, Los
Angeles County, California
Letter Comments Concerning a Report Prepared by
Ron Bissell for the La Vina Property
eer Review of Previous Archaeological Studies
Conducted on the La Vina Property
35

Author

Year

Proximity to
Project Site

Adams, Andrea

n.d.

Outside

Chavez, David

1980

Outside

Bridgewater, John W.

1976

Adjacent

Bissell, Ronald M.

1987

Outside

Blodgett, Leslie M

1987

Overlaps

Bissell, Ronald M.

1990

Outside

King, Chester

1991

Outside

De Barros, Phillip

1992

Outside
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Table 1. Previous Cultural Resources Investigations Within 0.5-Mile of the Project Site
SCCIC
Report
Number
LA-02707
LA-02799

LA-02975

LA-03372
LA-03619

LA-03927

LA-04232

LA-04469
LA-05160
LA-05161
LA-05233

LA-05235
LA-05860
LA-06946
LA-06948
LA-06950

Title

Author

Year

Proximity to
Project Site

Arroyo Leach Field (L.A. County)
The La Vina Property: An Assessment of Historic
Archaeological Resources Tentative Tract 45546
A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of Alternative
Locations for the Proposed Jet Propulsion
Laboratory Parking Structure, Jet Propulsion
Laboratory, Pasadena, Los Angeles County,
California
Historic Resources Evaluation and Management
Plan, United States Forest Service, Angeles
National Forest
Phase I Cultural Resources Investigations for the
Proposed La Canada-Flintridge, Los Angeles
County, California
Archaeological Assessment for Pacific Bell Mobile
Services Telecommunications Facility LA 096-09,
4815 Oak Glen Drive, City of La Canada Flintridge,
County of Los Angeles, California
Archaeological Monitoring of Grading and
Summary of Previous Cultural Resources Studies
for the La Vina Planned Development, Altadena,
Los Angeles County, California
Assessment of the Archaeological Impact by the
Installation of a Sewer Pipeline in La Crescenta and
Glendale
Cultural Resource Assessment for Pacific Bell
Wireless Facilities LA 977-01 and LA 978-01,
County of Los Angeles, California
Cultural Resource Assessment for Pacific Bell
Wireless Facilities LA 977-01 and LA 978-01
Phase I Cultural Resources Investigations for the
Proposed Sanitary Sewer Improvements Project in
the City of La Canada Flintridge, Los Angeles
County, California
Cultural Resource Evaluation of the Oak Grove
Ranger Station, Angeles National Forest A.R.P.
#05-01-00-607
Review of Pacific Bell Wireless Facilities LA 977-01
and LA 978-01, County of Los Angeles, California
Archaeological Reconnaissance Report 05-01100-674, Teddy’s Outpost Picnic Area, Angeles
National Forest, Los Angeles County, California
Archaeological Survey Report Southern California
Edison Seco 16 Kv Circuit Deteriorated Pole
Replacement Project
La Canada Flintridge Sewer Improvement Project
Summary

Kerr, David

1992

Outside

Weber, Carmen A.

1992

Outside

McKenna, Jeanette
A.

1993

Outside

Triem, Judith

1993

Outside

McKenna, Jeanette
A. and Richard S.
Shepard

1997

Outside

McLean, Deborah K.

1998

Outside

Maxon, Patrick O.

1998

Outside

Romani, John F.

1977

Outside

Lapin, Phillipe

2000

Outside

Lapin, Phillipe

2000

Outside

McKenna, Jeanette
A.

2000

Outside

Vance, Darrell W.

2000

Outside

Duke, Curt

2000

Outside

Romani, Gwendolyn

2002

Outside

Romani, John F.

2002

Overlaps

McKenna Jeanette A

2003

Outside
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Table 1. Previous Cultural Resources Investigations Within 0.5-Mile of the Project Site
SCCIC
Report
Number
LA-07464

LA-07465

LA-08927

LA-09728

LA-09899

LA-11042

LA-11193
LA-11194

LA-11625

LA-12621
LA-12622

Title
Cultural Resources Records Search Results and
Site Visit for Cingular Candidate SC-0065-01
(Hahamongna) 3531 Lincoln Avenue, Los Angeles
County, California
Cultural Resources Records Search Results and
Site Visit for Sprint Nextel Candidate CA7717b
(Mendocino), 599 West Mariposa Street, Altadena,
Los Angeles County, California
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
ARR# 05-01-01109: Arroyo Seco Ranger Station
Residence Window Replacement Project and
Historic Resources Assessment of Arroyo Seco
Administrative Site, Los Angeles River Ranger
District, Angeles National Forest, Los Angeles
County, California
Results of the Cultural Resources Assessment for
the Ravine New Circuit and Reconductoring
Distribution Substation Plan Project, Los Angeles
County, California
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
Sunset Overlook Trailhead Area in Hahamongna
Watershed Park, Master EIR Initial Study
Environmental Checklist
Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan, A
Component of the Arroyo Seco Master Plan
A Phase I (CEQA) and Class III (NEPA) Cultural
Resources Investigation for the Hahamongna
Multi-Benefit/
Multi-Use
Project
in
the
Hahamongna Watershed Park, City of Pasadena,
Los Angeles County, California
Historic Archaeology Concerns Related to the La
Vina Property, Vesting Tentative Tract 45546,
Altadena, Los Angeles County, California
Test Excavation at CA-LAN-1599, La Vina Property,
Altadena, Los Angeles County, California
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Author

Year

Proximity to
Project Site

Bonner, Wayne H.

2006

Outside

Bonner, Wayne H.

2005

Outside

McKenna, Jeanette
A.

2007

Overlaps

Peebles, David S.

2008

Outside

Delu, Antonina

2009

Outside

McKenna, Jeanette
A.

2009

Overlaps

Bellas, John

2007

Overlaps

Unknown

2002

Overlaps

McKenna, Jeanette
A.

2012

Outside

Bissell, Ronald

1990

Outside

Bissell, Ronald

1992

Outside
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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 (Bridewater 1976), 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 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 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 (Romani 2002), 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,
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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 (McKenna et.al. 2007), 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
Hahamongna Watershed Park, City of Pasadena, Los Angeles County, California (McKenna et.al. 2009), 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
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Watershed Park and associated recreational facilities. The resource was previously found ineligible for the CRHR.
Resource P-19-186535 consists of the Angeles National Forest, a registered California Historical Landmark. The
Project does not overlap the forest and 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 multicomponent 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. Table 2, below, provides further details of all previously recorded cultural resources within the
records search area.

Table 2. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources Within 0.5-Mile of the Project Site
Primary
Number

P-19000342

Trinomial

CA-LAN000342

Age and Type

Prehistoric:
Site

Description
Suspected location of
prehistoric village site
known as the Millard
Canyon Site. Information
gathered from informal
interviews conducted
with the property owners
in the 1960s. A cogged
stone and metate
fragment were identified
on the property. No
archaeological testing
was conducted at the
site.
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NRHP/CRHR
Eligibility

Recorded By
and Year

Proximity to
Project Site

Cowper, D.
(1965);
7R: Not
evaluated

Eberhart, H.
(1965);

Outside

King, C.
(1989)
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Table 2. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources Within 0.5-Mile of the Project Site
Primary
Number

P-19001599

P-19002189

P-19002679

P-19003086

P-19100276

Trinomial

Age and Type

Description

NRHP/CRHR
Eligibility

Recorded By
and Year

Proximity to
Project Site

Multicomponent
Prehistoric
and Historicage: Site

Four loci consisting of
sparse prehistoric
scatters of ground and
chipped stone tools and
a historic-age scatter of
early twentieth century
domestic refuse. A
historic-era burial is
purported in the vicinity,
though no remains were
identified (see P-19002679 below).

7R: Not
evaluated

Built
Environment:
Government
campus

Remnants of the Jet
Propulsion Laboratory
campus constructed in
1936.

7R: Not
evaluated

McKenna, J.
(1993)

Outside

Historic-age:
Feature

Partial headstone
identified within
previously recorded site
P-19-001599. Granite
headstone engraved
with "M/1865" and a
Christian cross.

7R: Not
evaluated

Maxon, P.
(1998)

Outside

CA-LAN003086

Historic-age:
Site

Former location of
Teddy's Outpost, an
early twentieth century
tourist camp site razed
in 1925. None of the
original buildings
remain. Site is currently
used as a picnic area.

7R: Not
evaluated

Romani, G.
(2002)

Outside

—

Prehistoric:
Isolate

Discoidal, granitic.
Recovered from a
disturbed context within
fill material.

7R: Not
evaluated

Maxon, P.
(1998)

Outside

CA-LAN001599

CA-LAN002189

CA-LAN002679
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King, C.
(1989);
Bissell, R.
(1992);

Outside

King, C.
(1992)
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Table 2. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources Within 0.5-Mile of the Project Site
Primary
Number

P-19150023

P-19150024

P-19180710

P-19180711

P-19186535

P-19186872

Trinomial

Age and Type

Description

NRHP/CRHR
Eligibility

Recorded By
and Year

Proximity to
Project Site

—

Built
Environment:
Government
building

Building #1015 within
the Arroyo Seco Ranger
Station administration
site constructed in
1934.

7R: Not
evaluated

Stone, M.
(1992)

Outside

—

Built
Environment:
Government
building

Building #1016 within
the Arroyo Seco Ranger
Station administration
site constructed in
1934.

7R: Not
evaluated

Stone, M.
(1992)

Outside

Butowsky, H.
(1984)

Outside

—

—

3S: Appears
eligible for
NRHP
(1984);

Built
Environment:
Government
building

Space Flight Operations
Facility built 1963 within
the Jet Propulsion
Laboratory campus.

Built
Environment:
Government
building

Space Simulator built
1961 within the Jet
Propulsion Laboratory
campus.

3S: Appears
eligible for
NRHP (1984)

Butowsky, H.
(1984)

Outside

Arbuckle, J.
(1979)

Adjacent

Schmidt, J.
and J.
Schmidt
(2005)

Outside

National
Historic
Landmark
(1985)

—

Cultural
Resource:
Forest

Angeles National Forest
declared in 1892.

California
Historical
Landmark
No. 717
(1960)

—

Built
Environment:
Road

USDA Forest Service
Road 2N66 depicted on
maps as early as 1926.

7R: Not
evaluated
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Table 2. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources Within 0.5-Mile of the Project Site
Primary
Number

P-19186878

P-19188157

P-19189942

Trinomial

Age and Type

Description

NRHP/CRHR
Eligibility

Recorded By
and Year

Proximity to
Project Site

—

Built
Environment:
Government
facility

USDA Forest Service
facility known as the Oak
Grove Administrative
Site constructed in
1941.

7R: Not
evaluated

Vance, D.
(2000)

Outside

—

Built
Environment:
Single-family
property

Buffum House (built
1924) located at 711
West Calaveras Street.

1CS: Listed
in the CRHR
(2007)

Merchell, A.
(2007)

Outside

Built
Environment:
Park

Hahamongna Watershed
Park, formerly Oak Grove
Park, in use as openspace park area since
the 1880s.

6Z: found
ineligible for
the CRHR
(2012)

McKenna, J.
(2012)

Overlaps

—

P-19-189942 (Hahamongna Watershed Park)
The Hahamonga Watershed Park overlaps the southern portion of the Project area at Area 3 and the Gabrielino
Trail/ Access Road area. The park consists of picnic areas, hiking trails, ball fields, a golf course, disc golf course,
equestrian trails, parking lots, support facilities, Devil’s Gate Dam and improvements, flood control reservoir, and
an open recreational landscape. According to the record, Hahamongna Watershed Park has been used for
recreation, to varying extents, since the 1880s. In more recent years, the park became strongly associated with the
sport of disc golf in the 1970s, as one of the first courses in the Los Angeles area. In 2003, The Hahamongna
Watershed Park was adopted in the Arroyo Seco Master Plan. However, according to the site record, the
Hahamongna Watershed Park the Disc Golf Course did not meet the minimum age requirements for consideration
as historic period resources. Though the park has had recreation related activities dating back to the 1880s, the
park itself, as currently established, is a modern, post-1988 facility that has evolved since its opening to meet the
demands of users and citizens. As such, the park fails to meet any of the requirements for federal or state level
listings as a historical resource. The Oak Grove Disc Golf Course is a feature within the park that, in and of itself,
has a unique history and recognition. However, since the original course is no longer intact and the existing course
has enlarged, adapted, and reconfigured to accommodate changes in the game, rules, and levels of participation,
it does not meet the basic integrity requirements for consideration in the NRHP or CRHR. The Disc Golf Course,
however, was recommended eligible by the record author as a local resource “for its inception in the City of
Pasadena, the development of the game, and its association with world-wide competitions and recognition by fans
of the game. The Disc Golf Course does not overlap the current Project site.
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2.2

Native American Coordination

Sacred Lands File and Tribal Outreach
Dudek contacted the NAHC on September 16, 2019, and requested a review of the Sacred Lands File (SLF). The
NAHC replied via email on October 7, 2019 stating that the result of the SLF search was positive. Moreover, the
NAHC recommended contacting the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation for more information. The
NAHC also provide 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 preparation of this technical report, 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. No additional tribal outreach was conducted by Dudek; however, in compliance
with Assembly Bill (AB) 52, the City has contacted tribal representatives that have requested to be notified of
projects in Pasadena. Details of the SLF request and results including the tribal outreach process are presented in
Appendix C.
The City sent notification of the proposed Project, pursuant to AB 52 on November 7, 2019, to all California Native
American tribal representatives that have requested to be notified of projects within the City. The notification letter
included a Project map and description inquiring if the tribe entities would like to request formal consultation in order to
discuss the Project and the potential to impact any TCRs. AB 52 allows tribes 30 days after receiving notification to
request consultation. If a response is not received within the allotted 30 days, it is assumed that consultation is declined.
To date, one response to the City’s notification letters has been received and one formal consultation has been
requested. In a letter from Andrew Salas, Chairperson of the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation (Tribe)
received by the City on November 15, 2019, Mr. Salas stated that the Project site is located within the Tribe’s ancestral
territory and that formal consultation was requested of the City by the Tribe.
Formal consultation was conducted over the phone on April 2, 2020 with three representatives from the City and two
representatives from the Tribe present. After a description of the Project, history of water improvements and the nature
of soils in the Project area were provided by the City, the Tribal representatives presented their knowledge of cultural
resources in the area as well as their concerns regarding what the Tribe believes to be potential impacts to unknown
cultural resources as a result of the proposed Project. The Tribal representatives stated that they request monitoring of
soils during ground disturbing activities and that the Tribe is not requesting any Project alternatives or avoidance. The
City contacted the Tribe via email on April 29, 2020 and provided proposed mitigation language developed based on the
Tribe’s input during the April 2, 2020 consultation. Within the email, the City stated that the consultation process will be
considered complete absent of further communication to the contrary from the Tribe on or before May 15, 2020. On May
12, 2020, the Tribe emailed the City and provided further language and documentation supporting their request for
mitigation measures stating, “we have provided to the Lead Agency substantial evidence that the proposed project may
have a significant impact on our TCRs.” The Tribe attached to the email specific mitigation language approved by their
Tribal Government and requested the mitigation measures be incorporated into the EIR. Table 3 summarizes the results
of the AB 52 process for the proposed Project. Documentation of the City’s AB-52 efforts with Native American
groups and/or individuals is provided in Appendix C.
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Table 3. Summary of Project AB-52 Notification and Outreach
Native American
Tribal
Representatives
Andrew Salas,
Chairperson
Gabrieleno Band
of Mission Indians
- Kizh Nation

Sam Dunlap
Gabrielino –
Tongva Tribe

Method of
Notification/Date
Certified Mail;
November 7,
2019

Certified Mail;
November 7,
2019

Response Received
Tribe requested formal consultation, via email, regarding the proposed
Project on November 15, 2019. Consultation meeting between the City
and the Tribe occurred on April 2, 2020. The Tribe requested monitoring
of ground disturbance during the April 2, 2020 consultation meeting. The
City contacted the Tribe via email on April 29, 2020 and provided
proposed mitigation language. On May 12, 2020 the Tribe emailed the
City and provided further language supporting their request for mitigation
measures as well as specific mitigation language approved by their Tribal
Government. In response to the Tribe’s request, the City revised the
mitigation language to be consistent with the Tribe’s requested mitigation
measures via email on June 8, 2020. The Tribe responded to this email
on the same day and proposed a different revised measure. This revised
language is set forth in MM-TCR-1 and MM-TCR-2 of this Draft EIR. This
email signifies the conclusion of the consultation pursuant to AB-52.
No response received

Assembly Bill 52 Consultation
The proposed Project is subject to compliance with AB 52 (PRC 21074), which requires consideration of impacts to
TCRs as part of the CEQA process, and that the lead agency notify California Native American Tribal representatives
(that have requested notification) who are traditionally or culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the
proposed Project. All NAHC-listed California Native American Tribal representatives that have requested project
notification pursuant to AB 52 were sent letters by the City on November 7, 2019. The letters contained a project
description, outline of AB 52 timing, request for consultation, and contact information for the appropriate lead
agency representative. Documents related to AB 52 consultation are on file with the City. Tribal cultural resources
are discussed in Section 4.9, Tribal Cultural Resources of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
proposed Project.

2.3

CHRID Review

Dudek also conducted a review of the California Historical Resources Inventory Database (CHRID), specifically for
properties entered by the City of Pasadena. The CHRID promotes and protects cultural heritage through
documenting and sharing information on historical resources. CHRID was developed through the California State
Office of Historic Preservation's Certified Local Government (CLG) Grant Program and partially funded through the
Federal Historic Preservation Fund Program.
All properties within the Project site were searched in the online CHRID. As a result, none of the properties located
within the Project site are listed in the online CHRID and therefore have not been previously evaluated. A review of
Pasadena’s Historic and Landmark Districts indicates that the Project site does not fall within any existing historic
districts. NASA’s Space Flight Operations Facility (Jet Propulsion Laboratory), which is listed in the NRHP, is adjacent
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to the Project area on the western side. A review of the CHRID confirmed that no properties within the Project site
have been previously evaluated for historical significance.
Although not listed in the CHRID, 3139 Ridgeview Drive (APN 5829-026-053) is adjacent to the Project area on the
eastern side. The property contains an historic house designed by Frank Lloyd Wright, Jr., and is eligible for listing
in the CRHR.

2.4

Building Development and Archival Research

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.
Los Angeles County Office of the Assessor
On November 15, 2019, Dudek researched property characteristic records for the Project site in order to establish
APNs and dates of construction.
Historical Newspaper Search
Dudek reviewed historical newspapers for the City of Pasadena and City Los Angeles in an effort to understand the
development of the Project site. Sources were collected from the Pasadena Public Library, Los Angeles Public
Library and online newspaper repository Newspapers.com. All information obtained from the historical newspaper
search was incorporated into the historic context.
Pasadena Digital History Collaboration
Dudek reviewed historical photographs, newspaper clippings, maps, and directories held by the PDHC (Pasadena
Digital History Collaboration), available online through the PDHC website. The PDHC is a cooperative partnership
with Pasadena City College Shatford Library, Pasadena Museum of History, Pasadena Public Library, and other
community partners. All information obtained from PDHC was incorporated into the historic context.
Historical Aerial Photographs
Historic aerial photographs of the Project site were available from Nationwide Environmental Title Research LLC
(NETR) maps for the years 1952, 1953, 1954, 1964, 1972, 1977, 1978, 1980, 1982, 1994, 2002, 2003, 2004,
2005, 2009, 2010, 2012, 2014, and 2016 and from the University of California, Santa Barbara (UCSB),
FrameFinder Maps for the years 1927, 1935, 1938, 1944, 1952, 1956, 1960, 1968, 1976, 1981, and 1982
(NETR 2019; UCSB 2019).
The earliest aerial photograph dates from 1927 and indicates that the Project site was a relatively undeveloped
watershed, with evidence of flood damage within the canyon and at the mouth of the canyon. Informal trails and
unpaved formal roads are visible in the canyon, including a short, unpaved road spur near the Bridge No. 1 location
which leads to a turnaround area and a small square-plan building. This building was outside the Project site, but
appears to be a square-plan, river cobble-clad building on a concrete platform, still located at the end of the spur
road. Bridge No. 2 is also visible in the 1927 photograph (NETR 2019; UCSB 2019).
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In the next available photograph from 1935, a king truss bridge at the canyon mouth, a bridge where Bridge No 1
(southernmost) is located, a potential above ground pipeline near Bridge No. 1, Bridge No. 2, the rock retaining
walls between Bridge No. 2 and the screen building are all present, and the weir intake structure are all visible. A
single structure and retaining wall are visible where the screen building is located, but it is not clear if this is the
same structure (NETR 2019; UCSB 2019).
The next photograph from 1938 was taken in July 1938, and still shows extensive flood damage from the January
and February 1938 floods. All bridges except Bridge No. 2 appear to have been destroyed. The Arroyo Seco Road
appears to be washed out in several locations, including where the rock retaining walls were located. All buildings
near the weir/intake, as well as the weir/intake have been destroyed. The structures identified as a pipeline in the
original 1935 photograph appear to have been destroyed by the 1938 photograph and do not reappear in
subsequent photographs until 1980 (NETR 2019; UCSB 2019).
In 1944, the Arroyo Seco Road appears repaired and paved. Bridge No 2 is visible, as well as the improved road,
rock retaining walls, screen building, and a new weir intake structure, spanning the drainage. Bridge No. 3, the CCCbuilt king truss bridge, is obscured from view by vegetation and shadow (NETR 2019; UCSB 2019).
In 1952, the spreading basins, then-owned by Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD) first appear, as
well as the LACFCD-owned flow control dams, Altadena Storm Drain, and sheds associated with the spreading
basins. The gated Pasadena Water and Power (PWP)-owned sludge basins do not appear yet. The Jet Propulsion
Laboratory (JPL) has begun using the basin area as an informal parking lot accessed by a bailey bridge across the
creek bed, parking vehicles northeast of the spreading basins. Arroyo Seco Road is now accessed via a single
switchback from the canyon floor and spreading basins. Further up-canyon, new buildings at the screen building
appear. Bridge No. 3 is visible in 1952, due to vegetation changes. Bridge No. 2 and the rock retaining walls are in
place and visible (NETR 2019; UCSB 2019).
There are no visible changes to the Project site in the 1956 photograph, but in the 1960 photograph the JPL parking
lot has expanded and replaced the access bridge, removing the switchback access road. The gated, PWP sludge
basins are still not present. By the 1968 photograph, the JPL parking lot has expanded south several hundred feet,
south to the fourth spreading basin (NETR 2019; UCSB 2019).
In the 1976 photograph, Bridge No. 1, the simple slab bridge appears for the first time. Behner Wastewater
Treatment Plant also first appears in the 1976 aerial photograph. The two sludge basins also appear, between the
intake structure and the north-most spreading basin, in the 1976 photograph; however they do not yet have gates
around them. Between the 1977 and 1980 aerial photograph, a pipeline appears just west of Bridge No. 1, and
southwest of Bridge No. 2, before taking a sharp turn due west and up a steep slope. No changes were noted in
1981 or 1982 aerials. The sludge basins appear gated for the first time in 2002. No other changes were noted
(NETR 2019; UCSB 2019).
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3

Cultural Setting

3.1

Prehistoric Overview

Evidence for continuous human occupation in Southern California spans the last 10,000 years. Various
attempts to parse out variability in archaeological assemblages over this broad period have led to the
development of several cultural chronologies; some of these are based on geologic time, most are based on
temporal trends in archaeological assemblages, and others are interpretive reconstructions. To be more
inclusive, this research employs a common set of generalized terms used to describe chronological trends in
assemblage composition: Paleoindian (pre-5500 BC), Archaic (8000 BC–AD 500), Late Prehistoric (AD 500–
1769), and Ethnohistoric (post-AD 1769).
Paleoindian Period (pre-5500 BC)
Evidence for Paleoindian occupation in the region is tenuous. Our knowledge of associated cultural pattern(s) is
informed by a relatively sparse body of data that has been collected from within an area extending from coastal
San Diego, through the Mojave Desert, and beyond. One of the earliest dated archaeological assemblages in the
region is located in coastal Southern California (though contemporaneous sites are present in the Channel Islands)
derives from SDI-4669/W-12 in La Jolla. A human burial from SDI-4669 was radiocarbon dated to 9,590–9,920
years before present (95.4% probability) (Hector 2006). The burial is part of a larger site complex that contained
more than 29 human burials associated with an assemblage that fits the Archaic profile (i.e., large amounts of
ground stone, battered cobbles, and expedient flake tools). In contrast, typical Paleoindian assemblages include
large stemmed projectile points, high proportions of formal lithic tools, bifacial lithic reduction strategies, and
relatively small proportions of ground stone tools. Prime examples of this pattern are sites that were studied by
Emma Lou Davis (1978) on Naval Air Weapons Station China Lake near Ridgecrest, California. These sites
contained fluted and unfluted stemmed points and large numbers of formal flake tools (e.g., shaped scrapers,
blades). Other typical Paleoindian sites include the Komodo site (MNO-679)—a multi-component fluted point site,
and MNO-680—a single component Great Basined Stemmed point site (see Basgall et al. 2002). At MNO-679 and
-680, ground stone tools were rare while finely made projectile points were common.
Warren et al. (2004) claimed that a biface manufacturing tradition present at the Harris site complex (SDI-149) is
representative of typical Paleoindian occupation in the region that possibly dates between 10,365 and 8,200 BC
(Warren et al. 2004). Termed San Dieguito (see also Rogers 1945), assemblages at the Harris site are qualitatively
distinct from most others in the region because the site has large numbers of finely made bifaces (including projectile
points), formal flake tools, a biface reduction trajectory, and relatively small amounts of processing tools (see also
Warren 1968). Despite the unique assemblage composition, the definition of San Dieguito as a separate cultural
tradition is hotly debated. Gallegos (1987) suggested that the San Dieguito pattern is simply an inland manifestation
of a broader economic pattern. Gallegos’s interpretation of San Dieguito has been widely accepted in recent years, in
part because of the difficulty in distinguishing San Dieguito components from other assemblage constituents. In other
words, it is easier to ignore San Dieguito as a distinct socioeconomic pattern than it is to draw it out of mixed
assemblages.
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The large number of finished bifaces (i.e., projectile points and non-projectile blades), along with large numbers of
formal flake tools at the Harris site complex, is very different than nearly all other assemblages throughout the
region, regardless of age. Warren et al. (2004) made this point, tabulating basic assemblage constituents for key
early Holocene sites. Producing finely made bifaces and formal flake tools implies that relatively large amounts of
time were spent for tool manufacture. Such a strategy contrasts with the expedient flake-based tools and cobblecore reduction strategy that typifies non-San Dieguito Archaic sites. It can be inferred from the uniquely high degree
of San Dieguito assemblage formality that the Harris site complex represents a distinct economic strategy from nonSan Dieguito assemblages.
San Dieguito sites are rare in the inland valleys, with one possible candidate, RIV-2798/H, located on the shore of
Lake Elsinore. Excavations at Locus B at RIV-2798/H produced a toolkit consisting predominately of flaked stone
tools, including crescents, points, and bifaces, and lesser amounts of groundstone tools, among other items (Grenda
1997). A calibrated and reservoir-corrected radiocarbon date from a shell produced a date of 6630 BC. Grenda (1997)
suggested this site represents seasonal exploitation of lacustrine resources and small game and resembles coastal
San Dieguito assemblages and spatial patterning.
If San Dieguito truly represents a distinct socioeconomic strategy from the non-San Dieguito Archaic processing
regime, its rarity implies that it was not only short-lived, but that it was not as economically successful as the Archaic
strategy. Such a conclusion would fit with other trends in Southern California deserts, where hunting-related tools
were replaced by processing tools during the early Holocene (see Basgall and Hall 1990).
Archaic Period (8000 BC – AD 500)
The more than 2,500-year overlap between the presumed age of Paleoindian occupations and the Archaic period
highlights the difficulty in defining a cultural chronology in Southern California. If San Dieguito is the only recognized
Paleoindian component in the coastal Southern California, then the dominance of hunting tools implies that it
derives from Great Basin adaptive strategies and is not necessarily a local adaptation. Warren et al. (2004)
admitted as much, citing strong desert connections with San Dieguito. Thus, the Archaic pattern is the earliest local
socioeconomic adaptation in the region (see Hale 2001, 2009).
The Archaic pattern, which has also been termed the Millingstone Horizon (among others), is relatively easy to
define with assemblages that consist primarily of processing tools, such as millingstones, handstones, battered
cobbles, heavy crude scrapers, incipient flake-based tools, and cobble-core reduction. These assemblages occur in
all environments across the region with little variability in tool composition. Low assemblage variability over time
and space among Archaic sites has been equated with cultural conservatism (see Basgall and Hall 1990; Byrd and
Reddy 2002; Warren 1968; Warren et al. 2004). Despite enormous amounts of archaeological work at Archaic
sites, little change in assemblage composition occurred until the bow and arrow was adopted around AD 500, as
well as ceramics at approximately the same time (Griset 1996; Hale 2009). Even then, assemblage formality
remained low. After the bow was adopted, small arrow points appear in large quantities and already low amounts
of formal flake tools are replaced by increasing amounts of expedient flake tools. Similarly, shaped millingstones
and handstones decreased in proportion relative to expedient, unshaped ground stone tools (Hale 2009). Thus, the
terminus of the Archaic period is equally as hard to define as its beginning because basic assemblage constituents
and patterns of manufacturing investment remain stable, complemented only by the addition of the bow and
ceramics.
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Late Prehistoric Period (AD 500-1769)
The period of time following the Archaic and before Ethnohistoric times (AD 1769) is commonly referred to as the
Late Prehistoric (Rogers 1945; Wallace 1955; Warren et al. 2004); however, several other subdivisions continue
to be used to describe various shifts in assemblage composition. In general, this period is defined by the addition
of arrow points and ceramics, as well as the widespread use of bedrock mortars. The fundamental Late Prehistoric
assemblage is very similar to the Archaic pattern, but includes arrow points and large quantities of fine debitage
from producing arrow points, ceramics, and cremations. The appearance of mortars and pestles is difficult to place
in time because most mortars are on bedrock surfaces. Some argue that the Ethnohistoric intensive acorn economy
extends as far back as AD 500 (Bean and Shipek 1978). However, there is no substantial evidence that reliance
on acorns, and the accompanying use of mortars and pestles, occurred before AD 1400. Millingstones and
handstones persisted in higher frequencies than mortars and pestles until the last 500 years (Basgall and Hall
1990); even then, weighing the economic significance of millingstone-handstone versus mortar-pestle technology
is tenuous due to incomplete information on archaeological assemblages.

3.2

Ethnographic Overview

The history of the Native American communities prior to the mid-1700s has largely been reconstructed through later
mission-period and early ethnographic accounts. The first records of the Native American inhabitants of the region
come predominantly from European merchants, missionaries, military personnel, and explorers. These brief, and
generally peripheral, accounts were prepared with the intent of furthering respective colonial and economic aims and
were combined with observations of the landscape. They were not intended to be unbiased accounts regarding the
cultural structures and community practices of the newly encountered cultural groups. The establishment of the
missions in the region brought more extensive documentation of Native American communities, though these groups
did not become the focus of formal and in-depth ethnographic study until the early twentieth century (Bean and Shipek
1978; Boscana 1846; Geiger and Meighan 1976; Harrington 1934; Laylander 2000; Sparkman 1908; White 1963).
The principal intent of these researchers was to record the precontact, culturally specific practices, ideologies, and
languages that had survived the destabilizing effects of missionization and colonialism. This research, often
understood as “salvage ethnography,” was driven by the understanding that traditional knowledge was being lost due
to the impacts of modernization and cultural assimilation. Alfred Kroeber applied his “memory culture” approach
(Lightfoot 2005: 32) by recording languages and oral histories within the region. Ethnographic research by Dubois,
Kroeber, Harrington, Spier, and others during the early twentieth century seemed to indicate that traditional cultural
practices and beliefs survived among local Native American communities.
It is important to note that even though there were many informants for these early ethnographies who were able
to provide information from personal experiences about native life before the Europeans, a significantly large
proportion of these informants were born after 1850 (Heizer and Nissen 1973); therefore, the documentation of
pre-contact, aboriginal culture was being increasingly supplied by individuals born in California after considerable
contact with Europeans. As Robert F. Heizer (1978) stated, this is an important issue to note when examining these
ethnographies, since considerable culture change had undoubtedly occurred by 1850 among the Native American
survivors of California.
Based on ethnographic information, it is believed that at least 88 different languages were spoken from Baja
California Sur to the southern Oregon state border at the time of Spanish contact (Johnson and Lorenz 2006, p.
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34). The distribution of recorded Native American languages has been dispersed as a geographic mosaic across
California through six primary language families (Golla 2007).
Victor Golla has contended that one can interpret the amount of variability within specific language groups as being
associated with the relative “time depth” of the speaking populations (Golla 2007: 80) A large amount of variation
within the language of a group represents a greater time depth then a group’s language with less internal diversity.
One method that he has employed is by drawing comparisons with historically documented changes in Germanic
and Romantic language groups. Golla has observed that the “absolute chronology of the internal diversification
within a language family” can be correlated with archaeological dates (2007:71). This type of interpretation is
modeled on concepts of genetic drift and gene flows that are associated with migration and population isolation in
the biological sciences.
The tribes of this area have traditionally spoken Takic languages that may be assigned to the larger Uto–Aztecan
family (Golla 2007, p. 74). These groups include the Gabrielino (alternately Gabrieleño), Cahuilla, and Serrano.
Golla has interpreted the amount of internal diversity within these language-speaking communities to reflect a time
depth of approximately 2,000 years. Other researchers have contended that Takic may have diverged from Uto–
Aztecan ca. 2600 BC–AD 1, which was later followed by the diversification within the Takic speaking tribes,
occurring approximately 1500 BC–AD 1000 (Laylander 2000).
Gabrielino (Gabrieleño)/Tongva
The archaeological record indicates that project site and vicinity was occupied by the Gabrieleño, who arrived in
the Los Angeles Basin around 500 B.C. Surrounding cultural groups included the Chumash and Tataviam to
the northwest, the Serrano and Cahuilla to the northeast, and the Juaneño and Luiseño to the southeast.
The name “Gabrieliño” o r “ Gabrieleño” denotes those people who were administered by the Spanish from the
San Gabriel Mission, which included people from the Gabrieleño area proper as well as other social groups
(Bean and Smith 1978; Kroeber 1925). Therefore, in the post-Contact period, the name does not necessarily
identify a specific ethnic or tribal group. The names by which Native Americans in southern California identified
themselves have, in some cases, been lost. Many modern Gabrieleño identify themselves as the Tongva (King
1994), within which there are a number of regional bands. Though the names “Tongva” or “Gabrieleño” are the
most common names used by modern Native American groups, and are recognized by the Native American Heritage
Commission, there are groups within the region that self-identify differently, such as the Gabrielino Band of Mission
Indians - Kizh Nation. In order to be inclusive of the majority of tribal entities within the region, the name “Tongva”
or “Gabrieleño” are used within this report.
Tongva lands encompassed the greater Los Angeles Basin and three Channel Islands, San Clemente, San Nicolas,
and Santa Catalina. The Tongva established large, permanent villages in the fertile lowlands along rivers and
streams, and in sheltered areas along the coast, stretching from the foothills of the San Gabriel Mountains to
the Pacific Ocean. A total tribal population has been estimated of at least 5,000 (Bean and Smith 1978),
but recent ethnohistoric work suggests a number approaching 10,000 (O’Neil 2002). Houses constructed by
the Tongva were large, circular, domed structures made of willow poles thatched with tule that could hold up to 50
people (Bean and Smith 1978). Other structures served as sweathouses, menstrual huts, ceremonial
enclosures, and probably communal granaries. Cleared fields for races and games, such as lacrosse and pole
throwing, were created adjacent to Tongva villages (McCawley 1996). Archaeological sites composed of villages
with various sized structures have been identified.
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The largest, and best documented, ethnographic Tongva village in the vicinity was that of Yanga (also known as
Yaangna, Janga, and Yabit), which was in the vicinity of the downtown Los Angeles (McCawley 1996:56-57; NEA
and King 2004). This village was reportedly first encountered by the Portola expedition in 1769. In 1771, Mission
San Gabriel was established. Yanga provided a large number of the recruitments to this mission; however, following
the founding of the Pueblo of Los Angeles in 1781, opportunities for local paid work became increasingly common,
which had the result of reducing the number of Native American neophytes from the immediately surrounding area
(NEA and King 2004). Mission records indicate that 179 Gabrieleno inhabitants of Yanga were recruited to San
Gabriel Mission (King 2000; NEA and King 2004: 104). Based on this information, Yanga may have been the most
populated village in the Western Gabrieleno territory. Second in size, and less thoroughly documented, the village
of Cahuenga was located slightly closer, just north of the Cahuenga Pass.
Father Juan Crespi passed through the area near Yanga on August 2-3, 1769. The pertinent sections from his
translated diary are provided here:
Sage for refreshment is very plentiful at all three rivers and very good here at the Porciúncula [the
Los Angeles River]. At once on our reaching here, eight heathens came over from a good sized
village encamped at this pleasing spot among some trees. They came bringing two or three large
bowls or baskets half-full of very good sage with other sorts of grass seeds that they consume; all
brought their bows and arrows but with the strings removed from the bows. In his hands the chief
bore strings of shell beads of the sort that they use, and on reaching the camp they threw the
handfuls of these beads at each of us. Some of the heathens came up smoking on pipes made of
baked clay, and they blew three mouthfuls of smoke into the air toward each one of us. The Captain
and myself gave them tobacco, and he gave them our own kind of beads, and accepted the sage
from them and gave us a share of it for refreshment; and very delicious sage it is for that purpose.
We set out at a half past six in the morning from this pleasing, lush river and valley of Our Lady of
Angeles of La Porciúncula. We crossed the river here where it is carrying a good deal of water almost
at ground level, and on crossing it, came into a great vineyard of grapevines and countless rose
bushes having a great many open blossoms, all of it very dark friable soil. Keeping upon a westerly
course over very grass-grown, entirely level soils with grand grasses, on going about half a league
we came upon the village belonging to this place, where they came out to meet and see us, and
men, women, and children in good numbers, on approaching they commenced howling at us
though they had been wolves, just as before back at the spot called San Francisco Solano. We
greeted them and they wished to give us seeds. As we had nothing at hand to carry them in, we
refused [Brown 2002:339-341, 343].
The Tongva subsistence economy was centered on gathering and hunting. The surrounding environment was
rich and varied, and the tribe exploited mountains, foothills, valleys, deserts, riparian, estuarine, and open and
rocky coastal eco-niches. Like that of most native Californians, acorns were the staple food (an established
industry by the time of the early Intermediate Period). Acorns were supplemented by the roots, leaves, seeds, and
fruits of a wide variety of flora (e.g., islay, cactus, yucca, sages, and agave). Fresh water and saltwater fish,
shellfish, birds, reptiles, and insects, as well as large and small mammals, were also consumed (Bean and Smith
1978: 546; Kroeber 1925; McCawley 1996).
A wide variety of tools and implements were used by the Tongva to gather and collect food resources. These
included the bow and arrow, traps, nets, blinds, throwing sticks and slings, spears, harpoons, and hooks.
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Groups residing near the ocean used oceangoing plank canoes and tule balsa canoes for fishing, travel, and
trade between the mainland and the Channel Islands (McCawley 1996).
Tongva people processed food with a variety of tools, including hammerstones and anvils, mortars and pestles, manos
and metates, strainers, leaching baskets and bowls, knives, bone saws, and wooden drying racks. Food was consumed
from a variety of vessels. Catalina Island steatite was used to make ollas and cooking vessels (Blackburn 1963;
Kroeber 1925; McCawley 1996).
At the time of Spanish contact, the basis of Tongva religious life was the Chinigchinich cult, centered on the
last of a series of heroic mythological figures. Chinigchinich gave instruction on laws and institutions, and also
taught the people how to dance, the primary religious act for this society. He later withdrew into heaven, where
he rewarded the faithful and punished those who disobeyed his laws (Kroeber 1925). The Chinigchinich religion
seems to have been relatively new when the Spanish arrived. It was spreading south into the Southern Takic
groups even as Christian missions were being built and may represent a mixture of native and Christian belief
and practices (McCawley 1996).
Deceased Tongva were either buried or cremated, with inhumation more common on the Channel Islands and
the neighboring mainland coast and cremation predominating on the remainder of the coast and in the interior
(Harrington 1942; McCawley 1996). Cremation ashes have been found in archaeological contexts buried within
stone bowls and in shell dishes (Ashby and Winterbourne 1966), as well as scattered among broken ground stone
implements (Cleland et al. 2007). Archaeological data such as these correspond with ethnographic descriptions
of an elaborate mourning ceremony that included a wide variety of offerings, including seeds, stone grinding
tools, otter skins, baskets, wood tools, shell beads, bone and shell ornaments, and projectile points and
knives. Offerings varied with the sex and status of the deceased (Johnston 1962; McCawley 1996; Reid 1926).
At the behest of the Spanish missionaries, cremation essentially ceased during the post-Contact period (McCawley
1996).

3.3

Historic Period Overview

Post-Contact history for the State of California is generally divided into three periods: the Spanish Period (1769–
1821), Mexican Period (1821–1848), and American Period (1846–present). Although Spanish, Russian, and
British explorers visited the area for brief periods between 1529 and 1769, the Spanish Period in California begins
with the establishment in 1769 of a settlement at San Diego and the founding of Mission San Diego de Alcalá, the
first of 21 missions constructed between 1769 and 1823. Independence from Spain in 1821 marks the beginning
of the Mexican Period, and the signing of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848, ending the Mexican–American
War, signals the beginning of the American Period when California became a territory of the United States.
Spanish Period
Spanish explorers made sailing expeditions along the coast of southern California between the mid-1500s and mid1700s. In search of the legendary Northwest Passage, Juan Rodríquez Cabríllo stopped in 1542 at present-day San
Diego Bay. With his crew, Cabríllo explored the shorelines of present Catalina Island as well as San Pedro and Santa
Monica Bays. Much of the present California and Oregon coastline was mapped and recorded in the next halfcentury by Spanish naval officer Sebastián Vizcaíno. Vizcaíno’s crew also landed on Santa Catalina Island and at
San Pedro and Santa Monica Bays, giving each location its long-standing name. The Spanish crown laid claim to
California based on the surveys conducted by Cabríllo and Vizcaíno (Bancroft 1885; Gumprecht 1999).
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More than 200 years passed before Spain began the colonization and inland exploration of Alta California. The
1769 overland expedition by Captain Gaspar de Portolá marks the beginning of California’s Historic period,
occurring just after the King of Spain installed the Franciscan Order to direct religious and colonization matters in
assigned territories of the Americas. With a band of 64 soldiers, missionaries, Baja (lower) California Native
Americans, and Mexican civilians, Portolá established the Presidio of San Diego, a fortified military outpost, as the
first Spanish settlement in Alta California. In July of 1769, while Portolá was exploring southern California,
Franciscan Fr. Junípero Serra founded Mission San Diego de Alcalá at Presidio Hill, the first of the 21 missions that
would be established in Alta California by the Spanish and the Franciscan Order between 1769 and 1823.
The Portolá expedition first reached the present-day boundaries of Los Angeles in August 1769, thereby becoming the
first Europeans to visit the area. Father Crespi named “the campsite by the river Nuestra Señora la Reina de los Angeles
de la Porciúncula” or “Our Lady the Queen of the Angels of the Porciúncula.” Two years later, Friar Junípero Serra returned
to the valley to establish a Catholic mission, the Mission San Gabriel Arcángel, on September 8, 1771 (Hoover et al
2002). In 1795 Fr. Fermin Lasuen ordered a new report on possible mission sites, and the Francisco Reyes Rancho
was ultimately chosen as the new mission site, with Mission San Fernando Rey de España being formally founded
in 1797 (Perkins 1957). Shortly thereafter, many of the local Gabrielino and Tataviam people were removed from
their homeland, relocated to the mission, and their native lifeways taken away.
Mexican Period
A major emphasis during the Spanish Period in California was the construction of missions and associated presidios
to integrate the Native American population into Christianity and communal enterprise. Incentives were also provided
to bring settlers to pueblos or towns, but just three pueblos were established during the Spanish Period, only two of
which were successful and remain as California cities (San José and Los Angeles). Several factors kept growth within
Alta California to a minimum, including the threat of foreign invasion, political dissatisfaction, and unrest among the
indigenous population. After more than a decade of intermittent rebellion and warfare, New Spain (Mexico and the
California territory) won independence from Spain in 1821. In 1822, the Mexican legislative body in California ended
isolationist policies designed to protect the Spanish monopoly on trade, and decreed California ports open to foreign
merchants (Dallas 1955).
Extensive land grants were established in the interior during the Mexican Period, in part to increase the population
inland from the more settled coastal areas where the Spanish had first concentrated their colonization efforts.
Rancho San Vicente y Santa Monica, where the project site is located, was granted by Governor Juan Alvarado to
Francisco Sepulveda in 1838. The Rancho encompasses present day Santa Monica, Brentwood, Mandeville
Canyon, portions of the Santa Monica Mountains, and parts of West Los Angeles (Hoffman 1862: 63).
During the supremacy of the ranchos (1834–1848), landowners largely focused on the cattle industry and devoted
large tracts to grazing. Cattle hides became a primary southern California export, providing a commodity to trade
for goods from the east and other areas in the United States and Mexico. The number of nonnative inhabitants
increased during this period because of the influx of explorers, trappers, and ranchers associated with the land
grants. The rising California population contributed to the introduction and rise of diseases foreign to the Native
American population, who had no associated immunities.
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American Period
War in 1846 between Mexico and the United States precipitated the Battle of Chino, a clash between resident
Californios and Americans in the San Bernardino area. The Mexican-American War ended with the Treaty of
Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848, ushering California into its American Period.
California officially became a state with the Compromise of 1850, which also designated Utah and New Mexico
(with present-day Arizona) as U.S. Territories (Waugh 2003). Horticulture and livestock, based primarily on cattle as
the currency and staple of the rancho system, continued to dominate the southern California economy through
1850s. The Gold Rush began in 1848, and with the influx of people seeking gold, cattle were no longer desired
mainly for their hides but also as a source of meat and other goods. During the 1850s cattle boom, rancho vaqueros
drove large herds from southern to northern California to feed that region’s burgeoning mining and commercial
boom. Cattle were at first driven along major trails or roads such as the Gila Trail or Southern Overland Trail, then
were transported by trains when available. The cattle boom ended for southern California as neighbor states and
territories drove herds to northern California at reduced prices. Operation of the huge ranchos became increasingly
difficult, and droughts severely reduced their productivity (Cleland 2005).
Historical Overview of the City of Pasadena
Like many cities in the San Gabriel Valley, the City of Pasadena’s history is linked to the Mission San Gabriel and
the subsequent privatization of ranchos once owned by the Mission in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. By
1827, the Mission ranchos were being partitioned, sold, and developed independent of the Mission. The first rancho
sold was Rancho San Pasqual in 1827 (Figure 8), followed by Rancho Santa Anita and Rancho San Rafael. Portions
of these three ranchos would later become the City of Pasadena (HRG 2007).

Figure 8. San Pasqual Rancho, 1858 (C.C. Pierce Collection of Photographs, Huntington Digital Library)
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In 1874 Benjamin Davis Wilson, owner of a portion of the Rancho San Pasqual, negotiated a deal with Daniel Berry
from Indiana. Berry, like many Americans at the time, was caught up in the concept of Manifest Destiny and sought
land in the west with his fellow farmers from Indiana. He hoped to cultivate the warm climate crops that were not
possible to grow in his home state. Berry secured a deal with Wilson for a portion of the Rancho San Pasqual and
immediately surveyed and subdivided the property into 100 parcels. Quick development of the parcels and the
establishment of a water conveyance system made the area conducive to farming and development. By 1875, the
name Pasadena was chosen for the area. Growth and development continued rapidly in Pasadena and by 1880
the population had reached 383 (HRG 2007).
Growth and development continued in Pasadena throughout the 1880s and like other areas of Southern California,
Pasadena experienced a land speculation boom. The land speculation boom was a result of the development of
the railroad in Southern California and cities like Pasadena saw increases in land values with land selling for $1,000
per acre in 1886. The boom of the 1880s gave way to huge property subdivisions and population increases in
Pasadena, as evidenced by the fact that more than 400 new buildings were constructed during this time (Grimes
2010; O’Conner 1993).
During the 1880s, Pasadena also became a desirable destination and greatly benefited from the tourism industry
and grew to support temporary visitors. Pasadena was a particularly attractive climate, and health tourism was also
a major component of its early economy. Events like the Tournament of Roses parade and East-West football game,
which began in 1902 as the first of its kind in the nation introduced visitors to a mild winter climate and the beauty
of the city. By 1900, Pasadena was supporting approximately 60,000 visitors during the winter months. The onceagricultural community quickly became a tourist destination, which led to the development of the commercial
center, but also the hotel industry and other supporting service industries for seasonal visitors (Bricker et. al. 1992;
HRG 2007; O’Conner 1993).
In addition to becoming a tourist destination, advancements in transportation including rail and trolley lines, made
Pasadena a desirable place to live outside of the city of Los Angeles. Although the population boom precipitated
the need for residential buildings, it also created a need for a more substantial commercial district in Pasadena.
Colorado Boulevard became the main commercial thoroughfare with subsequent development on streets
intersecting Colorado Boulevard like Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond Avenue (Grimes 2010; HRG 2007).
By the 1890s, the population of the City reached 4,882 and expansion from the central city core led to development
in all directions. Population increases and continued increases in tourism led to expanded cultural and social
services in the city including an opera house, firehouse, and public library. The most remarkable institutions from
the 1890s however, were the Tournament of Roses in 1890 and California Institute of Technology in 1891 (which
became known as Caltech). Transportation also improved greatly during the 1890s with the electric streetcar
service from Los Angeles to Pasadena established in 1895. The social and technological growth of the City in the
1890s led to the annexation of East Pasadena in 1904 and North Pasadena in 1906 (Grimes 2010; HRG 2007;
O’Conner 1993).
Architectural history development patterns in Pasadena ran parallel to the population growth and development
going on in the late 1800s. By the 1880s, large mansions began to emerge and prominent architects began to
design homes for the wealthy residents of the City. One of the most significant movements of the time seen in
Pasadena is the Arts and Crafts Movement, which dominated the architectural development of Southern California
for years to come. Leading the movement in Pasadena were Charles and Henry Greene, who revolutionized the
architectural development of Southern California with their high style California Bungalows. Population growth and
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development also warranted a switch in Pasadena from only single-family residential living to higher density urban
options. Pulling from the traditions of Greene and Greene, the Bungalow Court emerged to meet the growing housing
needs of Pasadena. The Bungalow Court became a model for middle class architecture throughout Southern
California and provided solutions to housing issues for many years to come (Grimes 2010; HRG 2007; Makinson
1977).
Technology was also increasingly important at the turn of the century and Pasadena like other cities saw the
influence of the motor vehicle start to change the City’s landscape and development. Pasadena embraced the
automobile and by 1915 there was one automobile for every four residents of the City, which was significantly
higher than other cities in the United States. Growing dependency on automobiles led to major thoroughfares like
Colorado Boulevard developing to support the new industry with numerous car dealerships and related services.
Infrastructure projects also began during the early years of the twentieth century with large-scale projects like the
Colorado Street Bridge in 1913, the first of several Beaux Arts-style bridges which spanned the Arroyo Seco,
connecting Pasadena to the towns of Eagle Rock and Glendale. Subsequent road constructions and bridge
constructions continued in the 1920s and 1930s to support the influx of people to Pasadena and California (HRG
2007; O’Conner 1993).
Like other cities in the 1920s, Pasadena saw another population boom. The population of the city began the decade
at 45,000 and ended the decade in 1930 with a population of 76,000. Pasadena’s development at this time was
largely influenced by the City Beautiful Movement and this period of growth led to the erection of the City Hall
building. As seen in the previous population boom, Pasadena also experienced cultural expansion during this time
with the erection of the Pasadena Playhouse in 1925 and the Rose Bowl Stadium in 1922. Despite these grand
additions to the City in the 1920s, the City was also effected by the Great Depression and experienced a brief
economic downturn. The Great Depression marked a slower economic period in Pasadena, but the city favored well
in comparison to other cities throughout California. One of the hardest hit industries in Pasadena at the time was
the tourism industry, as many people lacked the money for extravagant vacations and resorts. By the late 1930s
the tourism industry was devastated and most of the resort hotels and amenities were closed (O’Conner 1993).
Although the post-war and depression years marked a bleak time in American history, the shift in architectural
design during this period forever changed the American landscape. The work of early Modernists like Richard Neutra
and Rudolph M. Schindler set the stage for Modernism to grow in Los Angeles with their use of International Style.
The International Style combined economical materials, forward thinking and innovation. Important architects like
Irving Gill, Frank Lloyd Wright, and Harwell Hamilton Harris made significant contributions to the Modernist
movement in California (HRG 2007; O’Conner 1993).
The importance of innovation and forward thinking worked well for Pasadena once the United States entered World
War II. Resort-era hotels remaining in the city were converted to military functions and with Caltech and Jet JPL
research and development going toward the war effort, Pasadena was revived. Innovation and forward thinking also
became a huge factor in the housing market once the war concluded as there was an influx of returning soldiers
who required housing. Government agencies like the Federal Housing Administration (FHA) provided instructions
for developers and builders for the best ways to deal with the population boom. They stressed the importance of
proper planning, mass produced materials, and small house types. Following the war, these ideas were heavily
implemented throughout the United States (HRG 2007).
Victory in World War II also ushered in a new era of hope and prosperity for the United States and from an
architectural perspective, designers and architects embraced this optimism and saw it as a chance to move design
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forward. The focus on economical materials started by the early Modernists had a resurgence, as did the mass
production of materials perfected during the war years. The other factor that became so important was the
relationship between the automobile and commercial and residential living. New technologies and population
increases made automobiles more prevalent than ever, and architectural development moved ahead, making
Pasadena a key location for these modern movements (HRG 2007).
In the 1940s and 1950s, new industries including manufacturing and science companies came to the city, the
population continued to boom, and the city developed at a rapid speed. Culture remained a high priority in Pasadena
during this time of growth and development with the Pasadena Playhouse and the Pasadena Art Museum. However,
this growth and development came with a host of logistical problems as the city began to run out of space and
experienced major issues with traffic congestion. For these reasons, many industries felt they could no longer grow
and expand in Pasadena and they sought land elsewhere (HRG 2007).
The City of Pasadena responded to this industrial exodus with the establishment of the Chamber of Commerce in
1959 and the formation of a redevelopment agency. Attracting new forms of business was key for Pasadena and
the first step in preserving the vast historical resources of the city. The primary business district moved east of Fair
Oaks and Colorado leaving the downtown full of vacant storefronts and dilapidation. In 1969, the Pasadena Art
Museum of Modern Art (now the Norton Simon Museum of Art) opened while the renowned Pasadena Playhouse
closed and was sold at auction (HRG 2007; City of Pasadena 2019).
Pasadena began to experience a period of economic revitalization at the start of the 1970s. Plans were made for
the construction of the Foothill and Long Beach Freeways that would link Pasadena to other major freeways to the
east, west, and south. Old Pasadena was slated for demolition in 1971 under the city’s Central District Improvement
Plan despite strong opposition to save it. Groups like the Pasadena Development Agency and Pasadena Heritage
worked to protect the architectural history of the city, including Old Pasadena, and bring back economic stability.
Large corporations began to relocate their headquarters to Pasadena. Development restarted with the construction
of the Conference Center, the Plaza Pasadena Mall, condominiums, office space, and commercial buildings. In
1979, the city passed the Urban Conservation Overlay Zone, which saved the historic structures of Old Pasadena
from demolition (City of Pasadena 2019b; Old Pasadena 2016).
Between 1980 and 1990, the population of Pasadena increased by 11% and with the increase in population came
a surge in development and ethnic diversity. In 1980, a charter amendment approved by voters changed
Pasadena’s election system to district only elections allowing for more diversity in the local government. In 1993,
the Board of Directors changed their name to the City Council and a mayor was elected on a rotating basis from the
senior City Councilmembers. Throughout the 1990s, Pasadena continued to experience civic beautification
campaigns including the 1993 Old Pasadena Streetscape and Alleyways Project. Newly installed parking meters in
Old Pasadena and a borrowed $5 million payed for the construction of new sidewalks, street furniture, trees, and
lighting. The city turned the alleys info functional walkways that granted easy access to restaurants and shops. Old
Pasadena boomed and encouraged other business districts to install parking meters in order to finance public
improvements. In 2002, the Los Angeles County Metro’s Gold Line light rail reopened Pasadena for rapid transit.
High-density condominiums began to be constructed throughout the city, which increased the city’s population
(Shoup 2018; City of Pasadena 2019b; Old Pasadena 2016).
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3.4

Project Site History

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. Arroyo Seco Canyon is an important watershed
which begins in the San Gabriel Mountains at Mount Wilson, continues west of the cities of Pasadena and Altadena,
and extends south to join the Los Angeles River. The 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. Locals swam at the pools at Devil’s Gate, hiked to the waterfall at Millard Canyon, and
took pack animal trips to Mount Wilson. 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 2019b).
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. Even
after the Arts and Crafts Movement waned in popularity, the use of native cobblestone persisted as a unifying
landscape feature in the Arroyo Seco (Bricker et al. 1992; 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. The road was subjected to several floods over the years,
damaging the road bed, bridges, dams and other infrastructure placed along it. 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).
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
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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 U.S. Forest Service 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
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.
Although focused on providing employment for young unskilled men between 18 and 25 years of age, the CCC also
employed WW1 army veterans, skilled foresters and craftsmen, and approximately 88,000 Native Americans from
Indian reservations. The CCC reached its largest employment in August 1935, with more than 500,000 men working
in 2,900 camps. Estimates indicate that approximately five percent of the US male population, about three million
men, participated in the CCC.
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 Forest Service 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 1941:17). 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 Forest Service 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 Forest Service 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 (Figure 9). 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
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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.

Figure 9. Weir and intake structure, dated March 5, 1937, view looking upstream (ASF 2019)
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).
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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 Countyowned Altadena Storm Drain and sheds were completed as well (Figure 10). 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).

Figure 10. Arroyo Seco Spreading Basins, 1958 (Los Angeles County Flood Control District File Copy Prints
Collection, Los Angeles County Library)
John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant (1971)
The John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant (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
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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).

3.5

Architectural Styles

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.
Brutalism
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 2013, Mindel 2016).
The best known early Brutalist architecture was that of Swiss architect Le Corbusier in the early 1950s. Brutalism
gained popularity in the United Kingdom in the mid-century as war-torn communities actively sought inexpensive
construction and design techniques in order to create affordable government buildings, housing, and shopping
centers. However, Brutalism was also popular among those without budget constraints, as the style came to be
artistically appreciated for its honest expression of materials, sculptural qualities, and anti-bourgeois aesthetic.
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 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
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3.6

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).
Known works by Montgomery include:


F.E. Weymouth Memorial Water Softening and Filtration Plant, Metropolitan Water District, City of La Verne,
1936-1941



Arcadia Plant improvements, City of Santa Monica, 1958



William B. Cater Filtration Plan, City of Santa Barbara, 1962



Arcadia Plant improvements, City of Santa Monica, 1966



Water Softening System, Alameda County Water District, 1966



South San Diego Reservoir, City of San Diego, 1968



Anaheim Lake Demonstration Desalination Plant, Orange County Water District, 1973



Warner Ave Sewer Pump Station, City of Huntington Beach, 1986
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4

Field Survey

4.1

Methods

Built Environment Survey
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, PWP Behner Wastewater Treatment Plant, 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. Dudek staff documented each building and structure with notes and photographs, specifically
noting character-defining features, spatial relationships, observed alterations, and examining any historic
landscape features in the proposed project area. Dudek documented the fieldwork using field notes, digital
photography, close-scale field maps, and aerial photographs. Photographs of the subject property were taken with
a digital camera. All field notes, photographs, and records related to the current study are on file at Dudek’s
Pasadena, California, office.
Archaeological Survey
An intensive-level archaeological survey of Project APE was completed by Samantha Murray, MA, Registered
Professional Archaeologist (RPA) on April 23, 2019. The survey entailed opportunistically inspecting any portions of
the APE with exposed sediment, including unpaved portions of the access road, Area 2, and Area 3. The
northernmost portion of Area 2 that encompasses areas beyond the access road exhibited almost no ground
surface visibility due to low-lying vegetation, including poison oak in the area beneath Bridge No. 3. Nearly all
portions of Area 3 were surveyed with the exception of a few small areas with restricted access surrounding the
flood control infrastructure. Ground visibility surrounding the flood control infrastructure was approximately 50%
due to presence of dry grasses and shrubs. Much of the area surrounding the JPL parking is regularly disturbed by
vehicles and has no potential for intact resources.

4.2

Results

Built Environment Survey
During the course of the pedestrian survey, Dudek identified six (6) built environment resources over 45 years old
requiring recordation and evaluation for historical significance, including the Behner WTP, Screen Building Complex,
Bridges No. 1, 2 and 3, spreading basins, and various flood control infrastructure. Section 5 (Significance
Evaluations) provides a detailed physical description of each resource and associated significance evaluations
under all applicable national, state, and local designation criteria and integrity requirements. DPRs for all evaluated
resources are located in Appendix D.
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Dudek also identified several features associated with the larger Arroyo Seco. These features include cobblestone
and concrete retaining walls that date between 1938 and 1940. These walls vary in length and height, but were
typically constructed of smooth, round river cobbles, in semi-coursed layers, with a thick Portland cement mortar:


rock retaining wall on northeast side of Arroyo Seco Canyon roadbed (Figures 11 and 12);



rock retaining wall supporting the east-most canyon wall (Figure 13);



rock retaining wall near screen building (Figure 14);



rock wall barrier on side of road near intake/weir structure (also Figure 14); and



rock wall barrier on south side of Bridge No. 2 (Figure 15).

In addition to the above-mentioned resources, Dudek also identified two wooden H-frame structures associated
with an SCE transmission line (the Seco 16 kV Circuit) that overlaps a portion of the Project APE (Figures 16 and
17), identified on maps as an SCE easement near the spreading basins. A third structure associated with this line
was identified just outside the western boundary of the APE near JPL on the east side of Arroyo Road. Two other
SCE lines (Gorge 16kV and Tola 16kV) also intersect the APE in roughly the same area. Records search results
indicate that at least one of the Seco 16kV towers within the APE was previously recorded in 2002 as part of an
archaeological survey report prepared for SCE for the Seco 16 kV Circuit Deteriorated Pole Replacement Project.
This report indicates that the structure near the spreading basins was replaced and that the structure outside the
western boundary of the APE was moved. The proposed Project will avoid the SCE infrastructure that intersect the
APE and will result in no permanent physical changes to the SCE easement. As such, no SCE infrastructure within
the Project site was evaluated for historical significance.

Figure 11. Rock retaining wall, NE side of Arroyo Seco Canyon road, view looking north
(IMG_2737)
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Figure 12. Rock retaining wall, NE side of Arroyo Seco Canyon road, view looking west
(IMG_2745)

Figure 13. Rock retaining wall supporting the east-most canyon wall, view looking southeast
(IMG_2727)
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Figure 14. Rock retaining wall near screen building (right) and rock wall barrier on side of road
near intake/weir structure (left), view looking northwest (IMG_2770)

Figure 15. Rock wall barrier on south side of Bridge No. 2 connected to balustrade, view looking
east (IMG_2708)
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Figure 16. Overview of SCE infrastructure in APE above Explorer Road, view looking southwest
(IMG-2635)

Figure 17. Overview of SCE infrastructure in APE near spreading basins, view looking southwest
(IMG_2613)
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Archaeological Survey
No archaeological resources were identified within the Project site as a result of the intensive-level pedestrian
survey.
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5

Significance Evaluations

In order to determine if the proposed Project will impact historical resources under CEQA or historic properties under
Section 106 of the NHPA, identified resources within the APE were evaluated for historical significance and integrity
in consideration of NRHP, CRHR, and City of Pasadena designation criteria and integrity requirements. A detailed
physical description of each resource and associated photographs are also provided.

5.1

John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant

Property Description
The John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant 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.
The main (northwest) elevation (Figure 18) presents as two sections: the left (northern) two-thirds consists of
regularly-spaced narrow, vertical windows or panels, topped with louvered rectangular vents, and a double-leaf flush
entry door with a flat panel inset above. The door is accessed by three broad, shallow concrete steps, bordered to
the left (north) by a square integral concrete planter. Another narrower, shallower integral concrete planter runs
along the base of the wall. The right (southern) third projects forward about three feet and is about two feet taller,
with a repetitive pattern of vertically-oriented rectilinear forms. Three rows of patinated metal letters in a simple
modern font are attached to the upper center of the wall and read “City of Pasadena John L. Behner Water
Treatment Plant.”
The southwest elevation (Figure 19) presents as a monolithic wall with a repetitive pattern of vertically-oriented
rectilinear forms. A near-full-height, flush, double-leaf loading door sits off-center, and a painted metal I-beam
projects outwards from the top between the two leaves. The tall, monolithic concrete wall begins at the eastern end
of this elevation, effectively continuing in line from the southeast elevation, and is pierce by a corrugated metal
door.
The southeast elevation (Figure 20) presents as two sections: the left (southern) third is about two feet taller and
predominantly exposed concrete masonry units (CMUs) laid in running bond, with a vertical and horizontal panel
decorated in the repetitive pattern of vertically-oriented rectilinear forms; a half-lite painted metal door pierces the
wall near the left edge. The right (northern) two-thirds of the elevation consists of exposed CMUs laid in running
bond, with a vented half-lite door accessed via a concrete walkway and five evenly-spaced narrow, horizontallyoriented louvered vents located near the base of the wall.
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The northeast elevation is monolithic concrete with four full-length rectangular concrete pilasters flanking a
centered single-width roll-up garage door. Short portions of two rectangular concrete pilasters project above the
door.

Figure 18. Behner Treatment Plant: Main (northwest) elevation, view looking northeast
(DSC02296)

Figure 19. Behner Treatment Plant: southwest elevation, view looking northeast (IMG_2660)
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Figure 20. Behner Treatment Plant: southeast elevation, view looking southwest (DSC02274)

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 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 John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant 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.
Integrity Discussion
The John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant 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
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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.

5.2

Screen Building Complex

Property Description
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 (Figure 21) 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 (Figure 22) 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 (Figure 23).

Figure 21. Screen building, view looking south (IMG_2767)
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Figure 22. Weir, eastern end with wood sluice gate, view looking upstream (IMG_2797)

Figure 23. Weir detail, view looking upstream (IMG_2791)
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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 1938, 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.
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, and an intake structure. 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.
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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
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.

5.3

Bridge No. 1

Property Description
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 (Figure 24). 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 (Figure 25). An approximately 18-inches-tall
band of mortared cobblestone rests on the upstream and 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). Two pipelines emerge from the ground near the
southern end of Bridge No. 1 and run along the west side of the Arroyo Boulevard/Gabrielino Trail (Figure 26). The
larger metal pipe is wrapped with what appears to be disintegrating asphalt rolled material, and continues
underground near the southern end of Bridge No. 2. The smaller pipeline appears to be concrete and dives
underground north of Bridge No. 2, just after a bolted metal pipe connection between two runs of concrete pipe
(Figures 27 and 28).
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Figure 24. Bridge No. 1 with temporary bridge in place, view looking south (DSC02332)

Figure 25. Bridge No. 1, detail of cobblestone edge and central supporting wall (DSC02336)
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Figure 26. View of pipelines, near Bridge No. 1 (DSC02327)

Figure 27. View of pipelines, near Bridge No. 1 (DSC02323)
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Figure 28. Pipeline near Bridge No. 2, view looking southeast (DSC02367)
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.
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
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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.
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.
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5.4

Bridge No. 2

Property Description
Bridge No. 2 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 (Figure 29). 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 (Figure 30). The
bridge deck is covered with tarmac.

Figure 29. Bridge No. 2, view looking downstream (IMG_2730)
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Figure 30. Bridge No. 2, detail of deck and railing with balusters (DSC02361)
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 20 th 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.

5.5

Bridge No. 3

Property Description
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 (Figure 31). 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
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needed during construction of the Arroyo Seco Canyon Project that would be beyond the capacity of the original
Bridge 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 (Figure 32).

Figure 31. Bridge No. 3, view looking downstream (IMG_2761)
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Figure 32. Bridge No. 3, view looking north-northwest (IMG_2749)

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 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
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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 timberframed 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 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.
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5.6

Flood Control Infrastructure

Property Description
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 (Figure 33).

Figure 33. Altadena Storm Drain structure, pulley mechanism, and west-most shed, View
looking west (IMG_2606)

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 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 (Figure 35).
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Figure 34. Overview to spreading basins; View looking south (IMG_2631)

Figure 35. Overview to PWP sludge basins, now Pasadena Ponds 1 and 2; View looking
southwest (IMG_2608)
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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 (Figure 36). 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.

Figure 36. Dam, View looking northwest (IMG_2600)
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 (Figure 37). 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.
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Figure 37. Culvert and Vehicle bridge, looking southwest (IMG_2612)
Identified Alterations
The following alterations were observed during the field visit:


windows removed from shed (date unknown)



LACFCD signs added to both shed exteriors (date unknown)



metal railing replacing older wood handrail on flow control dam structure (date unknown)

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
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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.
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.
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5.7

Summary of Evaluation Findings

Table 4 provides a summary of all resources evaluated for historical significance within the Project site. Six (6) 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 and
water conservation Infrastructure) were found not eligible under all designation criteria due to a lack of historical
associations and integrity.

Table 4. 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
Complex consisting of
screen building, a weir, and
intake structure
Two-span box culvert bridge
spanning Millard Canyon
tributary creek
Concrete arch bridge
spanning the Arroyo Seco

1971

King truss bridge spanning
the Arroyo Seco erected by
the CCC
Complex of utilitarian
sheds, Altadena Storm
Drain, culvert, flow control
dam, Parshall Flume,
Pasadena Ponds 1 and 2,
and 14 spreading basins

1939

Appears eligible under NRHP/CRHR
Criteria C/3 at local level, and City
Criterion 2c (3S/3CS/5S3)
Appears not eligible under all
designation criteria
(6Z)
Appears not eligible under all
designation criteria
(6Z)
Appears eligible under NRHP/CRHR
Criteria C/3 at local level, and City
Criterion 2c (3S/3CS/5S3)
Appears eligible under NRHP/CRHR
Criteria A/1 and C/3, and City Criteria
2a and 2c (3S/3CS/5S3)
Appears not eligible under all
designation criteria
(6Z)

Screen Building Complex

Bridge No. 1

Bridge No. 2

Bridge No. 3

Flood Control Structures
(PWP/LACFCD)

c. 1932

c. 1938-1941

c. 1920

c. 1948-1952
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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6

Impacts Analysis

6.1

Historical Resources Identified within the APE

The following historical resources/historic properties were identified within the Project APE as a result of the
property significance evaluations (Section 5):


John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant (3S/3CS/5S3)



Bridge No. 2 (3S/3CS/5S3)



Bridge No. 3 (3S/3CS/5S3)

Additionally, five (5) 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
historic resource (City of Pasadena 2003). 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 (Figures 11 and 12);



rock retaining wall supporting the east-most canyon wall (Figure 13);



rock retaining wall near screen building (Figure 14);



rock wall barrier on side of road near intake/weir structure (also Figure 14);



rock wall barrier on south side of Bridge No. 2 (Figure 15).

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 (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 (Pasadena 2003).
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6.2

Analysis of Potential Project Impacts

Area 2 Diversion and Intake Replacement
Table 5 provides an analysis of all proposed Project activities associated with the Area 2 Diversion and Intake
Replacement. No historical resources were identified in Area 2.

Table 5. Area 2 Impacts Analysis
Proposed Activity

Recommendations to
Reduce Impacts?

Potential to Impact?

Level of Significance

Demolition and removal of
the existing concrete weir
and portions of the intake
structure

No. The Screen Building
Complex and related
infrastructure (including
the weir and intake
structure) was found
ineligible and is not an
historical resource.

None required

Less than significant

Construction of a new
diversion structure that
would be operated to
divert up to 25 cfs of
creek flows into the
existing conveyance
system.

No. Construction of a new
diversion structure would
not directly impact or
indirectly alter the setting
or character of any
adjacent resources.

None required

Less than significant

Remodel intake structure
with new concrete walls
and top deck to
accommodate a new
screen configuration.

No. The Screen Building
Complex and related
infrastructure (including
the weir and intake
structure) was found
ineligible and is not an
historical resource.

None required

Less than significant

Demolish an existing
concrete slab that
previously supported an
equipment building
located adjacent to the
Gabrielino Trail/Access
Road.

No. The Screen Building
None required
Complex and related
infrastructure (including
the existing concrete slab)
was found ineligible and is
not an historical resource.

Less than significant
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Table 5. Area 2 Impacts Analysis
Proposed Activity
Construct a new 106square-foot intake service
building to house the
electrical and hydraulic
controls for the diversion
structure.

Recommendations to
Reduce Impacts?

Potential to Impact?

No. Construction of a new None required
intake service building
would not directly impact
or indirectly alter the
setting or character of any
adjacent resources.

Level of Significance
Less than significant

Area 3 Spreading Basin Improvements
Table 6 provides an analysis of all proposed Project activities associated with the Area 3 Spreading Basin
Improvements. No historical resources were identified in Area 3. Although the proposed Project’s construction
activities will intersect the existing SCE Easement, all associated SCE infrastructure (i.e., poles and wires) will be
avoided by the Project and protected in coordination with SCE.

Table 6. Area 3 Impacts Analysis
Proposed Activity

Recommendations to
Reduce Impacts?

Potential to Impact?

Level of Significance

Reconfiguration and
expansion of the
spreading basins.

No. All PWP/LACFCD flood None required
control and water
conservation
infrastructure, including
the spreading basins,
were found ineligible and
are not historical
resources.

Less than significant

Demolition of various
facilities, including
inlet/outlet structures, dry
vaults, woodsheds, utility
light pole, pipes and
valves, chainlink fencing,
corrugated metal pipes,
and other small
appurtenant structures, to
allow for the
reconstructed basins.

No. All PWP/LACFCD flood None required
control and water
conservation
infrastructure was found
ineligible and is not
considered an historical
resource.

Less than significant
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Table 6. Area 3 Impacts Analysis
Proposed Activity

Recommendations to
Reduce Impacts?

Potential to Impact?

Level of Significance

Construction of proposed
spreading basin
improvements include
new spreading Basins E,
F, G, H, I and J. Each new
basin would have an
access ramp for
maintenance. All basins
would include
inlets/outlets with 24-inch
interconnection pipelines.
Spillways, pipelines,
culverts, and valves would
be provided to connect
the basins to each other.

No. All PWP/LACFCD flood None required
control and water
conservation
infrastructure, including
the spreading basins,
were found ineligible and
are not historical
resources.

Less than significant

Rock boulders would be
placed along the western
edge of Explorer Road to
separate the roadway
from the adjacent basins.

No. 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 2003:9-3)

Less than significant

It is recommended that
boulder placement follow
the Arroyo Seco Design
Guidelines:
“They should be randomly
spaced…and slightly
buried to look natural and
prevent rolling.” (City of
Pasadena 2003:9-3)
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Gabrielino Trail and Bridges 2 and 3
Table 7 provides an analysis of all proposed Project activities associated with the Gabrielino Trail and Bridge
Crossings in consideration of the historical resources identified in and around this portion of the APE (Section 6.1),
including: Bridge No. 2, Bridge No. 3, and the Arroyo Seco rock wall features.

Table 7. Gabrielino Trail and Bridge Impacts Analysis

Proposed Activity

Potential to Impact?

Recommendations
to Reduce
Impacts?

Level of Significance

During construction, the
Gabrielino Trail/Access
Road would provide for
vehicular access to and
from Area 2, and
sometimes Area 3
(Explorer Road will be its
primary access road).

Yes. Activity along the access road has MM-CUL-1
the potential to impact the concrete
railings of Bridge No. 2 and the
adjacent Arroyo Seco stone wall
features (as described in Section 6.1).
These are design features of the larger
Arroyo Seco and should be protected
from inadvertent damage during
construction activities.

Less than significant
with incorporation of
MM-CUL-1

The structural overlay
bridges spanning the
entire length of Bridge
Nos. 1 and 3 would
remain in place
throughout the duration
of construction.

No. These structural overlays are
already in-place and have been
determine essential to safely support
vehicles during construction. Bridge
No. 1 is not an historical resource
under CEQA. With regard to Bridge No.
3, an historical resources impact
assessment was prepared for the
temporary bridge overlays in
conformance with the required 2015
MND mitigation. The analysis states
that “although temporary protective
measures would be installed for 1‐2
years, these protective measures are
removable and reversible.” (Jerabek
2015)

None required

Less than significant

Upon completion of the
proposed Project, the City
intends to remove the
Bridge No. 1 structure.

No. Bridge No. 1 is not an historical
resource and removal of the
temporary structure would not impact
historical resources.

None required.

Less than significant
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Upon completion of the
proposed Project, the City
intends to keep the
Bridge No. 3 structure asis, complete with
additional structural
overlay bridge spanning
the entire length of Bridge
No. 3, into the
foreseeable future. To
protect public safety,
certain elements of the
bridge may need to be
removed.

Yes. Bridge No. 3 is an historical
resource under CEQA/historic property
under Section 106 of the NHPA. 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.
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Table 7. Gabrielino Trail and Bridge Impacts Analysis

Proposed Activity

Recommendations
to Reduce
Impacts?

Potential to Impact?

Level of Significance

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.

Construction Staging Areas
Table 8 provides an analysis of all proposed Project construction staging areas in consideration of the historical
resources identified in and around this portion of the APE (Section 6.1), including the Behner WTP.

Table 8. Construction Staging Impacts Analysis
Proposed Activity

Recommendations to
Reduce Impacts?

Potential to Impact?

Level of Significance

During construction
activities, the Screen
Building adjacent to Area
2 would be used for
temporary construction
materials and equipment
staging.

No. The Screen Building
Complex and related
infrastructure is not an
historical resource.

None required

Less than significant

During construction
activities, the Behner
Water Treatment Plant
adjacent to Area 3 would
be used for temporary
construction materials
and equipment staging.

Yes. The Behner WTP is
considered an historical
resource under
CEQA/historic property
under Section 106 of the
NHPA and has the
potential to be
inadvertently damaged by
construction equipment
and materials.

MM-CUL-3

Less than significant with
incorporation of MM-CUL3
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Project-wide Impacts
No archaeological resources were identified within the Project site as a result of the current study. 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.

6.3

Regulations and Mitigation Measures

Implementation of the following mitigation measures will reduce potential project-related impacts to historical and
archaeological resources below a level of significance, and would result in no adverse effects to historic properties.
MM-CUL-1. Protection Measures for Bridge No. 2 and Arroyo Stone Features
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, as follows: 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 access road shall be protected by concrete k-rails wherever feasible,
however, in areas where k-rails would create an impassable 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. 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. 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. Bridge No. 3 Mitigation
Prior to project 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
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history. The documentation shall capture the physical description of the existing bridge with: 1) existing asbuilts/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.
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. Protect Behner WTP Building During Construction
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 Behner Water Treatment Plant (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. Unanticipated Discovery of Cultural Resources
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
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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.
Regulatory Compliance: Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains
The discovery of human remains would require handling in accordance with California Public Resources Code. In
accordance with Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, if human remains are found within the
Project site, the County Coroner must be notified of the discovery within 24 hours. No further excavation or disturbance
of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains can occur until the County Coroner
has determined, within two (2) working days of notification of the discovery, the appropriate treatment and disposition
of the human remains. If the County Coroner determines that the remains are, or are believed to be, Native American,
he or she must notify the NAHC in Sacramento within 24 hours. In accordance with California Public Resources Code,
Section 5097.98, the NAHC must immediately notify those persons it believes to be the most likely descendant of the
deceased Native American. The most likely descendant must complete his/her inspection within 48 hours of being
granted access to the site. The designated most likely descendant would then determine, in consultation with the
property owner, the disposition of the human remains.
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7

Findings and Conclusions

7.1

Summary of Findings

The following resources within the Project APE were identified as historical resources under CEQA and historic
properties under Section 106 of the NHPA:


John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant (3S/3CS/5S3)



Bridge No. 2 (3S/3CS/5S3)



Bridge No. 3 (3S/3CS/5S3)

Additionally, five (5) 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, including:


rock retaining wall for on northeast side of Arroyo Seco Canyon roadbed (Figures 11 and 12);



rock retaining wall supporting the east-most canyon wall (Figure 13);



rock retaining wall near screen building (Figure 14);



rock wall barrier on side of road near intake/weir structure (also Figure 14);



rock wall barrier on south side of Bridge No. 2 (Figure 15).

The remaining resources identified within the APE, including the Screen Building Complex, Bridge No. 1, and the
LACFCD infrastructure do not appear eligible for NRHP, CRHR, or City designation due to a lack of significant
historical associations and architectural merit. Therefore, these properties are not considered historical resources
under CEQA or historic properties under Section 106 of the NHPA.

7.2

Conclusions

CEQA requires a lead agency to determine whether a project may have a significant effect on historical resources
(PRC section 21084.1; CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(b)). All historical resources identified within the APE have
the potential to be impacted by the proposed project. Implementation of MM-CUL-1 through -5 (Section 6.3), will reduce
impacts to the John L. Behner WTP, Bridge No. 2, and the Arroyo Seco stone wall features to a less than significant level.
However, impacts will remain significant and unavoidable for Bridge No. 3 since the structural overlay bridge installed
in 2017 is not in conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
or the Arroyo Seco Design Guidelines 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. 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.
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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 ultimate reconstruction/replacement of Bridge No. 3 will
be undertaken 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, impacts to historical resources under CEQA are
considered significant and unavoidable, even with implementation of MM-CUL-2.
Section 106 of NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic
properties, assess the effects, and seek ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects on such properties
(36 CFR 800.1[a]). In consideration of the discussion above for Bridge No. 3, the proposed project would result in
adverse effects to historic properties that cannot be mitigated in a way that would eliminate or reduce effects.
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Kara R. Dotter, MSHP, MS
Senior Historic Preservation Specialist,
Architectural Historian

Education
Queen’s University of Belfast
PhD Candidate (ABD)
University of Texas, Austin
Kara R. Dotter, Senior Historic Preservation Specialist and Architectural
MS, Geological Sciences, 2006
MS, Historic Preservation, 2004
Historian with Dudek, brings with her over 15 years of experience in historic
University of Houston
preservation and architectural materials conservation. Initially based in
BS, Geology, 1996
Austin, Texas, where she worked for WJE Associates as an Historic
Certifications
Preservation Specialist, she worked overseas in Northern Ireland before
CEQA Practice Certificate
moving to San Diego, where she worked for IS Architecture before joining
Professional Affiliations
Dudek. Her recent work as Project Lead concentrates on supporting NEPA
and CEQA compliance for the Built Environment component of Construction
Association for Preservation
Technology
Package 2-3 of the Fresno to Bakersfield project section of the California
Construction History Society of
High-Speed Rail Project.
America
American Institute of
Relevant Project Experience
Conservation
Society of Architectural Historians
Environmental Preconstruction Services for Construction Package 2 and 3,
California Preservation
California High-Speed Rail Authority, Fresno to Bakersfield Section,
Foundation preconstruction
California. Served as project lead for the Built Environment component of the environmental
services. The work involves conducting cultural resources assessments for a proposed 65-mile-long segment of
the Fresno to Bakersfield high-speed rail alignment as directed by the California High-Speed Rail Authority and
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) in order to comply with NEPA and CEQA regulations. Contributions include
architectural history field surveys; documenting and updating the CRHR-designated 7,040-acre Washington
Irrigated Colony Rural Historic Landscape; completion of over 150 California Department of Parks and Recreation
(DPR) forms for the evaluation of built environment resources; conducting research for and producing HASRs and
supplemental Findings of Effect (sFOEs); development of Protection and Stabilization Plans and Response Plans
for Unanticipated Effects and Unintended Damage; managing structural and vibration engineering consultants;
and overseeing vibration monitoring of sensitive historic resources.
Environmental Compliance Services for the Caltrain Modernization (Calmod) Peninsula Corridor Electrification
Project (PCEP). Ms. Dotter is the project lead for the Built Environment component of the environmental
compliance services. The work involves cultural resources documentation in order to comply with NEPA and CEQA
regulations relating to the electrification and increased capacity of the Caltrain Corridor from San Francisco’s 4th
and King Caltrain Station to approximately the Tamien Caltrain Station. Ms. Dotter’s contributions include
architectural history field surveys; managing subconsultants; conducting research for and producing
documentation to HABS level III standards; and reviewing design plans and equipment placement for
conformance with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation.
SDSU West Campus Project EIR, San Diego, California. Dudek was retained by the San Diego State University
(SDSU) to conduct an Initial Study and EIR for the proposed West Campus expansion project located in San Diego,
California. Part of the work included evaluating potential impacts to historical resources located on the project
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site, which include the SDCCU Stadium, originally known as the San Diego Stadium. The historic resources
technical memorandum provided the results of that evaluation, as well as an impacts analysis and recommended
mitigation measures. Ms. Dotter conducted the site survey and archival research, and authored the
memorandum.
Jacumba Valley Solar Project, San Diego County, California. The project proposes a 100 megawatt solar farm that
included photovoltaic solar panels, a 1,500-volt DC underground collection system, a 34.5 kilovolt overhead and
underground collection system, and a 20 megawatt energy storage facility. Served as architectural historian and
lead author of the historical resources constraints analysis to comply with CEQA and of the resulting Historical
Resources Technical Report conducted for the Environmental Impact Report. The constraints analysis identified
one potential historical resource, the remains of an early 20th century dairy operation, for which a Historical
Resources Technical Report and DPR forms was completed in compliance with CEQA.
Department of General Services Historical Resource Evaluation for the Normal Street Department of Motor
Vehicles Site at 3960 Normal Street, San Diego, California. Dudek was retained by the State of California
Department of General Services to complete a Historical Resources Technical Report for a project that proposes
demolition and replacement of the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) building located at 3960 Normal Street
in the City of San Diego. To comply with Public Resources Code Section 5024(b), DGS must submit to the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) an inventory of all structures over 50 years of age under DGS’s jurisdiction
that are listed in or that may be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), or that
may be eligible for registration as a California Historical Landmark (CHL). The DMV was found not eligible.
Authored the Historical Resources Technical Report, as well as recording and evaluating the Normal Street DMV
building for Federal, State, and local level criteria and integrity considerations, completion of DPR forms, and
responding to SHPO comments.
Historical Resources Evaluation of Public Utilities Department Reservoir Structures, City of San Diego, California.
The project proposes upgrades to ten historic-era dams, an historic-era flume, and various attendant structures,
within the San Diego water supply network. Serving as architectural historian and co-author of a multiple-property
historical resources evaluation report. Project includes development of a network-wide historical context, as well
as contexts for each contributor; multiple field surveys; archival research; consideration of potential impacts to
historical resources under CEQA; appropriate mitigation measures; and review for conformance with the SOI’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.
Municipal Waterways Maintenance Plan, City of San Diego, San Diego County, California. Dudek was retained by
the City of San Diego and the Bureau of Reclamation to initiate the processing of a joint EIR and EIS. The
proposed WMP is intended to establish an effective and streamlined program that allows for waterway facilities
(channels, ditches, sumps) to be maintained, while minimizing impacts and potential adverse effects of
maintenance. The proposed WMP will outline specific activities, maintenance methods, and procedures that will
guide future maintenance and repair activities. Served as lead author of the Historical Resources Inventory and
Analysis Report, conducting archival research; identifying potential historical resources; and analyzing the
proposed WMP maintenance activities to determine their potential to impact historical resources.
North County Pure Water Project, City of San Diego, California. Served as architectural historian and lead author
of the Historical Resource Technical Report for the proposed pipeline route as part of the EIR/EIS. Preparation of
the report involved conducting building development and archival research on historic-era structures along the
56-mile-long route, development of historic contexts, historical significance evaluations for each historic-era
structure in consideration of local, state, and national designation criteria requirements, and determining
appropriate mitigation measures, in addition to responding to comments on the EIR/EIS from the public.
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Kate Kaiser, MSHP
Architectural Historian
Kate Kaiser is an architectural historian with 8 years’ professional
experience as a cultural resource manager specializing in California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance, National Historic
Preservation Act Section 106 compliance, reconnaissance and
intensive level surveys, archival research, cultural landscapes, and
GIS. Ms. Kaiser meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
Qualification Standards for architectural history and archaeology.

Relevant Dudek Project Experience

Education
University of Oregon
MS, Historic Preservation, 2017
Boston University
BA, Archaeology, 2009
Professional Affiliations
Association for Preservation
Technology – Southwest
California Preservation Foundation
Vernacular Architecture Forum
Society for California Archaeology

Gilroy City-wide Historic Resource Inventory, City of Gilroy, Santa Clara County, California. Served as architectural
historian and co-author for the citywide historic context statement. Preparation of the historical context statement
involved extensive archival research, coordination with the City of Gilroy and archival repositories, and developing
the historical narrative and themes for the City. The project also involved creation and editing of a GIS database of
over 3,400 properties in order to create the building records and State of California Department of Parks and
Recreation Series 523 forms (DPR forms) for each property surveyed. Ms. Kaiser assisted in the creation, editing,
and data management of the DPR forms produced for each building as well as historic districts.
Olympic Well Field Restoration and Arcadia Water Treatment Plant Expansion Project, City of Santa Monica, Los
Angeles County, California. Served as architectural historian and author of the Historic Resources Technical
Report. The report evaluated the Arcadia Water Treatment Plant and a well along Olympic Boulevard. The project
proposed to demolish several underutilized buildings and structures as part of a multi-component project to add
new wells to the Olympic Well Field, construct a new 16-inch pipeline connecting the Olympic Well Field to a new
Olympic Advanced Water Treatment Facility, and expand the Arcadia water Treatment.
Modelo Project Environmental Impact Report, City of Commerce, Los Angeles County, California. Served as
architectural historian and co-authorfor the Cultural Resources Technical Report and EIR cultural resources chapter.
The report evaluated the Veterans Memorial Park located within the proposed Project area. The project proposed to
demolish and redevelop the Project site to accommodate a mixed-use development and park.
Arroyo Seco Canyon Project, City of Pasadena, Los Angeles County, California. Served as architectural historian and coauthor for the Cultural Resources Technical Report. The report evaluated six historic-aged engineering buildings and
infrastructure systems within the proposed project area. Dudek recommended that all buildings and structures were
ineligible for listing in the NRHP or CRHR with the exception of the Behner Water Treatment Plant, and provided
impacts analysis for City of Pasadena Arroyo Seco Stone Wall design elements present in the proposed Project Area.
Silent Ranch Hillside Subdivision Project, City of Glendora, Los Angeles County, California. Served as architectural
historian and author of the Historic Resources Technical Report. The report evaluated Charles Silent’s Rancho Los
Alisos property, Girl Scout Camp Aventura, Forest Service flood control dams, and a segment of the MWD Upper Feeder
Pipeline. The project proposed indirect impacts to the setting of the pipeline and provided for protection against
damage or overloading as the pipeline is an MWD public utility.
Page 1

City of Irwindale Speculative Concrete Tilt-Up Building Project. Irwindale, Los Angeles County, California. Kaiser
served as architectural historian and author of the Cultural Resources Technical Report. The report evaluated a
hollow-core concrete panel manufacturing plant in southeast Irwindale. The project proposed to demolish all
buildings and structures in the project site and construct a 528 710 s.f., tilt-up concrete warehouse on the parcel.
LADWP Valley Generating Station Project, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, California. Served as
architectural historian and author of the Cultural Resources Technical Report for the Valley Generating Station
Project. The report evaluated the historical significance for each building and structure in the study area. The
project proposed to remove the 1953 steam generating plant, as well as the four stacks, SPRR rail spur, and
underground fuel tanks.
Judicial Council of California Historical Resource Evaluation Report for the Stanley Mosk Courthouse, City of Los
Angeles, Los Angeles County, California. Served as architectural historian and author of the Historical Resource
Evaluation Report. Dudek was retained by the Judicial Council of California (JCC) to prepare an evaluation of the
Stanley Mosk Los Angeles County Courthouse building, located at 111 N. Hill Street in the City of Los Angeles,
California, in order to comply with Public Resources Code Section 5024(b). The report concluded the Stanley
Mosk Courthouse was eligible for designation as a historic property in the NRHP, CHL, CRHR, and Los Angeles
Historic Cultural Monument list under Criterion A/1 and C/3.
Phillips 66 and Kinder Morgan Relocation Project, Berths 150-151, Marine Oil Terminal Engineering and
Maintenance Standards (MOTEMS), Port of Los Angeles, California. Served as architectural historian and coauthor of the Updated Historical Resources Evaluation. Preparation of the report involved reviewing previous
evaluations for Union Oil Terminal Berths 150-151 and writing an updated significance evaluation. The project
proposed to remove and replace the original wharfs with new concrete loading platform, mooring and breasting
dolphins, access ramps, catwalks, and an underwater bulkhead.
Globemaster Corridor Specific Plan, City of Long Beach, Los Angeles County, California. Served as architectural
historian and author of the Draft EIR-EIS Cultural Resources Chapter. The project includes rezoning portions of the
GCSP area, and a mobility plan that implements new streets and pedestrian connectors. Since the GCSP does not
directly propose changes to the buildings or structures in the Plan area, the cultural resources report takes a
programmatic overview and offers potential impacts analysis and mitigation measures for future development.
LADWP De Soto Tanks Project, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, California. Served as architectural
historian and author of the Historic Properties Identification Report. The report evaluated a 1941 reservoir and
associated buildings. The project proposed to replace them with modern underground storage tanks, as well as
connections to other trunk lines. The project also analyzed the potential project impacts to the Chatsworth
Momonga/Mission Trail, a City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM) adjacent to the Project area.
Campus-wide Historic Context Statement for California State University Long Beach, City of Long Beach, Los Angeles
County, California. Served as architectural historian and co-author of the historic context statement analyzing the effect
of master architect Edward Killingsworth on the development of the campus. Preparation of the historic context
statement involved extensive archival research, in-person interviews of architects who worked on-campus, review of
CSU Long Beach building and landscape records, and coordination with local heritage groups.
Kaiser Permanente Los Angeles Medical Center Project, Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, California. Served as
architectural historian and co-author of the Draft EIR Cultural Resources Chapter and the author of the cultural
resources technical report. The report evaluated six buildings greater than 45 years in age that are proposed for
demolition as part of the multiphase project. The DEIR chapter also analyzed potential indirect impacts on two
other National Register listed or eligible sites: the Aline Barnsdall Complex and the Hollywood Presbyterian
Medical Center.
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Samantha Murray, MA
Historic Built Environment Lead / Senior Architectural Historian
Samantha Murray is a senior architectural historian with 14 years’
professional experience in in all elements of cultural resources
management, including project management, intensive-level field
investigations, architectural history studies, and historical significance
evaluations in consideration of the California Register of Historical
Resources (CRHR), the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP),
and local-level evaluation criteria. She meets the Secretary of the
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for both Architectural
History and Archaeology.

Education
California State University,
Los Angeles
MA, Anthropology, 2013
California State University,
Northridge
BA, Anthropology, 2003
Professional Affiliations
California Preservation Foundation
Society of Architectural Historians
National Trust for Historic
Preservation
Registered Professional
Archaeologist

Ms. Murray is skilled in the recordation, evaluation, and mitigation of
adverse effects to historic water resource infrastructure throughout
California, including dams, reservoirs, pumping stations, channels, and
culverts. Understanding the scale and complexity of this unique resource
type, Ms. Murray has guided architects and engineers through the process
of adjusting plans to conform with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, and understands the
need to strike a balance between preservation and functionality. In addition to her expertise with water resource
infrastructure, she has prepared hundreds of historical resource evaluations and developed detailed historic
context statements for a multitude of property types and architectural styles, including private residential,
commercial, industrial, educational, medical, ranching, mining, airport, and cemetery properties. Ms. Murray also
has a strong understanding of consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and regularly
receives SHPO concurrence with no comments. She has also provided expertise on numerous projects requiring
conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties .
Finally, Ms. Murray has extensive experience preparing environmental compliance documentation in support of
projects that fall under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)/National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
and Sections 106 and 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). She also regularly works with local
governments and historic preservation ordinance requirements. Ms. Murray has also served as a third-party
reviewer and expert witness in court proceedings concerning interpretation and treatment of historical resources
under CEQA and local municipal code.

Select Water Infrastructure Project Experience
San Diego PUD Citywide Historic Context Statement and Evaluation of Dam Infrastructure (in progress).
Dudek is currently in the process of preparing a citywide historic context statement and significance evaluation of
all dam and reservoir infrastructure owned/operated by the City’s Public Utilities Department. Dudek is also
preparing detailed impacts assessments for proposed modification to dams, as required by DSOD. The project
involves evaluation of 10 dams and a flume for historical significance in consideration of NRHP, CRHR, and City
designation criteria and integrity requirements, and requires extensive archival research and pedestrian survey.
Upon completion of the project, the City will have a streamlined document for the management of their historic dam
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and reservoir infrastructure. To date, Dudek has completed a draft historic context statement and multiple dam
historical significance evaluations.
City of Santa Cruz Newell Creek Dam Inlet Outlet Replacement Project (2019). Dudek worked with the City of
Santa Cruz. The Newell Creek Dam is an earthen dam approximately 195 feet high with a crest length of about
750 feet. Built in 1961, the dam forms Loch Lomond Reservoir (Reservoir), which has a maximum storage
capacity of approximately 8,646 acre-feet. The proposed Project would consist of replacement of the existing
aging inlet/outlet works in new locations at the Reservoir and other associated improvements. Dudek completed
an historical resource evaluation of the dam and associated infrastructure in consideration of NRHP, CRHR, and
City designation criteria and integrity requirements and prepare a detailed impacts assessment. Ms. Murray
oversaw completion of the dam site evaluation and technical report.
Floriston Springs Filtration Project, Floriston, Nevada County, California (2018). Kennedy/Jenks Consultants
Inc. retained Dudek to complete a cultural resources study. The Floriston Property Owners Association seeks to
renovate the Floriston Water Treatment Plant and pipeline, as the existing facilities do not meet the water supply,
water treatment conditions, and water pressure demand of Floriston. Dudek’s cultural resources study included a
pedestrian survey of the project site for cultural resources, building development and archival research,
recordation and evaluation of several buildings on the project site over 45 years of age, and an assessment of
project-related impacts to historical resources in conformance with the CEQA and all applicable local municipal
code and planning documents. The Floriston Schoolhouse, constructed circa 1900, was found not eligible under
all NRHP and CRHR designation criteria. Ms. Murray oversaw the built environment components of the final
cultural resources report.
Morena Reservoir Outlet Tower Replacement Project, City of San Diego, California (2016). Ms. Murray
evaluated the 1912 Morena Dam and Outlet Tower for NRHP, CRHR, and local level eligibility and integrity
requirements. The project entailed conducting extensive archival research and development research at City
archives, libraries, and historical societies, and preparation of a detailed historic context statement on the history
of water development in San Diego County.
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) As-Needed Environmental Compliance Services
(2016-ongoing). Dudek provides on-call environmental services to the LADWP. As part of this contract, Dudek
has prepared CEQA+ documentation (CEQA and Section 106 of the NHPA) for a range of infrastructure projects,
including groundwater treatment facilities, power plants, electrical transmission and distribution facilities,
reservoirs, pipelines, roadways, and other related infrastructure. This documentation typically includes completion
of a California Historical Resources Information System records search, Native American consultation, intensive
pedestrian survey, identification of historical resources/historic properties, and an assessment of project-related
impacts/effects. Some of Dudek’s recent task orders that required cultural resources technical reports include:


City Trunk Line Project



Western Trunk Line Project



De Soto Trunk Line Project



Coronado Trunk Line Project



West Los Angeles District Yard Project



Haynes Generating Station Units 3-6 Demolition Project



Tujunga Spreading Grounds Enhancement Project



Upper Stone Canyon Reservoir Water Quality Improvement Project



Power Plant (PP) 1 and 2 Transmission Line Conversion Project
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Adriane Dorrler
As-Needed Archaeologist
Adriane Dorrler is a field archaeologist with more than 14 years’
experience in cultural resource management specializing in cultural
resource studies with private, state, and federal regulatory agencies
including National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Sections 106 and
110 and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance
extending primarily throughout Southern California. Ms. Dorrler has
worked directly with Bureau of Land Management, the California Public
Utilities Commission, California State Parks, and various military
installations including the Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center at
Twentynine Palms, Marine Corps Base (MCB) Camp Pendleton, Naval
Base Coronado, and Navy Installation San Clemente Island. She has
experience in all aspects of project development from initial research,
planning, and development to interpreting and synthesizing data in
technical reports. Ms. Dorrler has acted as project manager and field
director on complex data recovery programs, managed multiple
archaeology laboratories, worked as liaison between Native American
tribes and clients, and engaged in education and public outreach
programs. In addition to Southern California, Ms. Dorrler has worked as
a consulting archaeologist in the southwestern United States, the MidAtlantic region, and New England.

Education
University of Oklahoma
BS, Nursing, 2011
Catholic University of America
BA, Anthropology, 2001
Certifications
City of San Diego Certified
Archaeology and Paleontology
Monitor
City of San Diego Certified
Archaeology Crew Chief
Range Safety Training, Camp
Pendleton, California
Trimble GPS Mapping System
TerraSync Certification
Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) 10-Hour
Construction Safety Training
OSHA 40-Hour Hazardous Waste
Operations Worker (HAZWOPER)
training
Railroad Safety and Security
Training

Project Experience
Development
Cannon Road, Caruso Affiliated, City of Carlsbad, San Diego County, California. Served as field director for a cultural
resources constraints study of a 203-acre property for a proposed commercial retail center and open space
easement in the City of Carlsbad. Conducted an intensive-level cultural resources survey.
Solana Highlands Revitalization, City of Solana Beach, San Diego County, California. Served as staff archaeologist
during the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for a proposed 13.4-acre multifamily residential
development with usable open space in Solana Beach. Authored Tribal Information Request letters in accordance
with CEQA guidelines.
Murrieta 180, City of Murrieta, California. Served as field director for archaeological survey of a 10.9-acre
property for a proposed multifamily residential development in Murrieta. Conducted a Phase I cultural resources
inventory including a pedestrian survey and records search review of the California Historical Resources
Information System.
Homestead South Cultural Resources, Newhall Land and Farming Company, Unincorporated Los Angeles County,
California. Served as field director for archaeological survey of approximately 4,000-acre subdivision directly
adjacent to the City of Santa Clarita. Conducted an intensive-level cultural resources survey.
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Sand Canyon Plaza, JSB Development, City of Santa Clarita, California. Served as staff archaeologist during a
Phase I cultural resources inventory for a proposed commercial and residential planning development in Santa
Clarita. Performed a records search review of the California Historical Resources Information System.
Newland Sierra, Newland Land Co., San Diego, California. Served as staff archaeologist for the Phase I cultural
resources inventory and Phase II significance evaluation of 1,983 acres of a proposed residential development
within the North County Metro Subregion. Conducted a pedestrian survey, performed a records search review of
the California Historical Resources Information System, and was a contributing author in the technical report.
As-Needed Environmental Planning Consultant Support Services, City of San Diego, California. Served as
archaeological and paleontological monitor for underground conduit system installation in the neighborhood of
Encanto. Tasks include environmental compliance monitoring.
Cultural Resources Evaluation for Rancho Jamul Estates, Rancho Jamul Estates, San Diego County, California.
Served as archaeologist responsible for surveying and testing for 20 historic and prehistoric resources for an
approximately 400-acre development project in Jamul, California. Recorded and tested prehistoric and historic
resources for significance and eligibility to local and state registers. Assisted in preparation and data analysis of
technical report.
Cultural Resource Mitigation for Robertson Ranch, San Diego County, California. Served as archaeologist
responsible for data recovery, controlled grading, and mass grading phases for an approximately 400-acre
development project in Carlsbad, California. Assisted in preparation and data analysis of technical report.
Centre City Development Corporation Downtown San Diego Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program, Centre
City Development Corporation, San Diego, California. Served as field director/archaeology and paleontology
monitor for numerous commercial projects in downtown San Diego subject to the Centre City Development
Corporation mitigation measures and mitigation monitoring requirements. Examples of projects include:


The Q Project



Park Terrace Project



Lofts @ 707 10th Avenue Project



Pointe of View Project



South Block Lofts Project



Vantage Pointe Project



Vista Colina Project



West Park Project



6th and Market Project



Q Street Lofts Project



Carnation Building/Icon LLC Project



The Mark



Electra Project

Cultural and Paleontological Resource Monitoring for the Towne Center Industrial Plaza Project, Imperial County,
California. Served as archaeological and paleontological monitor for the mass grading and utility trenching of 125
acres of commercial/industrial land in Calexico, California.
Cultural Resource Survey for the Ketchum Ranch Project, San Diego County, California. Served as archaeologist
responsible for field survey and eligibility review for prehistoric and historic sites for an approximately 208-acre
development project in Jacumba, California.
Cultural Resource Survey for the Yuma Sector Project, BLM, Yuma County, Arizona. Served as archaeology crew
chief responsible for in field survey and National Register eligibility review for ten prehistoric sites and three
historic objects.
Cultural Resource Survey and Evaluation for the Otay Business Park Project, San Diego County, California. Served
as archaeologist responsible for surveying and testing programs for an approximately 160-acre development
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Linda Kry
Archaeologist
Linda Kry is an archaeologist with 13 years’ experience in cultural
Education
resource management specializing in various aspects of cultural
University of California, Los Angeles
resources investigations within Los Angeles County, Orange County, San
BA, Anthropology, 2006
Bernardino County, Kern County, Imperial County, Inyo County, Riverside
Cerritos College
County, and the Mojave Desert. Ms. Kry’s experience includes archival
AA, Anthropology, 2004
research, reconnaissance surveys, artifact analysis, assisting CEQA lead
agencies with AB-52 notification and consultation process, and authoring technical reports pursuant to CEQA and
Section 106 of the NHPA. Ms. Kry’s extensive experience includes the management of cultural resources specialists
in support of various aspects of cultural resources compliance, construction monitoring, Native American
consultation, archaeological testing and treatment, and prehistoric and historical resource significance evaluations.

Project Experience
De Soto Trunk Line Project, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, Los Angeles, California. Archaeological
lead for a cultural resources study pursuant to CEQA and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power LADWP is proposing to replace the portions of the De Soto Trunk Line located
in West San Fernando Valley. The proposed project would increase the safety, capacity and reliability of LADWP’s water
system in the western San Fernando Valley.
Haynes Generating Station Demolition Project, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, Malibu, California.
Archaeological lead and monitoring coordinator. The project included the demolition of Units 3, 4, 5, and 6 at the
Haynes Generating Station (HnGS), which were originally constructed more than five decades ago, to minimize
health and safety risks and reduce future maintenance.
Old Topanga Road Over Old Topanga Creek Bridge Maintenance Repair Project, Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works, Val Verde Area of Unincorporated Los Angeles County, California. Archaeological lead for a cultural
resources study pursuant to CEQA in support of a Mitigated Negative Declaration. Tasks include Assembly Bill (AB)
52 consultation support to identify known tribal cultural resources within the project’s proposed Area of Potential
Effect (APE) to analyze the potential impacts to cultural resources and provide mitigation to a less than significant
level.
Compton Boulevard over Compton Creek and Wilmington Avenue over Compton Creek Bridge Replacement
Projects, Compton, California. Archaeological lead for a cultural resources study pursuant to CEQA and Section 106
of the NHPA and in conformance with Caltrans requirements. As archaeological lead, tasks include coordination for
a cultural resources study, including AB 52 consultation support, and preparation of Archaeological Survey Reports
(ASRs) for each proposed project.
City Trunk Line South Project, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, Los Angeles, California. Archaeological
lead for a cultural resources study pursuant to CEQA and Section 106 of the NHPA. Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power LADWP is proposing to replace an old and deteriorating trunk line that was built in 1914 and has a history of leaks
and breaks. The proposed trunk link will improve capacity, reliability, and flexibility in the water system.
February 2019 Storm Repair Project, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, Malibu, California.
Archaeological lead responsible for managing the cultural resources inventory and assessment of cultural resources
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within the project area in support of emergency guardrail replacement work in the Woolsey Fire burn area.
Responsibilities also include coordinating Native American monitoring needs for the project.
FLOR 401 E 7th Street Construction Monitoring, Skid Row Housing Trust, Los Angeles, California. Project manager
for construction monitoring for the development of 99 units of permanent supportive housing for homeless veterans
and/or special needs populations, and affordable housing for low-income individuals in Downtown Los Angeles.
Woolsey Fire Guardrails Replacement Project, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, Malibu, California.
Archaeological lead responsible for managing the cultural resources inventory and assessment of cultural resources
within the project area in support of emergency guardrail replacement work in the Woolsey Fire burn area.
Responsibilities also include coordinating Native American monitoring needs for the project.
Coronado Trunk Line Project, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, Los Angeles, California. Archaeological
lead for a Phase I cultural resources study pursuant to CEQA and Section 106 of the NHPA. Los Angeles Department of
Water and Power is proposing to construct a new 30-inch diameter welded steel pipe, approximately 7,200 feet in length,
along with a regulating and relief station vault and flow master vault. The proposed trunk line would add reliability and
redundancy to the system.
River Supply Conduit Unit 7 Project, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, Los Angeles and Burbank,
California. Archaeological lead and monitoring coordinator for archaeological and paleontological services in
support of the River Supply Conduit (RSC) Unit 7 Project. The existing River Supply Conduit (RSC) is a major transmission
pipeline in the LADWP water distribution system. The Project is critical to meet safety of water supplies, reliability of water
infrastructure, and sustainability of water supply.
8th, Grand and Hope Project, Eyestone Environmental, Los Angeles, California. Archaeological lead providing
management oversight and reporting for tribal cultural resources (TCRs) and archaeological studies in support of a
proposed 45-story mixed-use project in Downtown Los Angeles.
Bellwood Avenue Project, Eyestone Environmental, Los Angeles, California. Archaeological lead providing
management oversight and reporting for a TCR study for a project that proposes to develop a new eldercare facility
on a 2.22-acre site in the West Los Angeles Community Plan are of the City of Los Angeles.
313-333 San Vicente Boulevard Project, Eyestone Environmental, Los Angeles, California. Archaeological lead
providing management oversight and reporting for a TCR study for a project that proposes to develop a 19-story,
multi-family residential building and the deconstruction, reassembly, rehabilitation and limited alteration of the
existing cathedral of Our Lady of Mount Lebanon – Saint Maronite Catholic Cathedral.

Relevant Previous Experience
Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) Midfield Satellite Concourse, Los Angeles, California. Served as field director
for archaeological and paleontological monitoring project associated with the creation of a new aircraft passenger
concourse and associated elements at LAX. Responsibilities included coordinating with company personnel and
project contractors, scheduling, and recordation and collection of field data.
Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority Compliance Monitoring, Los Angeles, California. Served as
archaeological and paleontological monitoring coordinator for the multiyear and multisite project within the greater
Los Angeles area, including the Crenshaw rail transit corridor and the 1.9-mile Regional Connector subway.
Responsibilities included coordinating and scheduling various contractors and archaeologists; developing and
providing cultural resources training for new contractors and archaeologists; monthly project updates to client;
invoice and budget reviews; lab analysis of all resources collected and preparation of those resources for curation.
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Heather McDaniel McDevitt, RPA
Archaeologist and Human Osteologist
Heather McDaniel McDevitt is an archaeologist and Cultural Resources
Lead for Dudek’s Santa Barbara office with over 13 years of cultural
resource management (CRM) experience throughout California and
Baja California. Ms. McDaniel McDevitt also serves as Dudek Lead
Human Osteologist providing on-call osteological services corporatewide. Ms. McDaniel McDevitt has served as a field supervisor, lab
director, principal investigator and project manager on Phase I,
Extended Phase I, Phase II, and Phase III projects conducting surveys,
testing, site significance evaluations and recordation, data recovery
and laboratory analysis. Her education encompasses archaeology,
biological anthropology, and GIS. As a bioarchaeologist, Ms. McDaniel
McDevitt combines physical anthropology and archaeology in the study
of faunal and human remains to reveal ancient lifeways. Her specific
area of GIS research is the use of predictive modeling and remote
sensing to better understand settlement and subsistence patterns,
which can be used to forecast areas of potential impacts and assist in
mitigating damage to cultural resources more efficiently.
Ms. McDaniel McDevitt has worked on projects for the National Park
Service, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), National
Aeronautics and Space Administration, U.S. Bureau of Land
Management, the Smithsonian Institute, California State Parks,
California Department of Transportation, and various private CRM and
environmental firms. Ms. McDaniel McDevitt’s professional experience
in CRM provides significant knowledge and practical experience with
state and federal regulations such as the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA), Section 106 of the National Hictoric Preservation Act, and
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Ms. McDaniel McDevitt
has also served as an adjunct professor at community and state
institutions for courses in physical and cultural anthropology,
archaeology, and GIS.

Education
California State University,
Northridge
MA, Public Archaeology
MA, Geographical Information
Systems, ABT
BA, Anthropology
Certifications
Registered Professional
Archaeologist (RPA)
CEQA Training through Advanced,
Association of Environmental
Professionals
GIS Professional Certificate
HAZWOPER Training, Hydrogeologic
Professional Affiliations
American Anthropological
Association
American Institute of Archaeology
California Geographical Society
Pacific Coast Archaeological
Association
Register of Professional
Archaeologists
Simi Valley Historical Society
Society for American Archaeology
Society for California Archaeology
Ventura County Archaeological
Association

Selected Project Experience
Chatsworth Reservoir Mitigation Feasibility Study, Chatsworth, Los Angeles County. Provided senior review and
support for LADWP on-call contract task order for potential compensatory mitigation projects on LADWP property
and facilities located within the Chatsworth Reservoir, previously nominated as a Historic-Cultural Monument with
the City of Los Angeles. Efforts included constraints analysis considering archaeological, historic built resources
and paleontological resources both unknown and previously identified through literature review, NAHC Sacred Land
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Files records search, paleontological records search. Results were summarized in a report memo in including a
discussion of the potential constraints and mitigation measures necessary should the project proceed.
Agoura Village East Multi-Use Complex Cultural Resource Studies, Agoura Hills, Los Angeles County. As Principal
Investigator designed and implemented research design involving previously recorded archaeological site CA-LAN41. Supervised and conducted excavations intended to delineate horizontal and vertical extent of the site, site
significance, and analysis on recovered remains, Native American consultation and preparation of final reports
including avoidance/mitigation strategies. Currently devising research design and methodology for data recovery
of unavoidable impacts to site and supporting Native American consultation efforts for City of Agoura Hills.
1225 Cliff Drive Archaeological and Paleontological Study, Laguna Beach, Los Angeles County. Provided senior
review and support for archaeological and paleontological resources studies for a private development. Tasks to
determine sensitivity of project site included Paleontological and archaeological records searches and literature
reviews, NAHC Sacred Land Files search and coordination of informal tribal outreach, pedestrian survey and report
preparation.
February 2019 Storm Repair Project, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, Malibu, California. Provided
senior review and support for LADPW on-call contract task order to provide cultural resources services in for
construction activities of storm repair project located in Santa Monica Coastal Zone. Involves cultural resource
survey of project impact areas, management of monitoring staff, providing recommendations to construction and
project management staff, assisting with implementing mitigation plan, providing field visit verification reports and
assisting in Native American consultation efforts.
Pacific Palisades Village Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, Los Angeles, California. As project
archaeologist, conducted Phase 1 Archaeological Investigation, prepared technical report and portions of the MND
including a Cultural Landscape Study and Construction Mitigation and Monitoring Treatment Plan. As field director,
duties included project management, facilitation of Pre-Construction Meeting, coordination and supervision of
archaeological and paleontological technician crew, as well as document preparation.
Regulatory Compliance for Proposed Development within NRHP Archaeological Site CA-LAN-41, Agoura Hills, Los
Angeles County, California. As project manager, Principal Investigator and Field Director, design and implement all
necessary regulatory compliance and treatment of the archaeological site CA-LAN-41, in accordance with CEQA and
local agency regulations. Serve as lead project analyst and on-call human osteologist, developing methodology for
research design, crew supervision of all aspects of the investigative efforts. Project is on-going.
Palmdale CalVet REN Project, Los Angeles County, Californa. (11150) Provided senior review and support for
archaeological resources study for a private development. Project proposes to build 56 duplex condominiums on a
9.9-acre site, to provide permanent, affordable housing to veterans (Condominium Project or project).
5-Year On-Call Archaeological Services, City of Ventura, California. As project Manager, currently manages
Dudek’s contract for the City of Ventura on-call archaeological services including archaeological, historical, and
Native American services, including but not limited to monitoring, archaeological record searches, historical
research, architectural history, surveys for both prehistoric and historical resources, extended Phase I surveys,
test excavations, data recovery, Native American coordination, coordination with the Native American Heritage
Commission, AB-52 support, treatment protocols, feasibility/concept plan studies and recommendations, hiring
and managing applicable sub consultants and specialty disciplines as required, preparation of management
plans, design and implementation of mitigation methods. Potential projects include municipal infrastructure
improvements such as domestic water distribution system, sanitary sewer collection system, storm drainage
collection system and other undertakings as determined.
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Appendix B
Confidential Records Search Results

Appendix C
Native American Coordination

Linda Kry
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Adriane Dorrler
Monday, September 16, 2019 3:32 PM
nahc@nahc.ca.gov
Linda Kry
Request for a Sacred Lands File Search_Dudek (#11884)
11884_NAHC SLF_Request_PDF.pdf; Fig_records_search.pdf

Dear NAHC,
Please find attached the NAHC Sacred Lands File Search request and project location map for the proposed Arroyo Seco
Canyon Project (Dudek #11884). Dudek is requesting a NAHC search for any sacred sites, tribal cultural resources, or
other places of Native American community value that may fall within a one-mile radius of the proposed Project site.
Please let me know if you have any questions regarding this project. You can email the results to me at
adorrler@dudek.com.
Thank you in advance,
Adriane Gusick
Associate Archaeologist

DUDEK
mobile: (760) 840-7556
www.dudek.com / www.facebook.com/dudeknews

1

Sacred Lands File & Native American Contacts List Request
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
1550 Harbor Blvd, Suite 100
West Sacramento, CA 95501
(916) 373-3710
(916) 373-5471 Fax
nahc@nahc.ca.gov
Information Below is Required for a Sacred Lands File Search

Project:

Arroyo Seco Canyon Project (Dudek #11884)

County: Los Angeles
USGS Quadrangle
Pasadena
Name:
Township: 1N
Range:

12W

Section(s): 5

Company/Firm/Agency:
Dudek
Contact Person: Adriane Gusick
Street Address: 38 N Marengo Avenue
City:

Pasadena

Phone: (760) 840-7556
(760) 632-0164
Fax:

Zip: 91101
Extension:

Email: adorrler@dudek.com
Project Description:
The City of Pasadena (City) owns the right to divert up to 25 cubic feet per second of surface water
from the Arroyo Seco into their spreading basins for pumping credits in the Raymond Basin. In the two
storm seasons following the 2009 Station Fire, excessive amounts of sediment washed down from the
watershed. The debris flows damaged City structures, greatly reducing the City’s capacity to divert
water for spreading. As a result, the City of Pasadena Department of Water and Power proposes to
repair and replace damaged facilities in the Upper Arroyo Seco Canyon as a part of the proposed
Project. The improvements would allow for increased utilization of the City’s surface water rights from
the Arroyo Seco and maximize the beneficial use of this important local water resource.
The proposed Project consists of three primary areas, including Area 1, Headworks Removal; Area 2,
Diversion and Intake Replacement; and Area 3, Spreading Basin Improvements. These areas are
connected by the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road. The proposed Project would involve construction
activity and facility improvements in all three areas, as well as along portions of the Gabrielino
Trail/Access Road. Additionally, portions of the 30-inch hume line, which is a pipeline that conveys
water from the diversion weir to the spreading basins, may also be improved/replaced.

Project Location Map is attached
SLF&Contactsform: rev: 05/07/14

Date: 9/9/2019 - Last saved by: cstarbird - Path: Z:\Projects\j1188400\MAPDOC\Cultural\Fig_records_search.mxd

Project Study Areas

Access Road Study Area

Record Search Study Area (0.5-mile Buffer)
SOURCE: USGS Topo 7.5 Minute Series Pasadena Quadrangle
Township 1N / Range 12W / Section 05
0

n

0

1,000
285

1:24,000

2,000
Feet
570
Meters

Records Search Map
Arroyo Seco Canyon Project

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
Cultural and Environmental Department
1550 Harbor Blvd., Suite 100
West Sacramento, CA 95691
Phone: (916) 373-3710
Email: nahc@nahc.ca.gov
Website: http://www.nahc.ca.gov
Twitter: @CA_NAHC

October 7, 2019
Adriane Gusick
Dudek
VIA Email to: adorrler@dudek.com
RE: Arroyo Seco Canyon Project, Los Angeles County
Dear Ms. Gusick:
A record search of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File (SLF)
was completed for the information you have submitted for the above referenced project. The
results were positive. Please contact the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation on
the attached list for more information. Other sources of cultural resources should also be
contacted for information regarding known and recorded sites.
Attached is a list of Native American tribes who may also have knowledge of cultural resources in
the project area. This list should provide a starting place in locating areas of potential adverse
impact within the proposed project area. I suggest you contact all of those indicated; if they cannot
supply information, they might recommend others with specific knowledge. By contacting all those
listed, your organization will be better able to respond to claims of failure to consult with the
appropriate tribe. If a response has not been received within two weeks of notification, the
Commission requests that you follow-up with a telephone call or email to ensure that the project
information has been received.
If you receive notification of change of addresses and phone numbers from tribes, please notify
the NAHC. With your assistance, we can assure that our lists contain current information. If you
have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email address:
steven.quinn@nahc.ca.gov.
Sincerely,

Steven Quinn
Associate Governmental Program Analyst
Attachment

Native American Heritage Commission
Native American Contact List
Los Angeles County
10/7/2019
Gabrieleno Band of Mission
Indians - Kizh Nation
Andrew Salas, Chairperson
P.O. Box 393
Covina, CA, 91723
Phone: (626) 926 - 4131
admin@gabrielenoindians.org

Gabrieleno

Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel
Band of Mission Indians
Anthony Morales, Chairperson
P.O. Box 693
Gabrieleno
San Gabriel, CA, 91778
Phone: (626) 483 - 3564
Fax: (626) 286-1262
GTTribalcouncil@aol.com
Gabrielino /Tongva Nation
Sandonne Goad, Chairperson
106 1/2 Judge John Aiso St.,
#231
Los Angeles, CA, 90012
Phone: (951) 807 - 0479
sgoad@gabrielino-tongva.com
Gabrielino Tongva Indians of
California Tribal Council
Robert Dorame, Chairperson
P.O. Box 490
Bellflower, CA, 90707
Phone: (562) 761 - 6417
Fax: (562) 761-6417
gtongva@gmail.com
Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe
Charles Alvarez,
23454 Vanowen Street
West Hills, CA, 91307
Phone: (310) 403 - 6048
roadkingcharles@aol.com

Gabrielino

Gabrielino

Gabrielino

This list is current only as of the date of this document. Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of
the Health and Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resource Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.
This list is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources assessment for the proposed Arroyo Seco Canyon Project, Los
Angeles County.

PROJ-2019005121

10/07/2019 09:21 AM
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Appendix D
DPR Series 523 Forms

State of California  The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Primary #
HRI #

PRIMARY RECORD

Trinomial
NRHP Status Code

Other Listings
Review Code

Page 1
of 10
P1. Other Identifier:

*P2.
*a.
*b.
c.
d.
e.

*Resource Name or #: (Assigned by recorder)

Date

John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant
__

Location:  Not for Publication
 Unrestricted
County Los Angeles
and (P2c, P2e, and P2b or P2d. Attach a Location Map as necessary.)
USGS 7.5' Quad Pasadena Date 2018 T 1N; R 12W;
 of
 of Sec 5 ; San Bernardino B.M.
Address Arroyo Seco Canyon, near Explorer Road
City Pasadena
Zip
91011
UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone 11S, 392676 mE/ 3785075 mN
Other Locational Data: (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, decimal degrees, etc., as appropriate)

Latitude, Longitude:
*P3a.

Reviewer

3S, 3CS

34.201171, -118.164889

Description: (Describe resource and its major elements. Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries)

The John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant 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 verticallyoriented rectilinear forms. (see continuation sheet)
Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes) HP9 Public utility building
*P4.
Resources Present:  Building
 Structure  Object  Site  District 
P5a. Photograph or Drawing (Photograph required for buildings, structures, and objects.)
Element of District  Other (Isolates, etc.)
P5b. Description of Photo: (view, date,

*P3b.

main facade, view
NE 10/22/2019 (DSC02296)
accession #)

*P6.
Date Constructed/Age and
Source:  Historic  Prehistoric  Both

1971 (PI 1971)
*P7.

Owner and Address:

City of Pasadena, Water and
Power Department
150 S. Robles Avenue, #300
Pasadena, CA 91101
*P8.

Recorded by: (Name, affiliation,

Kara R. Dotter,
MSHP. Dudek
38 N. Marengo Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91101
and address)

*P9. Date Recorded: 12/27/2019
*P10. Survey Type: (Describe)

pedestrian
*P11. Report Citation: (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none.") Kaiser, K., K.R. Dotter, A. Dorrler,

L. Kry, H. McDaniel McDevitt, and S. Murray. 2020. Cultural Resources Technical Report
for the Arroyo Seco Canyon Project, Areas 2 and 3, Pasadena, California. Prepared for
City of Pasadena Water and Power Department. Prepared by Dudek. June 2020.
*Attachments: NONE Location Map Continuation Sheet Building, Structure, and Object Record
Archaeological Record District Record Linear Feature Record Milling Station Record Rock Art Record
Artifact Record Photograph Record
 Other (List):
DPR 523A (9/2013)

*Required information

State of California  Natural Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Primary #
HRI#

LOCATION MAP

Trinomial

Page
2
*Map Name:

of
10 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant
Pasadena USGS 7.5’ Quadrangle
*Scale: 1:24,000
*Date of map: _2018____

DPR 523J (Rev. 1/1995)(Word 9/2013)

*Required information

State of California  The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Primary #
HRI#

BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD
*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant *NRHP Status Code
Page 3
of 10
B1.
B2.
B3.
*B5.
*B6.

Historic Name: John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant
Common Name: John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant
Original Use:
water treatment facility
B4. Present Use:
Architectural Style: Brutalist
Construction History: (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations)

3S, 3CS

not in use

Built 1970. No alterations visible.

*B7.
*B8.

B9a.
*B10.

Moved?
No
Related Features:

Yes

Unknown

Date:

Original Location:

Architect: James M. Montgomery, Consulting Engineers, Inc. b. Builder: Margate Const. Co.
Significance: Theme water control infrastructure
Area
Pasadena, CA
Period of Significance

1971

Property Type

Applicable Criteria NRHP C, CRHR 3, City

of Pasadena 2c
(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope. Also address integrity.)

The John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant (WTP), 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
1971. (see continuation sheet)
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Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)
References:

(see continuation sheet)
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*P3a. Description: (continued)

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.
The main (northwest) elevation presents as two sections: the left (northern) two-thirds consists of regularly-spaced
narrow, vertical windows or panels, topped with louvered rectangular vents, and a double-leaf flush entry door with a
flat panel inset above. The door is accessed by three broad, shallow concrete steps, bordered to the left (north) by a
square integral concrete planter. Another narrower, shallower integral concrete planter runs along the base of the wall.
The right (southern) third projects forward about three feet and is about two feet taller, with a repetitive pattern of
vertically-oriented rectilinear forms. Three rows of patinated metal letters in a simple modern font are attached to the
upper center of the wall and read “City of Pasadena John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant.”
The southwest elevation presents as a monolithic wall with a repetitive pattern of vertically-oriented rectilinear forms.
A near-full-height, flush, double-leaf loading door sits off-center, and a painted metal I-beam projects outwards from the
top between the two leaves. The tall, monolithic concrete wall begins at the eastern end of this elevation, effectively
continuing in line from the southeast elevation, and is pierce by a corrugated metal door.
The southeast elevation presents as two sections: the left (southern) third is about two feet taller and predominantly
exposed concrete masonry units (CMUs) laid in running bond, with a vertical and horizontal panel decorated in the
repetitive pattern of vertically-oriented rectilinear forms; a half-lite painted metal door pierces the wall near the left
edge. The right (northern) two-thirds of the elevation consists of exposed CMUs laid in running bond, with a vented halflite door accessed via a concrete walkway and five evenly-spaced narrow, horizontally-oriented louvered vents located
near the base of the wall.
The northeast elevation is monolithic concrete with four full-length rectangular concrete pilasters flanking a centered
single-width roll-up garage door. Short portions of two rectangular concrete pilasters project above the door.
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Figure 1. Behner Treatment Plant: southwest elevation, view looking northeast (IMG_2660)

Figure 2. Behner Treatment Plant: southeast elevation, view looking southwest (DSC02274)

*B10. Significance: (continued)
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John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant (1971)
The John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant (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
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 2013, Mindel 2016).
The best known early Brutalist architecture was that of Swiss architect Le Corbusier in
the early 1950s. Brutalism gained popularity in the United Kingdom in the mid-century as
war-torn communities actively sought inexpensive construction and design techniques in
order to create affordable government buildings, housing, and shopping centers. However,
Brutalism was also popular among those without budget constraints, as the style came to
be artistically appreciated for its honest expression of materials, sculptural qualities,
and anti-bourgeois aesthetic.
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 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
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• 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).
Known works by Montgomery include:
• F.E. Weymouth Memorial Water Softening and Filtration Plant, Metropolitan Water
District, City of La Verne, 1936-1941
• Arcadia Plant improvements, City of Santa Monica, 1958
• William B. Cater Filtration Plan, City of Santa Barbara, 1962
• Arcadia Plant improvements, City of Santa Monica, 1966
• Water Softening System, Alameda County Water District, 1966
• South San Diego Reservoir, City of San Diego, 1968
• Anaheim Lake Demonstration Desalination Plant, Orange County Water District, 1973
• Warner Ave Sewer Pump Station, City of Huntington Beach, 1986
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 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
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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 John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant 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
Integrity Discussion
The John L. Behner Water Treatment Plant 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.
*B12.
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*Resource Name or #: (Assigned by recorder)

6Z
Date

Screen Building Complex
__

Location:  Not for Publication
 Unrestricted
County Los Angeles
and (P2c, P2e, and P2b or P2d. Attach a Location Map as necessary.)
USGS 7.5' Quad Pasadena Date 2018 T 1N; R 12W;
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Latitude, Longitude for components:
Screen Building: 34.207086, -118.167910; Weir
Intake Structure: 34.207765, -118.168221
*P3a.

and

Description: (Describe resource and its major elements. Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries)

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. (see continuation sheet)
*P3b.

Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes) HP9 Public utility building; HP11 Engineering

structure; HP35 CCC/WPA property
*P4. Resources Present:  Building

 Structure  Object  Site  District  Element of District  Other (Isolates, etc.)
P5b. Description of Photo: (view, date,

P5a. Photograph or Drawing (Photograph required for buildings, structures, and objects.)

Screen building,
view to east (IMG_2423)
accession #)

*P6.
Date Constructed/Age and
Source:  Historic  Prehistoric  Both

c.1932 (aerial photos)
*P7.

Owner and Address:

City of Pasadena, Water and
Power Department
150 S. Robles Avenue, #300
Pasadena, CA 91101
*P8.

Recorded by: (Name, affiliation,

Kara R. Dotter,
MSHP. Dudek
38 N. Marengo Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91101
and address)

*P9. Date Recorded: 12/27/2019
*P10. Survey Type: (Describe)

pedestrian
*P11.

Report Citation: (Cite survey
report and other sources, or enter "none.")

Kaiser, K., K.R. Dotter, A.
Dorrler, L. Kry, H. McDaniel McDevitt, and S. Murray. 2020. Cultural Resources Technical
Report for the Arroyo Seco Canyon Project, Areas 2 and 3, Pasadena, California. Prepared
for City of Pasadena Water and Power Department. Prepared by Dudek. June 2020.
*Attachments: NONE Location Map Continuation Sheet Building, Structure, and Object Record
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Historic Name:
Common Name:
Original Use: water control infrastructure B4. Present Use:
Architectural Style:
utilitarian
Construction History: (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations)

6Z

water control infrastructure

Built c.1927-1944 (aerial photos)

*B7.
*B8.

B9a.
*B10.

Moved?
No
Related Features:

Yes

Unknown

Date:

Original Location:

Architect:
unknown
b. Builder:
Significance: Theme water control infrastructure
Period of Significance

N/A

Property Type

N/A

unknown
Area
Applicable Criteria

Pasadena, CA
N/A

(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope. Also address integrity.)

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. (see
continuation sheet)
B11.
*B12.

Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)
References:

(see continuation sheet)
B13.
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*P3a. Description: (continued)

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.

Figure 1. Screen building, view looking south (IMG_2767)
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Figure 2. Weir, eastern end with wood sluice gate, view looking upstream (IMG_2797)

Figure 3. Weir detail, view looking upstream (IMG_2791)
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*B10. Significance: (continued)

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.

Figure 4. Weir and intake structure, dated March 5, 1937, view looking upstream
(ASF 2019)
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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 1938, 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.
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, and an intake structure.
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
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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.
*B12.
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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 downstream edges of the metal plate(s),
with the bridge deck coated in tarmac. (see continuation sheet)
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Pasadena, CA
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(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope. Also address integrity.)

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. Arroyo Seco Canyon is an important watershed which begins in the San Gabriel
Mountains at Mount Wilson, continues west of the cities of Pasadena and Altadena, and
extends south to join the Los Angeles River. The 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. Locals swam at the pools at Devil’s Gate,
hiked to the waterfall at Millard Canyon, and took pack animal trips to Mount Wilson. 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. (see continuation sheet)
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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). Two pipelines emerge
from the ground near the southern end of Bridge No. 1 and run along the west side of the
Arroyo Boulevard/Gabrielino Trail. The larger metal pipe is wrapped with what appears to
be disintegrating asphalt rolled material, and continues underground near the southern
end of Bridge No. 2. The smaller pipeline appears to be concrete and dives underground
north of Bridge No. 2, just after a bolted metal pipe connection between two runs of
concrete pipe.

Figure 1. Bridge No. 1 with temporary bridge in place, view looking south
(DSC02332)
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Figure 2. Bridge No. 1, detail of cobblestone edge and central
supporting wall (DSC02336)

Figure 3. View of pipelines, near Bridge No. 1 (DSC02327)
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Figure 4. View of pipelines, near Bridge No. 1 (DSC02323)

*B10. Significance: (continued)

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 2019b).
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. Even after the Arts and Crafts
Movement waned in popularity, the use of native cobblestone persisted as a unifying
landscape feature in the Arroyo Seco (Bricker et al. 1992; 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. The road was subjected to several floods over the
years, damaging the road bed, bridges, dams and other infrastructure placed along it.
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
DPR 523L (Rev. 1/1995)(Word 9/2013)
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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).
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 U.S. Forest Service 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 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. Although focused on providing employment for young unskilled
men between 18 and 25 years of age, the CCC also employed WW1 army veterans, skilled
foresters and craftsmen, and approximately 88,000 Native Americans from Indian
reservations. The CCC reached its largest employment in August 1935, with more than 500,000
men working in 2,900 camps. Estimates indicate that approximately five percent of the US
male population, about three million men, participated in the CCC.
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 Forest Service
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 1941:17). 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 Forest Service 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 Forest Service 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).
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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.
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
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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.
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.
*B12.
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Latitude, Longitude: 34.205429, -118.165922
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Bridge No. 2 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 (Figure
29). 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 (Figure 30).
The bridge deck is covered with tarmac. (see continuation page)
*P3b.
Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes) HP19 Bridge
*P4. Resources Present:  Building  Structure  Object  Site  District  Element of District  Other (Isolates, etc.)
P5b. Description of Photo: (view, date,
P5a. Photograph or Drawing (Photograph required for buildings, structures, and objects.)

view looking west
10/22/2019 (IMG_2730)
accession #)

*P6.
Date Constructed/Age and
Source:  Historic  Prehistoric  Both

c.1920 (aerials)
*P7.

Owner and Address:

City of Pasadena, Water and
Power Department
150 S. Robles Avenue, #300
Pasadena, CA 91101
*P8.

Recorded by: (Name, affiliation,

Kara R. Dotter,
MSHP. Dudek
38 N. Marengo Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91101
and address)

*P9. Date Recorded: 12/27/2019
*P10. Survey Type: (Describe)

pedestrian
*P11. Report Citation: (Cite survey
report and other sources, or enter "none.")

Kaiser, K., K.R. Dotter,
A. Dorrler, L. Kry, H. McDaniel McDevitt, and S. Murray. 2020. Cultural Resources
Technical Report for the Arroyo Seco Canyon Project, Areas 2 and 3, Pasadena,
California. Prepared for City of Pasadena Water and Power Department. Prepared by Dudek.
June 2020.
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*B7.
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No
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Architect:
unknown
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unknown
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Pasadena, CA
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(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope. Also address integrity.)

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. Arroyo Seco Canyon is an important watershed which begins in the San Gabriel
Mountains at Mount Wilson, continues west of the cities of Pasadena and Altadena, and
extends south to join the Los Angeles River. The canyon was used as a prehistoric
through-route for the Hahamongnas (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. Locals swam at the pools at Devil’s Gate,
hiked to the waterfall at Millard Canyon, and took pack animal trips to Mount Wilson. 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. (see continuation sheet)
B11.
*B12.

Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)
References:

(see continuation sheet)
B13.
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*B14.

Evaluator: Kara R. Dotter, MSHP
*Date of Evaluation: December 27, 2019
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*P3a. Description: (continued)

Figure 1. Bridge No. 2, detail of deck and railing with balusters (DSC02361)

*B10. Significance: (continued)

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 2019b).
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. Even after the Arts and Crafts
Movement waned in popularity, the use of native cobblestone persisted as a unifying
landscape feature in the Arroyo Seco (Bricker et al. 1992; 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. The road was subjected to several floods over the
years, damaging the road bed, bridges, dams and other infrastructure placed along it.
Arroyo Seco Canyon Road, also known as Arroyo Boulevard, was paved for use as a county
DPR 523L (Rev. 1/1995)(Word 9/2013)
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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).
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 U.S. Forest Service 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 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. Although focused on providing employment for young unskilled
men between 18 and 25 years of age, the CCC also employed WW1 army veterans, skilled
foresters and craftsmen, and approximately 88,000 Native Americans from Indian
reservations. The CCC reached its largest employment in August 1935, with more than 500,000
men working in 2,900 camps. Estimates indicate that approximately five percent of the US
male population, about three million men, participated in the CCC.
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 Forest Service
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 1941:17). 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 Forest Service 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 Forest Service 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).
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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.
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 boardformed 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
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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.
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Description: (Describe resource and its major elements. Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries)

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. 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. (see continuation sheet)
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*P4. Resources Present:  Building  Structure  Object  Site  District  Element of District  Other (Isolates, etc.)
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view downstream
10/22/2019 (IMG_2761)
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City of Pasadena, Water and
Power Department
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Kara R. Dotter,
MSHP. Dudek
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pedestrian
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A. Dorrler, L. Kry, H. McDaniel McDevitt, and S. Murray. 2020. Cultural Resources
Technical Report for the Arroyo Seco Canyon Project, Areas 2 and 3, Pasadena,
California. Prepared for City of Pasadena Water and Power Department. Prepared by Dudek.
June 2020.
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Historic Name: unknown
Common Name: Bridge No. 3
Original Use:
bridge
B4. Present Use:
Architectural Style:
N/A
Construction History: (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations)

3S, 3CS

bridge

Built 1939. Repaired c.1970. Temporary bridge over existing bridge deck constructed
2017.
*B7.
*B8.
B9a.
*B10.

Moved?
No
Related Features:

Yes

Unknown

Date:

Original Location:

Architect:
unknown
b. Builder:
unknown
Significance: Theme water control infrastructure, bridge
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City of Pasadena: 2a, 2c.
Period of Significance

bridge

Applicable Criteria

Area

Pasadena, CA

NRHP: A, C. CRHR: 1, 3.

(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope. Also address integrity.)

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. Arroyo Seco Canyon is an important watershed which begins in the San Gabriel
Mountains at Mount Wilson, continues west of the cities of Pasadena and Altadena, and
extends south to join the Los Angeles River. The canyon was used as a prehistoric
through-route for the Hahamongnas (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. Locals swam at the pools at Devil’s Gate,
hiked to the waterfall at Millard Canyon, and took pack animal trips to Mount Wilson. 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. (see continuation sheet)
B11.
*B12.

Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)
References:

(see continuation sheet)
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*P3a. Description: (continued)

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 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.

Figure 1. Bridge No. 3 with temporary bridge in place, view looking northnorthwest (IMG_2749)
*B10. Significance: (continued)

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 2019b).
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. Even after the Arts and Crafts
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Movement waned in popularity, the use of native cobblestone persisted as a unifying
landscape feature in the Arroyo Seco (Bricker et al. 1992; 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. The road was subjected to several floods over the
years, damaging the road bed, bridges, dams and other infrastructure placed along it.
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).
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 U.S. Forest Service 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 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. Although focused on providing employment for young unskilled
men between 18 and 25 years of age, the CCC also employed WW1 army veterans, skilled
foresters and craftsmen, and approximately 88,000 Native Americans from Indian
reservations. The CCC reached its largest employment in August 1935, with more than 500,000
men working in 2,900 camps. Estimates indicate that approximately five percent of the US
male population, about three million men, participated in the CCC.
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 Forest Service
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 1941:17). 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
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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 Forest Service 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 Forest Service 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).
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 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.
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The kingpost truss is comprised of a stringer, a kingpost (vertical
diagonal beams designed primarily for short spans of approximately 20
such, the bridge embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type
construction. Therefore, Bridge No. 3 appears eligible under Criterion C
Criterion 3 of the CRHR.

beam), and two
to 30 feet. As
and method of
of the NRHP and

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
designation criteria and integrity requirements, Therefore,
identified in the discussion of NRHP and CRHR eligibility, the
eligible as a landmark under local designation criteria 2a and

based on the NRHP/CRHR
for all of the reasons
subject property appears
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 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.
*B12.

References:

Andrus, Patrick W. and Rebecca H. Shrimpton. 2002. “How to Apply the National Register
Criteria for Evaluation.” National Register Bulletin 15. Accessed November 14, 2019.
https://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/pdfs/nrb15.pdf
Bricker, Laura, Robert Winter, Janet Tearen. 1992. “The Residential Architecture of
Pasadena, CA, 1895-1918: The Influence of the Arts and Crafts Movement.” National
Register of Historic Places, Multiple Property Documentation Form. Prepared for the
City
of
Pasadena.
Accessed
November
14,
2019.
http://pasadena.cfwebtools.com/images/other/InfluenceoftheArtsandCraftsMovement(Par
tI).pdf
City of Pasadena. 2003a. Arroyo Seco Master Plan: Arroyo Seco Design Guidelines. Accessed
December
20,
2019.
https://www.cityofpasadena.net/wpcontent/uploads/sites/29/Arroyo-Seco-Design-Guidelines-1-1.pdf

DPR 523L (Rev. 1/1995)(Word 9/2013)

*Required information

State of California  Natural Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Primary#
HRI #
Trinomial

CONTINUATION SHEET
Property Name: _ Bridge 3 __________________________________
Page __8__ of __9__

City of Pasadena. 2003b. Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan. Accessed November 25,
2019.
https://www.cityofpasadena.net/wp-content/uploads/sites/29/HahamongnaWatershed-Park-Master-Plan.pdf
City of Pasadena. 2019a. “Heritage: A Short History of Pasadena.” Accessed November 25,
2019.
https://www.cityofpasadena.net/about-pasadena/history-of-pasadena/#1970Present
City of Pasadena. 2019b. “Culture, History and Society of the Arroyo Seco.” Accessed
December 20, 2019. https://www.cityofpasadena.net/public-works/parks-and-naturalresources/arroyo-seco/#culture-history-society
LAT (Los Angeles Times). 1919. “Many Motorists in Arroyo Seco.” Newspapers.com: The Los
Angeles Times (Los Angeles, California). August 24, 1919, pg. 98.
LAT. 1938. “Arroyo Seco Road Badly Washed Out.” Newspapers.com: The Los Angeles Times
(Los Angeles, California). June 19, 1938, pg. 11.
LAT. 1940a. “Arroyo Seco Road Funds Authorized.” Newspapers.com: The Los Angeles Times
(Los Angeles, California). February 21, 1940, pg. 13.
LAT. 1940b. “Arroyo Seco Road Open to Oak Wilde.” Newspapers.com: The Los Angeles Times
(Los Angeles, California). July 14, 1940, pg. 74.
NETR (Nationwide Environmental Title Research LLC). 2019. Historic Aerial Photographs of
Pasadena, CA dating from 1952, 1953, 1954, 1964, 1972, 1977, 1978, 1980, 1982, 1994,
2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2009, 2010, 2012, 2014, and 2016. Accessed November 14, 2019.
https://www.historicaerials.com/viewer
Pasadena Post. 1941a. “Vast Upstream Flood Control Project Starts in Foothills.” Pasadena
Star News Collection, Pasadena Public Library, July 13, 1941, pg. 15, 17.
Pasadena Post. 1941b. “Work started on dam near Oak Wilde.” Pasadena Star News Collection,
Pasadena Public Library, August 14, 1941, pg. 5.
Pasadena Star News. 1939. “Arroyo Seco Road Opening Sought.” Pasadena Star News
Collection, Pasadena Public Library, June 1, 1939, pg. 3.
Pasadena Star News. 1941. “They draft spending of $1,170,000 flood funds: Engineers go
into canyon for work.” Pasadena Star News Collection, Pasadena Public Library, July
20, 1941, pg. 11.
Pasadena Star News. 1944. “Board votes forest fund.” Pasadena Star News Collection,
Pasadena Public Library, March 28, 1944, pg. 13.
TJC and Associates. 2015. Bridge Condition Assessment and Temporary Structure Design at
Arroyo Seco Canyon, Findings and Structural Recommendations Report. Prepared by
Hernando J. Montoya and Terence J. Cavanagh of TJC and Associates for the City of
Pasadena Water and Power Department. July 2015.
UCSB (University of California, Santa Barbra). 2019. Historic Aerial Photographs of
Pasadena, CA dating from 1927, 1935, 1938, 1944, 1952, 1956, 1960, 1968, 1976, 1981,
and 1982. Map & Imagery Laboratory (MIL) UCSB Library. Accessed November 15, 2019.
http://mil.library.ucsb.edu/ap_indexes/FrameFinder.
DPR 523L (Rev. 1/1995)(Word 9/2013)

*Required information

State of California  Natural Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Primary#
HRI #
Trinomial

CONTINUATION SHEET
Property Name: _ Bridge 3 __________________________________
Page __9__ of __9__

USGS (United States Geological Survey). 2019. USGS Historical Topographic Map Explorer:
maps available for project site: 1894, 1896, 1900, 1928, 1934, 1939, 1953, 1966,
1972, 1988, and 1995

DPR 523L (Rev. 1/1995)(Word 9/2013)

*Required information

State of California  The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Primary #
HRI #

PRIMARY RECORD

Trinomial
NRHP Status Code

Other Listings
Review Code

Page 1 of 11
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*P2.
*a.
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Reviewer

*Resource Name or #: (Assigned by recorder)

6Z
Date

Arroyo Seco Flood Control Infrastructure
__

Location:  Not for Publication
 Unrestricted
County Los Angeles
and (P2c, P2e, and P2b or P2d. Attach a Location Map as necessary.)
USGS 7.5' Quad Pasadena Date 2018 T 1N; R 12W;
 of
 of Sec 5 ; San Bernardino B.M.
Address Arroyo Seco Canyon, west of Explorer Road
City Pasadena
Zip
91011
UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) North: Zone 11S, 392458 mE/ 3784909 mN
South:
Zone 11S, 392030 mE/ 3783946 mN
Other Locational Data: (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, decimal degrees, etc., as appropriate)

Decimal Degrees:
North end: 34.201240°, -118.166832°, South end: 34.195486°, -118.169630°*P3a. Description:
(Describe resource and its major elements. Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries)

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. (see continuation
sheet)
Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes) HP4 Ancillary building; HP11 Engineering
structure; HP21 Dam, HP22 Lake/river/reservoir; HP31 Urban open space
*P3b.

P5a. Photograph or Drawing (Photograph required for buildings, structures, and objects.)

*P4.
Resources Present:  Building
 Structure  Object  Site  District 
Element of District  Other (Isolates, etc.)
P5b. Description of Photo: (view, date,

overview looking
north 10/22/219 (DSC02205)
accession #)

*P6.
Date Constructed/Age and
Source:  Historic  Prehistoric  Both

c. 1948 (aerials)
*P7.

Owner and Address:

City of Pasadena, Water and
Power Department
150 S. Robles Avenue, #300
Pasadena, CA 91101
*P8.

Recorded by: (Name, affiliation,

Kate Kaiser
Kara R. Dotter. Dudek
38 N. Marengo Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91101
and address)

and

*P9. Date Recorded: 12/27/2019
*P10. Survey Type: (Describe)

pedestrian
*P11. Report Citation: (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none.") Kaiser, K., K.R. Dotter, A. Dorrler,

L. Kry, H. McDaniel McDevitt, and S. Murray. 2020. Cultural Resources Technical Report
for the Arroyo Seco Canyon Project, Areas 2 and 3, Pasadena, California. Prepared for
City of Pasadena Water and Power Department. Prepared by Dudek. June 2020.
*Attachments: NONE Location Map Continuation Sheet Building, Structure, and Object Record
Archaeological Record District Record Linear Feature Record Milling Station Record Rock Art Record
Artifact Record Photograph Record
 Other (List):
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*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) Arroyo Seco Flood Control Infrastructure *NRHP Status Code 6Z
Page 3
of 11
B1.
B2.
B3.
*B5.
*B6.

Historic Name:
Common Name:
Original Use: water control infrastructure
B4. Present Use:
Architectural Style:
utilitarian
Construction History: (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations)

water control infrastructure

Built c.1944-1952.
*B7.
*B8.

B9a.
*B10.

Moved?
No
Related Features:

Yes

Unknown

Date:

Original Location:

Architect:
unknown
b. Builder:
Significance: Theme water control infrastructure
Period of Significance

N/A

Property Type

N/A

unknown
Pasadena, CA

Area
Applicable Criteria

N/A

(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope. Also address integrity.)

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) (see continuation sheet)
B11.
*B12.

Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)
References:

(see continuation sheet)
B13.

Remarks:

*B14.

Evaluator: Kate Kaiser, MSHP
*Date of Evaluation: December 27, 2019

(This space reserved for official comments.)
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*P3a. Description: (continued)

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.

Figure 1.

Altadena Storm Drain structure, pulley mechanism, and westmost shed, View looking west (IMG_2606)

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 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. 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.
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Figure 2. Overview to spreading basins; View looking south (IMG_2631)

Figure 3. Overview to PWP sludge basins, now Pasadena Ponds 1 and 2; View
looking southwest (IMG_2608)
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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.

Figure 4. Dam, View looking northwest (IMG_2600)
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.
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Figure 5. Culvert and Vehicle bridge, looking southwest (IMG_2612)

Identified Alterations
The following alterations were observed during the field visit:
• windows removed from shed (date unknown)
• LACFCD signs added to both shed exteriors (date unknown)
• metal railing replacing older wood handrail on flow control dam structure (date
unknown)
*B10. Significance: (continued)

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).
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Figure 6. Arroyo Seco Spreading Basins, 1958 (Los Angeles County Flood Control
District File Copy Prints Collection, Los Angeles County Library)

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
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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.
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 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.
*B12.
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